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to accompany the Publication Draft Local Plan (2017) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Please read these guidance notes before completing the response form 
 

Introduction 
Braintree District Council, Tendring District 
Council and Colchester Borough Council, have 
each published their own Publication Draft Local 
Plan for consultation. Section 1 is common to 
each plan. This response form can be used to 
respond to any part of the 3 Plans. It is important 
to specify which. 

The 3 Plans have been published in order for 
representations to be made prior to submission 
of the documents to the Planning Inspectorate 
for examination. All representations will be 
examined by a Planning Inspector. The purpose 
of the examination is to consider whether the Plan 
complies with the legal requirements, the duty to 
co-operate and is sound. 

Each Local Plan has two parts: 

Publication Draft Local Plan Section 1 - A set 
of strategic policies constructed in partnership 
between the three authorities and Essex 

County Council. This means that the Section 1 
policies are intended to apply across all three 
Local Authorities. These policies include those 
relating to Garden Communities, housing supply, 
employment, shopping and the environment. 
You can send your response to any one of the 
authorities as all responses to Section 1 will be 
collated. Only 1 response to the 3 authorities is 
required. 

Publication Draft Local Plan Section 2 - relates 
to the specific district, contains more detailed 
policies and is used to determine planning 
applications. If you wish to comment on the 
Tendring Publication Draft Local Plan Section 
2 you should send your comments to Tendring 
District Council. 

If you would like assistance in completing your 
representation or have any other questions 
about the Publication Draft Local Plan please 
contact the Planning Policy Team by email 
planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk or by phone 
on 01255686177 and ask for Planning Policy. 

 
 
 

    

mailto:planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk


Part A - Personal Details 
Please note that it is not possible for 
representations to be considered anonymously. 
Representations will be published on the 
Council’s websites and included as part of the 
Publication Draft Local Plan submissions to 
the Inspector. Address and contact details will 
removed from published responses. (Village/town 
shown). 

The Council reserves the right not to publish or 
take into account any representations which it 
considers offensive or defamatory. 

Please supply an email address if you have one 
as it will allow us to contact you electronically. 
Everyone who submits a representation will be 
added to the relevant consultation database (if 
not already included) so that we can keep you 
up to date with the plan. If you do not wish to be 
contacted in this way please state this clearly on 
the form. 

If an agent or consultant has been engaged to act 
on your behalf please fill in both sets of details in 
full. Correspondence will be sent to the agent. If 
you are a landowner with an agent acting on your 
behalf, please ensure that your agent knows the 
site name and reference number which your site 
has been given. 

 
Part B - Representation 
Please specify which section of the Publication 
Draft Local Plan your comments relate to, by 
choosing one of the following; 

Section 1 A response to this section will be 
reported to all 3 authorities. 

Legal Compliance and Duty 
to Co-operate 
If commenting on how the Publication Draft 
Local Plan has been prepared, it is likely that 
your comments will relate to a matter of legal 
compliance. 

The Inspector will check that the Plan meets the 
legal requirements 

You should consider the following before making 
a representation on legal compliance: 

• The Plan should be included in the current 
Local Development Scheme (LDS) and the 
key stages should have been followed. 

• The process of community involvement 
for the Plan in question should be in general 
accordance with the Statement of 
Community Involvement (SCI). 

• The Plan should comply with the Town 
and County Planning (Local Planning) 
(England) Regulations 2012 (the Regulations). 
On publication, the LPA must publish the 
documents prescribed in the Regulations; 
making them available on its website and at 
its principal offices. It must also notify the 
Local Plan bodies (as set out in the 
Regulations) and any persons who have 
requested to be notified. 

• The LPA must provide a Sustainability 
Appraisal Report. This should identify 
the process by which it has been carried out, 
baseline information used to inform the 
process and the outcomes of that  process. 

• LPAs will be expected to provide evidence of 
how they have complied with the Duty  to 

Section 2 Colchester 
Section 2 Tendring 
Section 2 Braintree 

These plans are 
specific to each 
authority. 

Co-operate. 

• Non-compliance with the duty to cooperate 
cannot be rectified after the Plan’s

Which part of the plan are you responding to 
(please use one form per submission): 

Paragraph:  for a representation on wording or 
paragraph content 

Policy: for a representation on the wording 
or inclusion or omission of a policy 

Other: for example a map inset number, 
site reference or the wording or 
content of tables or  appendices 

submission. Therefore the Inspector has no 
power to recommend modifications in this 
regard. Where the duty has not been 
complied with, the Inspector has no choice 
but to recommend non-adoption of the  Plan. 

} 



Soundness 
Soundness is explained in National Planning 
Policy Framework (NPPF) paragraph 182. The 
Inspector has to be satisfied that the Plan is 
positively prepared, justified, effective and 
consistent with national policy. 

More details and further guidance on what is 
meant by the term ‘soundness’ can be found 
below and at; www.planningportal.gov.uk 

Positively prepared 
This means that 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 reasonable alternatives, 
based on a proportionate, robust and credible 
evidence base. 

Effective 
The Plan should be deliverable over its period and 
based on effective joint working on cross- 
boundary strategic priorities, sound infrastructure 
delivery planning and no regulatory or national 
planning barriers. It should be flexible to changing 
circumstances 

Consistent with national policy 
The Plan should be consistent with national 
policy. Departure must be clearly justified. 

If you think the content of the Plan is not sound 
because it does not include a policy where it 
should do, you should go through the following 
steps before making representations: 

• Is the issue with which you are concerned 
already covered specifically by national 
planning policy? If so it does not need to be 
included? 

• Is what you are concerned with covered by 
any other policies in the Plan on which you 
are seeking to make representations or in any 
other Plan? 

• If the policy is not covered, how is the Plan 
unsound without the policy? 

• If the Plan is unsound without the policy, what 
should the policy say? 

Using the spaces provided please give details of 
why you think the Publication Draft Local Plan is 
not ‘sound having regard to the legal compliance, 
duty to cooperate and the four  requirements 
set out above. You should try to support your 
representation by evidence showing why the Plan 
should be modified. If your representation is 
over 100 words please include a summary of 
its main points in the box provided. 

It will be helpful if you also say precisely 
how you think the Plan should be modified. 
Representations should cover succinctly all 
information, evidence and supporting information 
necessary to support/justify the representation 
and suggested modification, as there will not 
normally be a further opportunity to make 
submissions based on the original representation 
made at publication. 

Where there are groups who share a common 
view on how they wish to see a Plan modified, 
it would be very helpful for that group to send 
a single representation which represents the 
view. In such cases the group should indicate 
how many people it is representing and how 
the representation has been authorised. 

All the formal representations received during this 
stage will be submitted to and considered by the 
appointed independent Planning Inspector at the 
public examination on the Plan. The process is 
likely to include public hearings. The Inspector 
will determine the most appropriate procedure to 
adopt to hear those who choose to participate at 
this stage. If you would like to appear and speak 
at the hearings, please state this and explain 
in the space provided why you consider it is 
necessary that you participate. 

Representations can be sent: 

• Via the Council’s online consultation portal: 
http://tendring-
consult.objective.co.uk/portal  

• Via a representation form which can 
be downloaded from the website and 
returned via email to 
planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.
uk 

• or by post to: 
Planning Policy, 
Tendring District Council 
Thorpe Road 
Weeley 
Essex 
CO16 9AJ 

http://www.planningportal.gov.uk/
http://tendring-consult.objective.co.uk/portal
http://tendring-consult.objective.co.uk/portal
mailto:planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk
mailto:planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk


   
 

 

For internal Use only ID: 
 

Rep No: 
 

     

 

 

Responses are encouraged via the council’s online consultation system available on the website, 
see http://tendring-consult.objective.co.uk/portal  However, this form can be returned electronically 
to planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk or in hard copy if necessary to: 

Planning Policy, Tendring District Council, Thorpe Road, Weeley, Essex, CO16 9AJ 
The consultation runs from 9am Friday, 16th June to 5pm on Friday, 28th July 2017 

This form has two parts: 
Part A - Personal Details and Part B - Your comments 

 
 

  PART A  
 

1. Personal Details 

Title 

First Name 

Last Name 

Organisation 
(Where relevant) 

 
Address Line 1 

 
Address Line 2 

 
Address Line 3 

Post Code 

E-mail Address 
 

Telephone 
Number 

2. Agent’s Details (if applicable) 

Title 
 

First Name 

Last Name 

Organisation 

Address Line 1 

Address Line 2 
 

Address Line 3 

Post Code 

E-mail Address 
 

Telephone 
Number 

 
 

 

http://tendring-consult.objective.co.uk/portal
mailto:planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk


  PART B  

REPRESENTATION FORM 
Please Note: If your representation relates to Section One of the North Essex Strategic Plan / Garden 
Communities you only need to respond to one of the Local Authorities. All representations received by 
Braintree, Colchester and Tendring relating to Section One of the Plan(s) will be submitted together. 

You do not need to return this form if you have completed a response using any of the Council’s online 
systems for this consultation. Duplicates will not be  considered 

Please specify which section of the Publication Draft Local Plan your comments relate to by 
choosing one of the following: 

Section 1 Section 2 Colchester Section 2 Tendring Section 2 Braintree 

Which part of the section are you responding to? 
e.g. Paragraph/Policy/Map/Other 

 
Do you consider the Local Plan is Legally compliant? 

Yes No 
 
Does it comply with the Duty to Co-operate? 

Yes No 
 
Do you consider the Local Plan is Sound? 

Yes No 
 
If you do not consider the Local Plan is sound, please specify on what grounds: 

Positively prepared Justified Effective Consistent with National Policy 
 
Enter your full representation here: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Continue onto next page 



 
 

If your representation is more than 100 words, please provide a brief summary here: 



Please specify the changes needed to be made to make the Plan sound / legally compliant 
 

 
Do you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination? 

Yes No 
 

If Yes - you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you 
consider this to be necessary 

Please note the inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear 
those who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination. 

 
Did you raise the matter that is the subject of your representation with the LPA earlier 
in the process of the preparation of the Local Plan 

Yes No 
 

If yes which stage 
Issues and Options Preferred Options 

 
Do you wish to be notified? 

When the document is submitted for independent examination? 

When the Inspectors Report is published? 

When document is adopted? 
 

Braintree & Tendring: Return by 5pm 28th July 2017 
(responses to section 2 Braintree and Tendring will not be accepted after this date. After 

this date responses to Section 1 should be sent to Colchester Borough Council) 

Colchester: Return by 5pm 11th August 2017 



Environment Agency 

Iceni House, Cobham Road, Ipswich, Suffolk, IP3 9JD. 
Customer services line: 03708 506 506 
www.gov.uk/environment-agency 

Cont/d.. 

 

creating a better place 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Tendring District Council 
Planning Department 
Thorpe Road 
Weeley 
Clacton-on-Sea 
CO16 9AJ 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Our ref: AE/2006/000294/CS-
10/SB1-L01 
Your ref:  
 
Date:  28 July 2017 
 
 

 
Dear Sir/Madam 
 
Tendring District Local Plan – Publication Draft Final Consultation 
 
Section 1 of the Tendring Local Plan Pre-submission 
 
The comments relating to Section 1 largely mirror the comments we have already made 
in our response to Section 1 of the Braintree Local Plan. 
 
Vision for North Essex 
We are supportive of the thrust of the Vision. We are encouraged by the Vision 
advocating that Green and blue infrastructure, among other things, will be planned and 
provided along with other facilities to support the development of substantial new 
growth.  
 
Objective 4  
We are happy with the inclusion of references to ensuring that flood defence 
infrastructure and foul sewage infrastructure are considered by developers of future 
developments. 
 
Objective 9 
The words are good, but we currently have a problem with the Strategic Flood Risk 
Assessment’s methodology for assessing the zonal extents of flood risk areas as a 
consequence of climate change as a means to support this objective. 
 
Policy SP 1 Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development 
We are supportive of the thrust of this policy.  
 
Policy SP 2 Spatial Strategy for North Essex 
We are supportive of the thrust of this policy and that the three Garden Communities will 
be planned and developed drawing on Garden City principles, with necessary 
infrastructure and facilities provided and a high quality of place-making and urban 

http://www.gov.uk/environment-agency
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design. There may be merit in reinforcing the desire to follow Garden City principles by 
making reference to the principles reflecting the Garden City principles espoused by the 
Town and Country Planning Association. See for instance ‘The Art of Building a Garden 
city: Designing New Communities for the 21st Century’. 
 
Policy SPL3 Sustainable Design 
We are pleased to see references to the integration of sustainable drainage and 
aspirations for the reduction of flood risk included within the practical requirements 
section of this policy 
 
Policy SP5 Infrastructure and Connectivity 
Whilst we acknowledge that this policy currently focuses principally on transport and 
broadband, we would highlight that there is no similar overarching policy that addresses 
other ‘environmental’ infrastructure requirements. For example, there is no reference to 
the need to provide further waste water or flood risk infrastructure to help accommodate 
the proposed growth. We suggest that the need for similar overarching policy 
references are considered. This is particularly the case given that the sustainability, in 
particular, of low lying coastal communities, will be ever more dependent on 
replacement and/or enlarged flood defence infrastructure to address sea level rises as a 
consequence of climate change over a development’s lifetime and that Tendring District 
Council or developers will need to help with Partnership funding to secure new flood 
defence infrastructure. 
 
Policy SP 6 Place Shaping Principles 
We are supportive of the thrust of this policy, in particular we are pleased to see that all 
new development should reflect place shaping principles that will, among other things: 
 

 Provide an integrated network of multi-functional public open space and green 
and blue infrastructure that connects with existing green infrastructure where 
possible; 

 Include measures to promote environmental sustainability including addressing 
energy and water efficiency, and provision of appropriate wastewater and flood 
mitigation measures. 

 
The supporting text makes reference to the ecological benefits of open space in 
paragraph 1.88, but there is no reference to the benefits of open space to sustainable 
drainage. It is noted though that the policy makes reference to “multifunctional” open 
space and identifies the provision of flood mitigation and wastewater measures as a 
principle requirement in place shaping. 
 
We recommend that point 11 should include a reference to the promotion of sustainable 
drainage systems along the following lines:  
 
‘Include measures to promote environmental sustainability including addressing energy 
and water efficiency, and provision of appropriate wastewater and flood mitigation 
measures, including use of open space for sustainable drainage systems’. 
 
Policy SP 7 Development & Delivery of New Garden Communities in North Essex 
We are supportive of this overarching policy. It is encouraging to see in relation to 
development and delivery, the Council’s intention under part xi of Policy SP 7 to secure, 
among other matters, water efficiency with the aim of being water neutral in areas of 
serious water stress. We do however consider that the supporting text in chapter 8 
should provide further elaboration or perhaps more ambitious wording in relation to 
compliance with the optional Building Regulation water efficiency standard of 110 litres 
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per occupier per day. Similar water efficiency measures should be adopted for non-
residential development.  
 

Furthermore, given the work done on the Integrated Water Management Strategy, it 
would be useful to explain, briefly, what water neutral actually means and how it can be 
met in terms of various techniques.  
 
Paragraph 154 in the National Planning Policy Framework advises that Local Plans 
should be aspirational. With this in mind, we recommend that short supporting text 
should be inserted under Chapter 8 as a replacement for the existing paragraph 8.7 
along the following lines: 
 

8.7 Water efficiency – in order to promote water efficiency in new residential 
developments in the Garden Communities, the optional Building Regulation water 
efficiency standard of 110 litres per occupier per day will be applied. Non-residential 
development should adopt BREEAM or similar standard for the application of water 
efficiency components and water recycling. 
 
The existing paragraphs from 8.7 onwards should be re-numbered such that the current 
wording in paragraph 8.7 becomes 8.8 et seq. 
 

The Local Plan does not arguably follow a strategy that is justified. To a large extent, 
given the Garden Communities are located in a water stressed area, we consider that 
the most appropriate strategy is for the optional Building Regulation water efficiency to 
be sought in new residential developments. Although we do not consider that the issue 
is significant enough to tip it into a soundness matter, we do consider that the Local 
Plan should show greater ambition. 
 
Policy SP 8 Tendring/Colchester Borders Garden Community 
We are largely supportive of the thrust of this Policy and its various components. 
However, we consider that it is important item 17 under sub-heading F. Other 
Requirements – this is concerned with an upgrade to Colchester Waste Water 
incorporates – includes a reference to the expected timetable/programme included 
under Table 13.1 in the Braintree Infrastructure Delivery Plan (BIDP). As matters stand 
there is, on the face of things, no reference to any requirement for essential waste water 
infrastructure to be delivered ahead of residential development. Delivery of 
infrastructure is an important component of the master planning process for the Garden 
Community.  
 
Item 17 should be re-worded along the following lines: 
 
‘Provision of improvements, ahead of development, to waste water treatment including 
an upgrade to the Colchester Waste Water Treatment Plan in accordance with the 
programme set out in the Braintree Infrastructure Delivery Plan and off-site drainage 
improvements’. 
 
The purpose here is to set out a clear signposting of infrastructure delivery requirements 
as evaluated under the BIDP. It should be noted that the priority for this infrastructure is 
described as ‘critical’ under Table 13.1 which is presumably a reflection of its 
importance. 
 
Policy SP 9 Colchester/Braintree Boarders Garden Community. 
We are largely supportive of the thrust of this Policy and its various components. 
However, as above we consider that it is important item 18 under sub-heading F. Other 
Requirements – this is concerned with an upgrade to Colchester Waste Water 
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incorporates – includes a reference to the expected timetable/programme included 
under Table 13.1 in the BIDP. As matters stand there is, on the face of things, no 
reference to any requirement for essential waste water infrastructure to be delivered 
ahead of residential development. Delivery of infrastructure is an important component 
of the master planning process for the Garden Community.  
 
Item 18 should be re-worded along the following lines: 
 
‘Provision of improvements, ahead of development, to waste water treatment including 
an upgrade to the Colchester Waste Water Treatment Plan in accordance with the 
programme set out in the Braintree Infrastructure Delivery Plan and off-site drainage 
improvements’. 
 
The purpose here is to set out a clear signposting of infrastructure delivery requirements 
as evaluated under the BIDP. It should be noted that the priority for this infrastructure 
type is described as ‘critical’ under Table 13.1, which is presumably a reflection of its 
importance. 
 
Policy SP 10 West of Braintree Garden Community 
We are largely supportive of the thrust of this Policy and its various components. With 
regard to item 17 under sub-heading F. Other Requirements, we note there is a 
reference to provision of improvements to waste water treatments. As with Policies SP 9 
and SP 10, there is, on the face of things, no reference to any requirement for essential 
waste water infrastructure to be delivered ahead of residential development. Delivery of 
infrastructure is an important component of the master planning process for the Garden 
Community.  
 
Item 17 should be re-worded along the following lines: 
 
‘Provision of improvements, ahead of development, to waste water treatment including 
an upgrade to the Colchester Waste Water Treatment Plan in accordance with the 
programme set out in the Braintree Infrastructure Delivery Plan and off-site drainage 
improvements’. 
 
The purpose here is to set out a clear signposting of infrastructure delivery requirements 
as evaluated under the BIDP. It should be noted that the priority for this infrastructure 
type is described as ‘critical’ under Table 13.1, which is presumably a reflection of its 
importance. 
 
We have been working with AECOM and Anglian Water on the preparation of an 
Integrated Water Management Strategy (IWMS) for the Garden Communities. We 
understand a draft IWMS stage 2 report is expected to be made available to us and 
Anglian Water in August 2017.  
 
The executive summary of the Stage 1 Report highlighted that the scale and location of 
development across the Garden Communities poses significant challenges around 
provision of water supply, wastewater services and management of flood risk. It goes on 
to add that the full potential quantum of growth that the garden communities could 
deliver does not have identified solutions for the treatment of wastewater, provision of 
water supply and assessment of impact and compliance with water based 
environmental legislation.  
 
The purpose of the strategy is to identify solutions which we consider should as a matter 
of course be sustainable. We understand the IWMS Stage 2 will develop a range of 
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delivery option strategies for each garden community based on a series of potential 
wastewater, water supply, and surface water and flood risk measures. Our expectation 
is that work on the IWMS Stage 2 will be completed and agreed sufficiently in advance 
of the submission of the respective local plans to the Planning Inspectorate for the 
examination in public. Ideally the IWMS Stage 2, and where considered necessary, an 
IWMS Stage 3 will provide the necessary evidence to support the development of the 
respective garden communities without impacting on the environment. 
 
We understand the Tendring Infrastructure Delivery Plan has already been published 
and whilst it does show a programme for water infrastructure, this appears to have been 
based on the water cycle studies carried out at the individual local planning authority 
level. Given this, it might be preferable for a standalone detailed IWMS delivery plan for 
the preferred strategy for the Garden Communities to be provided for evidence 
purposes in support of the water infrastructure requirements for Section 1 of the Local 
Plan. 
 
Section 2 of the Tendring Local Plan Pre-submission 
 
Vision 
We are largely supportive of the thrust of the Vision. Because of Tendring’s coastal 
aspects which are, to a degree, at the forefront of climate change (rising sea level, 
eroding shoreline), we would recommend that the Vision should make include a 
reference to adapting and mitigating against climate change through positive measures. 
Although there is already a reference under Rural Heartland to climate change and 
therefore recognition by the Council of this fundamental environmental issue, we 
consider the overarching Vision should also address the issue. The following wording 
should be added: 
 
Tendring District’s coastal area places economic, social and environmental 
considerations at the forefront of climate change and therefore there will be a need to 
place adaptation and mitigation against climate change at the centre of sustainable 
development. 
 
Policy SPL 3 SUSTAINABLE DESIGN 
We are supportive of the thrust of this policy. We particularly welcome under Part B: 
Practical Requirements, item d, which is concerned with minimising greenhouse gases 
and impact on climate change and item f which is concerned with reducing flood risk 
and integrating sustainable drainage.  
 
Policy HP3 Green Infrastructure 
We are pleased to see references to the functional benefits of green infrastructure for 
the purposes of flood mitigation. 
 
Policy LP9 Traveller sites 
We support the inclusion of point a) within this policy. With regards to flood risk, 
caravans, mobile homes and park homes intended for permanent residential use are 
considered to be ‘highly vulnerable’ land uses by table 2 of the Planning Practice 
Guidance document which supports the NPPF. Table 3 of this document advises this 
type of development is inappropriate in Flood Zone 3 and should therefore not be 
permitted. This is reinforced in paragraph 11 g) in Planning policy for traveller sites 
which should be read in conjunction with the NPPF. 
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It may well be appropriate to include a reference, possibly under the supporting text, to 
drainage aspects for sites, which are often rural in nature. This could be along the 
following lines: 
 

‘The provision for foul water drainage should be that the first presumption is to provide a 
system of foul drainage discharging into a public sewer for treatment at a public sewage 
treatment works. A private means of foul effluent disposal is only acceptable when foul 
mains drainage is not feasible (in terms of cost and/or practicality). An environmental 
permit may, depending on flow quantities and any adjacent sensitive area, be required 
from the Environment Agency.’ 
 
Policy PP10 Camping and Touring Caravan Sites 
This Policy states that ‘if the necessary tests are met in regard to any known flood risk, 
the Council will support proposals for..’  However, we note that there is little in planning 
policy that is prescriptive of season of operation for camping and touring caravan sites, 
but reference to sites proposed in recognised flood risk areas having to have availability 
of advance flood warning services in their locality and to have flood evacuation and 
response plans would have been useful additions to this policy. 
 
This policy does not have any detail about what may/may not be acceptable from a 
flood risk point of view. Land used for camping is particular vulnerable to flood risk, so 
this would be a useful opportunity for the council to highlight the risk and set out how 
future applications will take account of it. The final paragraph does not hint at what 
season the potential occupancy may be limited to. 
 
The previous local plan (adopted December 2007) contained a policy relating to 
caravan and camping sites which included the following: 
 
“The occupation of all types of holiday units, including chalets and caravans, will not be 
permitted between 14 January and 1 March in any year. Occupancy may be further 
restricted to the period 1 March to 31 October where the site: 
i. lacks the necessary and appropriate infrastructure and services for longer 

occupation; or 
ii. is located in an area of flood risk, or adjacent to a site designated for reasons of 

nature conservation.” 
 

This level of detail is not provided within this pre-submission document. Policy PP10 
does reference the council imposing holiday occupancy conditions but it is not specific 
on when and it is not with regards to flood risk. A generic mention of flood risk is 
included but is fairly ambiguous (“…if the necessary tests are met in regard to any 
known flood risk…”). 
 
The NPPF Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) classifies ‘sites used for holiday or short-
let caravans and camping’ as ‘more vulnerable’ and potentially appropriate development 
in Flood Zones 2 and 3a if the Sequential and Exception Tests are passed. The PPG 
also specifies that this type of development must be subject to an appropriate flood 
warning and evacuation plan. However the PPG classifies ‘caravans, mobile homes and 
park homes intended for permanent residential use’ as ‘highly vulnerable’ and considers 
them to be an in-appropriate land use within flood zone 3a and 3b.  
 
The Local Plan presents an opportunity for the Council to present a clear position on 
how this type of development should be considered in areas at risk of flooding. You 
should consider, in terms of the Test of Soundness covering consistency with national 
policy, whether the current text is sufficient in this respect, and whether further detail is 
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required? For example what is the council’s position on caravan parks showing a 
progression to all year round habitation? How should sites in locations at risk of flooding 
be managed? What level of flood risk might be considered acceptable on a caravan 
site? Will you require the site to be evacuated on receipt of a flood warning? 
 
Paragraph 6.7.5 
We strongly support the Council on the need for robust use of planning conditions and 
legal agreements to ensure that holiday accommodation is not displaced by permanent 
residential use, with our focus being on those sites in the high risk (flood zone 3) where 
park homes and static caravans for permanent residential use are deemed to be 
“inappropriate” land uses on the basis of their vulnerability to the impacts of flooding. 
 
Policy PP11 Holiday Parks 
Please see the comments we have made to Policy PP10 which also apply to this Policy.  
 
We are pleased to note that the supporting text references the need to restrict 
occupancy in winter months where a site is at risk of flooding, though it is disappointing 
that it is not specifically reaffirmed in the policy wording. However, we do support the 
recognition that holiday parks should not become home to permanent residential 
accommodation due in part to the possible flood risk implications.  
 
Policy PP 14 Priority Areas for Regeneration 
Our earlier letter dated 8 September 2017 written in response to the Local Plan 
Preferred Options consultation provided comments on certain Priority Areas. As matters 
stand, our comments on the application of the Sequential Test remain outstanding. 
Therefore, pending the finalisation of the updated Tendring Strategic Flood Risk 
Assessment and Sequential Test assessment report, our comments are repeated 
below.  
 
Brooklands, Grasslands and ‘The Village’ areas of Jaywick 
 
These areas include Flood Zone 3 extents, so any redevelopment (in common with any 
allocated development within Flood Zone 2 or 3) will need to pass the Sequential and 
Exception Tests as appropriate. We’ve not seen any evidence that the council have 
applied these Tests to the emerging plan. This evidence will need to support the 
submission version of the Plan. If this is not provided we will need to raise it as a 
soundness issue.  
 
We would also take this opportunity to highlight that regeneration of this area is likely to 
reduce the deprivation index. This will have the consequential effect of reducing the 
proportion of future flood defence infrastructure funding (when measured against the 
current day baseline), that central government can provide through Flood Defence 
Grant-in Aid.  
 
Furthermore, any plot level rebuilds may be considered as new developments. ‘New’ 
development in flood risk areas (post 2012) cannot be taken into account when the 
benefits of new flood defences for an area are calculated. This could mean that the bulk 
of funding for any new flood defence infrastructure would have to be met by local and 
partnership funding sources. Dependence on frontline flood defences and the 
affordability of that infrastructure (which will be required to be upgraded in due course), 
is a key issue for long-term sustainability of this community. The long-term infrastructure 
costs, affordability, sustainability and the lesser proportion of central government 
funding towards replacement  flood defence infrastructure through Flood Defence 
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Grant-in Aid should be carefully weighed up when considering short-term improvements 
to reduce the scale of deprivation through re-build initiatives.   
 
Harwich Old Town 
 
The Old Town all lies within Flood Zone 3 so any redevelopment will need to pass the 
Sequential and Exception Tests as appropriate. As above, we have not seen any 
evidence that the Council have applied these Tests to the emerging plan. This evidence 
will need to support the submission version of the Plan.  
 
Walton-on-the Naze 
 
The area for regeneration appears to lies mainly in Flood Zone 1, though there is a 
small area of the site to the south that is Flood Zone 2 and 3. A sequential approach to 
redevelopment of this area should therefore be taken, with the most vulnerable aspects 
of the proposal being located in the areas of Flood Zone 1. As mentioned above, the 
Sequential and Exception Test will also need to be applied, and evidence submitted 
alongside this Plan that they have been passed.  
 
At the time of writing this response we had received a further version of the SRFA and 
Sequential Test assessment report for our consideration and agreement. A formal 
response will be provided to the Council once we have completed our review, which is 
likely to happen within the course of the next week or so following the issue of this letter. 
 
Section 7.1 Development and Flood Risk 
With regard to paragraphs 7.1.1 and 7.1.2, we have recently advised the Council that 
the update addendum to the SFRA is currently not capable of providing an appropriate 
assessment of the impacts of climate change on flood risk zones. This means it is 
therefore at odds with the Local Plan’s strategic objective for Water and Climate 
Change which is “To reduce the risk of flooding by securing the appropriate location and 
design of new development, having regard to the likely impact of climate change.” 
 
Paragraph 7.1.3 
No reference has been included as to how a Sequential approach or the Sequential 
Test will be applied to new development at “Jaywick Sands”. 
 
Policy PPL1: Development and Flood Risk 
The Policy does not, in our view, fully engage with National Policy and the National 
Planning Practice Guidance. We consider it is not consistent with the National Policy 
position and is therefore unsound. We consider this unsoundness could be overcome 
by adding the following wording to the policy. 
 
All new development within Flood Zones 2 and 3 must not result in a net loss of flood 
storage capacity. 
 
New development in Flood Zone 3 must provide adequate flood storage and not result 
in a net loss of flood storage unless there is compensation on site or, rarely if not 
possible, adjacent off site capacity.  
 
Where possible opportunities must be sought to achieve an increase in floodplain 
storage. 
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All more Vulnerable and Highly Vulnerable development within Flood Zone 2 and 3 
should set finished floor levels 300mm above the known or modelled 1 in 100 annual 
probability (1% AEP) flood level including an allowance for climate change. 
 
As the Policy stands, it would have been better if both parts of the Exception test were 
referred to i.e. “safe” as well as meeting the wider “sustainability needs”. We 
recommend this part of the Policy be re-worded to read as follows: 
 
Where new development cannot be located in an area of lower flood risk and is 
otherwise sustainable, the Exception Test will be applied in accordance with the 
National Planning Policy Framework so that it is safe and meets wider sustainability 
needs. 
 
We would also recommend that the second sentence of the first paragraph of the Policy 
be deleted and replaced with the wording given below in order to highlight the 
requirement for more vulnerable development in particular to not be subject to internal 
flooding and the provision of refuge. 
 
It must be ensured that for new more vulnerable development (for example residential); 
there will be no internal flooding in the design event, refuge will be available above flood 
levels in excess of the design flood, or levels that could occur at the site in the event of 
a breach or failure of flood defence infrastructure, and that a means of escape is 
possible from first floor level. 
 
We consider that the following supporting text covering the provision of an emergency 
flood plan, as discussed in our earlier letter dated 8 September 2017 written in response 
to the Local Plan Preferred Options consultation, is included as a new paragraph 7.1.4. 
Where safe access cannot be achieved, or if the development would be at residual risk 
of flooding in a breach, an emergency flood plan that deals with matters of evacuation 
and refuge should demonstrate that people will not be exposed to flood hazards. The 
emergency flood plan should be submitted as part of a FRA and will need to be agreed 
with yourselves. Refuge should ideally be located 300mm above the 0.1% (1 in 1000) 
annual probability event flood level including allowances for climate change.  
 

This supporting text presents a good opportunity for you to set out your requirements for 
evacuation and refuge. 
 
We consider the following wording should be added as supporting text as a new 
paragraph 7.1.5. 
 
New development proposals should: 

- retain at least an 8m wide undeveloped buffer strip alongside Main Rivers and 
explore opportunities for riverside restoration. Any proposed development within 
8m of a main river will require an environmental permit from the Environment 
Agency. 

 
- retain at least a 3m buffer strip on at least one side of an Ordinary watercourse. 

Any development that could impact the flow within and ordinary watercourse will 
require consent from Essex County Council (as LLFA). 

 
Please note that the recommended additional supporting text items are not considered 
to be soundness matters. 
 
Policy PPL2: Coastal Protection Belt 
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As advised in our letter dated 8 September 2017 written in response to the Preferred 
Options consultation, this policy provides the Council with an opportunity to be more 
prescriptive about what type of development you consider would be acceptable in an 
area affected by coastal change.  
 
For example, paragraph 7-073-20140306 of the Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) 
provides guidance on what sort of development is appropriate in a Coastal Change 
Management Area. You could consider embedding the intention of this guidance into 
Policy PPL 2, or perhaps as supporting text along the following lines: 
 
‘National Planning Practice Guidance provides guidance on what sort of development is 
appropriate in a Coastal Change Management Area. This guidance is considered to 
have relevance to development proposals within the Tendring Coastal Protection Belt’. 
 
In addition, paragraph 7-076-20140306 states that formally allocating land in Local 
Plans for relocation of development and habitat affected by coastal change may be 
appropriate in some instances. Tendring may wish to consider this in order to help 
future decision making.  
 
Policy PPL 4 Biodiversity and Geodiversity 
We are largely supportive of the thrust of this Policy and supporting text. However, we 
would highlight that ‘harm’ to biodiversity can also arise as a result of development 
causing invasive species to be introduced. 6% of the water bodies within the Anglian 
River Basin Management Plan are classified as failing due to invasive species.  
 
We recommend that a biosecurity protocol method statement is required for all 
development proposals to ensure that an adequate means of preventing the 
introduction of non-native species is considered and implemented. This should help to 
prevent the spread of invasive non-native species which have a negative impact on 
biodiversity and ecosystem functioning. We recommend that this aspect be addressed 
within the Local Plan by adding the wording below to the final paragraph of Policy PPL 
4. 
 
‘A biosecurity protocol method statement is required for all development proposals to 
ensure the introduction of non-native species is prevented.’ 
 
Policy PPL5 WATER CONSERVATION, DRAINAGE AND SEWERAGE 
We welcome the reference to SuDs and for adding the reference in the policy to the 
“water quality” benefits of SuDs. We would however make the point that SuDS 
techniques may not be appropriate for sites within Source Protection Zones, where 
there are known pollutants/contamination or the site history indicates pollutants/ 
contamination, or where groundwater is relatively shallow and dispersion may not occur 
in an adequate manner. As matters stand, the Policy does not make any reference to 
the unsuitability of SuDS techniques in certain instances. We recommend that the 
wording set out below is added to the existing wording, or if preferred provided as 
supporting text. 
 
‘SuDS techniques based on infiltration of surface water into the ground may not be 
appropriate, in accordance with Environment Agency policy on the protection of 
groundwater, for: (i) sites within Groundwater Source Protection Zones, which aim to 
protect groundwater from pollutants: (ii) sites with known pollutants/contamination or 
where historical usage indicates the potential presence of pollutants/contamination: (iii) 
sites where the depth to the water table is shallow and there is the risk of harm to an 
aquifer used for drinking water supplies. 

http://planningguidance.communities.gov.uk/blog/guidance/flood-risk-and-coastal-change/coastal-change-management-areas/what-development-will-be-appropriate-in-a-coastal-change-management-area/
http://planningguidance.communities.gov.uk/blog/guidance/flood-risk-and-coastal-change/coastal-change-management-areas/what-approach-should-be-taken-to-making-provision-for-the-relocation-of-development-away-from-coastal-change-management-areas/
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The Environment Agency’s Source Protection Zone maps should be checked to ensure 
there is no risk to groundwater quality and before infiltration to groundwater is permitted 
there should be some level of treatment before surface water is infiltrated. 
A risk assessment should be undertaken when using Infiltration components in areas of 
contaminated land.’ 
 
Chapter 10 Delivering Infrastructure  
There is the need for new or replacement flood defences to be supported with other 
sources of funding where these are important to the continued sustainability of key 
settlements and developments. Community Infrastructure Levy and section 106 
agreements are useful means of raising sums to support the Partnership Funding of 
required flood defences to address asset deterioration and replacement to counter the 
envisaged effects of climate change (sea level rise and peakier river flows). 
 
Paragraph 10.2 Design Briefs 
We are keen to assist Tendring District Council with Design Briefs for any site where 
flood risk may be a concern. 
 
Policy LPP 55 Layout and Design of Development 
We support the thrust of this Policy and we are encouraged to see that new 
development will incorporate items such as energy conservation, water efficiency, waste 
separation (internal and external), climate change, flood resilience and resistant 
construction. 
 
Policy LPP 70 Protection, Enhancement, Management and Monitoring of 
Biodiversity 
Our earlier letter dated 18 August 2017 recommended the inclusion of wording covering 
the provision of ecological buffer strips along river corridors and seeking opportunities 
for de-culverting. With this in mind we recommend that the wording given below should 
be inserted as a new final sentence for Policy LPP 70. 
 
‘Development proposals with river frontages should make provision for ecological buffer 
strips with a view to protecting and where appropriate enhancing water dependant 
habitats and species. Where development proposals will be carried out on land with 
watercourse currently culverted, opportunities for de-culverting and restoration to an 
open watercourse should be sought as a means of creating blue infrastructure and 
enhancing the development site.’ 
 
Policy LPP 73 Protecting and Enhancing Natural Resources, Minimising Pollution 
and Safeguarding from Hazards 
We are supportive of the thrust of this policy and its various components. 
 
Policy LPP 74 Climate Change 
We are supportive of the thrust of this policy. 
 
Policy LPP 75 Energy Efficiency 
We are largely supportive of the thrust of this policy. However, with regard to water 
efficiency we consider that this should aim to be more ambitious and include a 
reference to the optional Building Regulation water efficiency standard. With this in mind 
we recommend the following sentence should be inserted between the existing first and 
second sentences to the Policy. 
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‘Residential developments in the area should comply with the Building Regulation water 
efficiency standard of 110 litres per occupier per day’ 
 
Yours faithfully 

 
 
 
Andrew Hunter 
Sustainable Places - Planning Advisor 
 
Direct dial 020 302 58346 
Direct e-mail planning.ipswich@environment-agency.gov.uk 
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Simon Meecham 
Tendring District Council 
Council Offices 
Thorpe Road 
Weeley 
Essex 
CO16 9AJ 

Our ref:  
Your ref: 
Date:  
 
Direct Dial:   

 
 
  
 
01223  582747 

 

By email only to planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk  
 
Dear Mr Meecham, 
 
Tendring Local Plan Publication Draft Consultation 
 
Thank you for consulting Historic England on Tendring’s publication draft local plan.  As the 
Government’s adviser on the historic environment Historic England is keen to ensure that 
the protection of the historic environment is fully taken into account at all stages and levels 
of the local planning process.  Therefore we welcome the opportunity to comment on the 
draft Plan. We have now had the opportunity to review the documents and can provide the 
following substantive comments.  

General comments 

Historic England has published a number of Good Practice Advice and Advice Notes which 
you may find useful in developing your local plan.  In particular:  

Good Practice Advice in Planning 1 - the historic environment in local plans: 
<https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/gpa1-historic-environment-
local-plans/>  

 

Good Practice Advice in Planning 3 - the setting of heritage assets: 
<https://content.historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/gpa3-setting-of-
heritage-assets/gpa3.pdf/>  

Advice Note 3 - site allocations in local plans: <https://historicengland.org.uk/images-

mailto:planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk
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books/publications/historic-environment-and-site-allocations-in-local-plans/>.  

We have made some brief comments on the Sustainability Appraisal Report. Please note 
that Historic England have produced advice entitled HE Advice Note 8 - Sustainability 
Appraisal and Strategic Environmental Assessment : https://historicengland.org.uk/images-
books/publications/sustainability-appraisal-and-strategic-environmental-assessment-
advice-note-8/ (01 Dec 2016) 

For the avoidance of doubt, we have not considered archaeological issues in this brief, desk 
based assessment but would refer you to the HER held by Essex County Council who should 
be able to advise in this regard. We have also not identified non-designated assets.  
 
General Comments 

Paragraph 126 of the NPPF requires Local Plans to set out a positive and clear strategy for 
the conservation, enjoyment and enhancement of the historic environment.  Ideally the 
strategy should offer a strategic overview including overarching heritage policies to deliver 
the conservation sand enhancement of the environment. 

A good strategy will offer a positive holistic approach throughout the whole plan whereby 
the historic environment is considered not just as a stand-alone topic but as an integral part 
of every aspect of the plan, being interwoven within the entire document.  So policies for 
housing, retail, and transport for example may need to be tailored to achieve the positive 
improvements that paragraph 8 of the NPPF demands.  Site allocations may need to refer 
to the historic environment, identifying opportunities to conserve and enhance the historic 
environment, avoid harming heritage assets and their settings and may also be able to 
positively address heritage assets at risk. The plan may need to include areas identified as 
being inappropriate for certain types of development due to the impact they would have on 
the historic environment.  

A good strategy will also be spatially specific, unique to the area, describing the local 
characteristics of the borough and responding accordingly with policies that address the 
local situation.  We would expect references to the historic environment in the local plan 
vision, the inclusion of a policy/ies for the historic environment and character of the 
landscape and built environment, and various other references to the historic environment 
through the plan relating to the unique characteristics of the area.  
 

Further opportunity should be sought to address the historic environment in every aspect of 
the Plan and to make the strategy more spatially specific and unique to Braintree.  
 
Specific Comments 
 

https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/sustainability-appraisal-and-strategic-environmental-assessment-advice-note-8/
https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/sustainability-appraisal-and-strategic-environmental-assessment-advice-note-8/
https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/sustainability-appraisal-and-strategic-environmental-assessment-advice-note-8/
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Section 1 – Shared Strategic Plan 
 
Para 1.31 - Strategic Objectives  
This paragraph contains objectives to support the development of the strategy for the 
North Essex area.  It is disappointing that there remains no reference to require 
development to respond to the distinctive character of North Essex and that there is no 
reference to protecting heritage assets and the character of existing settlements. Historic 
England’s comments on the June 2016 Draft Local Plan suggested that the Strategic 
Objectives could require    “developments to respond to the distinctive character of North 
Essex as part of providing sufficient new homes and ensuring high quality outcomes.” 
Historic England request that the Strategic Objectives be amended to include a 
requirement for new development to have regard to the historic environment, to reflect 
paragraph 7 of the NPPF (the three dimensions to sustainable development). 
 
Policy SP2: Spatial Strategy for North Essex 
The policy refers to Map 3.3 – but this is not apparent in the published documents.  
 
Paragraph 2 of the policy refers to maintaining distinctive character and role of settlements. 
However, the policy does not refer to the importance of the historic built environment in 
North Essex.  It is requested that the second paragraph is amended to ensure that reference 
is made to settlements maintaining their distinctive and historic character. It is also noted 
that the Policy no longer seeks to avoid coalescence between settlements.  This is a 
significant change from the June 2016 draft Local Plan and has potentially serious 
implications for the conservation and setting of heritage assets, especially the character of 
conservation areas. 
 
Historic England requests that the first sentence of paragraph 2 of the Policy is amended as 
follows:  
“Future growth will be planned to ensure settlements maintain their distinctive character 
and role, and to avoid coalescence between them.” 
 
Our comments on the June 2016 draft Local Plan suggested that the supporting text should 
set out what the policy means for North Essex in respect of high quality of built and urban 
design.  While the wording of the policy has been amended slightly, we remain of the view 
that the supporting text (paras 3.1 to 3.5) should be set out what this means for North Essex. 
 
SP4 Infrastructure and Connectivity 
We note the comments in respect of the A120 route improvements referred to in 
paragraphs 6.9 and 6.10 and the strategic priority for a dualled A120 between the A12 and 
Braintree.  Highways England were invited to participate in the Highways England 
Environmental Forum for the A12 & A120 improvements and we reiterate that the A120 is a 
historic route through Essex and as such there is great archaeological potential, alongside 
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the potential impacts on heritage assets, which may vary, depending on the options 
developed.  
 
Our comments on the August 2016 consultation, in respect of broadband provision, sought 
reference in what are now paragraphs 6.29 and 6.30, though not a hyperlink, to the Cabinet 
Siting and Pole Siting Code of Practice: 
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/205744/Fin
al_Cabinet_and_Pole_Siting_COP_Issue_1_2_.pdf  
We reiterate that comment in respect of the pre-submission draft local plan. 
 
Policy SP6 – Place Shaping Principles 
Historic England welcomes the reference to protecting and enhancing the historic assets.  
Our comments on Policy SP6 of the June 2016 draft local plan suggested that the first bullet 
point of the policy is clarified to read: “…enhance the quality of existing places”  rather than 
“communities.”  This bullet point has not been amended and we repeat our comment in this 
respect.  
 
In relation to the principle to “enhance the public realm….through additional street 
furniture….” there will need to be some caution in implementing the policy as worded to 
guard against the unmanaged and indiscriminate use of street furniture such as signs, 
benches, bins etc in the historic environment. Without careful control, there can be a 
detrimental impact on the setting of historic buildings and the character of conservation 
areas. 
 
Garden Communities 
Our concerns raised in the July 2016 consultation remain.   As far as we can see, there has 
not been a demonstrable consideration of the impact of any such policy on the historic 
environment. Whilst the local plan sets out that the proposed developments will follow 
TCPA Garden City Principles, there is no specific consideration for the historic environment 
within these principles. The Draft Sustainability Appraisal (SA): Environmental Report - June 
2017 (page 180) acknowledges that “it can be expected that Garden Communities and New 
Towns will have a greater possibility of impacting on a larger number of assets due to their 
scale.”  For this reason, it is essential that the local plan should contain a framework to 
guide how the boundaries and extent of the garden communities are determined in the 
subsequent development plan documents. Historic Impact  Assessments should be 
undertaken  in accordance with our advice note ‘Site allocations in Local Plans’ for each of 
the proposed broad locations to determine the  appropriateness or otherwise of the 
locations for development, the extent of the development and therefore potential capacity 
of the sites, the impacts upon the historic environment (considering each asset and its 
setting and its significance), impacts of development upon the asset and any potential 
mitigation measures necessary to accompany the proposals.  Appropriate criteria for the 

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/205744/Final_Cabinet_and_Pole_Siting_COP_Issue_1_2_.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/205744/Final_Cabinet_and_Pole_Siting_COP_Issue_1_2_.pdf
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protection of heritage assets and their settings need to be included in each of the policies 
and supporting text for the Garden Communities.  
 
Paras 8.11 and 8.14 
The first sentence of each of these paragraphs are the same. 
 
Paras 8.2 to 8.6 – These paragraphs do not refer to the potential for detrimental impacts 
on heritage assets despite the statement in para 5.8 of the Sustainability Appraisal Main 
Report (page 49) that identifies that the garden communities option could this option could 
“lead to negative effects on the settings of these assets, or the assets themselves, resulting 
in negative effects on SA Objective 10: ‘Historic environment’.”  Given the presence of 
heritage assets within or in the vicinity of the identified areas for garden communities it is 
considered that reference should be made in these paragraphs of the Plan to the need to 
have appropriate regard to the existence of heritage assets in the areas and the need for 
proposals to have no unacceptable impact on them.  It is considered that the location and 
design of garden communities should be informed in the first place by the potential to 
assimilate the proposals into the landscape without unacceptable detrimental impacts on 
designated historic and natural assets. See our comments regarding HIA for Garden 
Communities above. 
 
Policy SP7 - Development and Delivery of New Garden Communities in Essex 
The policy contains nothing about how the extent of the garden communities will be 
determined. It states that the garden communities will deliver a certain number of homes 
signaling that the new settlements will be housing led rather than considering the 
landscape and heritage assets and delivering development that has regard to these assets 
and which would not allow development in certain constrained areas.  As such the 
development plan documents for each settlement should be required, through inclusion of 
an additional criterion in Policy SP7, to undertake a Heritage Impact Assessment in 
accordance with our advice note 3 Site Allocations in Local Plans in order to assess impact 
of the proposed allocation upon the historic environment, to inform the appropriate extent 
of the development and establish any mitigation measures necessary.  This might include 
appropriate safeguarding buffers around heritage assets such as historic parks and gardens, 
scheduled monuments, conservation areas and listed buildings and identify how the historic 
environment and heritage assets can form part of the development of successful schemes. 
See our comments regarding HIA for Garden Communities above. 
 
Policy SP8 – Tendring/Colchester Borders Garden Community 
The policy contains no indication as to how the extent of the garden communities will be 
determined. It states that the garden communities will deliver a certain number of homes 
signaling that the new settlements will be housing led rather than considering the 
landscape and heritage assets and delivering development that has regard to these assets 
and which would not allow development in certain constrained areas.  As such the 
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development plan documents for each settlement should be required, through inclusion of 
an additional criterion in Policy SP8 to undertake a Heritage Impact Assessment in 
accordance with our advice note 3 Site Allocations in Local Plans in order to assess impact 
of the proposed allocation upon the historic environment, to inform the appropriate extent 
of the development and establish any mitigation measures necessary.  This might include 
appropriate safeguarding buffers around heritage assets such as historic parks and gardens, 
scheduled monuments, conservation areas and listed buildings and identify how the historic 
environment and heritage assets can form part of the development of successful schemes. 
See our comments regarding HIA for Garden Communities above. 
 
The site illustrated in Map 10.4A and Map 10.5 contains a number of listed buildings. The 
proposed garden community could have a significant detrimental impact on the setting of 
these heritage assets.  Part F (para 20) should be strengthened and amended to include 
reference to the heritage assets and the need to have regard to their setting when 
preparing more detailed planning frameworks for the site. 
 
 
Policy SP9 – Colchester / Braintree Borders Garden Community 
The policy contains no indication as to how the extent of the garden communities will be 
determined. It states that the garden communities will deliver a certain number of homes 
signaling that the new settlements will be housing led rather than considering the 
landscape and heritage assets and delivering development that has regard to these assets 
and which would not allow development in certain constrained areas.  As such the 
development plan documents for each settlement should be required, through inclusion of 
an additional criterion in Policy SP9, to undertake a Heritage Impact Assessment in 
accordance with our advice note 3 Site Allocations in Local Plans in order to assess impact 
of the proposed allocation upon the historic environment, to inform the appropriate extent 
of the development and establish any mitigation measures necessary.  This might include 
appropriate safeguarding buffers around heritage assets such as historic parks and gardens, 
scheduled monuments, conservation areas and listed buildings and identify how the historic 
environment and heritage assets can form part of the development of successful schemes. 
See our comments regarding HIA for Garden Communities above. 
 
The area identified for the garden community includes the A120, a Roman road known as 
Stane Street and the A12, also a Roman road.  As a consequence, there is the potential for 
significant archaeological interests in the vicinity of these roads. In addition, there are a 
number of listed buildings in the area, including Grade I listed buildings at Feering and Little 
Tey. 
 
Policy SP10 – West of Braintree Garden Community 
The site illustrated in Map 10.2A contains a number of listed buildings including groups of 
listed buildings in clusters of development within the area.  It also verges on the Registered 
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Park and Garden at Salling Grove. The proposed garden community could have a significant 
detrimental impact on the setting of these heritage assets.  Part F (para 20) should be 
strengthened and amended to include reference to the heritage assets and the need to 
have regard to their setting when preparing more detailed planning frameworks for the site. 
 
The policy contains no indication as to how the extent of the garden communities will be 
determined. It states that the garden communities will deliver a certain number of homes 
signaling that the new settlements will be housing led rather than considering the 
landscape and heritage assets and delivering development that has regard to these assets 
and which would not allow development in certain constrained areas.  As such the 
development plan documents for each settlement should be required, through inclusion of 
an additional criterion in Policy SP9, to define appropriate safeguarding buffers around 
heritage assets such as registered parks and gardens, scheduled monuments, conservation 
areas and listed buildings and identify how the historic environment and heritage assets can 
form part of the development of successful schemes.   
 
   
Section 2 
 
The incorporation of many of our comments submitted in response to the Preferred 
Options Draft Local Plan July 2016 are welcome and address many of our concerns about 
the overall balance of the Plan.  Some concerns have not been addressed and the 
comments below will highlight and reiterate the changes to the Plan that we feel necessary 
to ensure that the Plan has appropriate regard to the heritage assets of the district. 
 
As an overall comment on the draft Local Plan, it is impossible to link the allocations and 
designations in the Plan to the Local Maps as the latter do not contain links to relevant 
policies in the key and/or on the sites. For the reader unfamiliar with the area it makes it 
almost impossible to know which sites the Plan refers to. 
 
Local Plan Introduction 
We repeat our comment to the Preferred Options Draft Local Plan July 2016 that we are 
encouraged to see that the introduction to the local plan recognises that the district 
benefits from attractive landscapes, coastline and maritime heritage. However, we remain 
of the opinion that the districts diverse and distinctive historic environment should be 
acknowledged in paragraph 1.1.1. 
 
2. Vision & Objectives 
We welcome the amendments made to the Vision statement following our comments on 
the Preferred Options Draft Local Plan July 2016.  However, there are some recommended 
amendments that we made at the time that have not been picked up.  We therefore repeat 
those comments and ask that the Vision is amended as follows: 
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 In the second paragraph of the Vision, we suggest that “tidy coast” be reviewed to 
better reflect Tendring’s historic natural coastline. 

 Under Seaside towns, we request that there is an aspiration to preserve and enhance 
the special historic character of Clacton-on-Sea, particularly given the designated 
Clacton Seafront Conservation Area. 

 In the Rural Hinterland section, we request that bullet point 3 is amended to 
“historic” rather than “historical”.  

 
3. Sustainable Places 
 
Heritage Characteristics 
We note that most of our comments on this section in the Preferred Options Draft Local 
Plan July 2016 have been included in the Publication Plan.  However, we suggest that the 
following amendments are made: 
 
Para 3.1.5.2 – “Outside of these designated areas, the district’s largely rural character and 
long history of occupation results in many areas of high archaeological importance as well 
as a range of listed buildings, conservation areas and scheduled monuments.” 
 
Para 3.1.5.3 – We reiterate our comments on the Preferred Options Draft Local Plan July 
2016 in that, to avoid any later lack of clarity and any misunderstanding regarding the 
importance of St Osyth, the following changes to the paragraph should be made: 
 
These include the St Osyth Prior Gatehouse (Scheduled Monument, Grade 1 I listed 
building) an important example of monastic building of the Augustinian order whose façade 
is which has one of the best preserved examples of knapped flint and stone flushwork in 
East Anglia England. 
 
Policy SPL3 – Sustainable Design 
We support the amendment that has been made to Part A criterion d. of the policy that has 
replaced “incorporates” with “maintains”. 
 
5. Living Places 
 
Policy LP1 – Housing Supply 
We note that the table preceding this policy identifies a number of local plan housing 
allocations.  However, we can find no policy that specifically allocates some of the smaller 
housing sites referred to in this policy and, as previously highlighted, they are not 
referenced on the Policies Map.  It is also unclear as to whether some of these sites already 
have planning consent. These sites might have the potential to impact on heritage assets 
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either directly or due to their location within the setting of heritage assets.  Without further 
details of these sites it is impossible to confirm whether the allocations are acceptable to 
Historic England.  
 
Partly due to the difficulty in identifying allocations of the Proposals Map but also due to 
our own capacity constraints, we have not been able to check each and every site allocation.  
However, we include the following general advice re site allocations.  
 
Assessing sites 
Our advice note 3 on site allocations in local plans sets out a suggested approach to 
assessing sites and their impact on heritage assets.  It advocates a number of steps, 
including understanding what contribution a site, in its current form, makes to the 
significance of the heritage asset/s, and identifying what impact the allocation might have 
on significance.  This could be applied to the assessment and selecting of sites within a plan. 
 
In essence, it is important that you 
 

a) Identify any heritage assets that may be affected by the potential site allocation.  
 
b) Understand what contribution the site makes to the significance of the asset 
 
c) Identify what impact the allocation might have on that significance 
 
d) Consider maximising enhancements and avoiding harm 
 
e) Determine whether the proposed allocation is appropriate in light of the NPPFs 

tests of soundness 
 

In assessing sites it is important to identify those sites which are inappropriate for 
development and also to assess the potential capacity of the site in the light of any historic 
environment (and other) factors.  
 
If a site is allocated, we would expect to see reference in the policy and supporting text to 
the need to conserve and seek opportunities to enhance the on-site or nearby heritage 
assets and their setting, the need for high quality design and any other factors relevant to 
the historic environment and the site in question. 
  
Paragraph 157 of the National Planning Policy Framework requires Local Plans to provide  
detail with site allocations where appropriate (fifth bullet point), with the Planning Practice 
Guidance stating “where sites are proposed for allocation, sufficient detail should be given 
to provide clarity to developers, local communities and other interests about the nature and 
scale of development (addressing the ‘what, where, when and how’ questions)” (PPG 
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Reference ID: 12-010-20140306 (last revised 06/03/2014).  Paragraph 154 of the NPPF also 
states that only policies that provide a clear indication of how a decision maker should react 
to a development proposal should be included in the plan.  Conservation of the historic 
environment is a core planning principle (Paragraph 17) and Local Plans should set out a 
positive strategy in this respect (Paragraph 126). 
 
Assessment criteria 
 
Many authorities include a distance based criteria to assess impact on the historic 
environment.  It is important to understand the significance of any heritage assets, and their 
settings, that would be affected by a potential site allocation.  This involves more than 
identifying known heritage assets within a given distance, but rather a more holistic process 
which seeks to understand their significance and value.  Whilst a useful starting point, a 
focus on distance or visibility alone as a gauge is not appropriate.  Site allocations which 
include a heritage asset (for example a site within a Conservation Area) may offer 
opportunities for enhancement and tackling heritage at risk, while conversely, an allocation 
at a considerable distance away from a heritage asset may cause harm to its significance, 
reducing the suitability of the site allocation in sustainable development terms. 
 
Policy LP4 – Housing Layout 
We propose that criterion f should be amended as follows: 
 
f. respect the historical local historic character and settlement hierarchy of Tendring 
District by delivering housing development at densities in keeping with the character and 
densities of the local area and the urban nature of parts of the District including town 
centres. 
 
Policy LP6 – Rural Exception Sites 
We reiterate our comments on the Preferred Options Draft Local Plan July 2016 in that, in 
respect of the Location and Environmental Considerations, as well as the considerations 
listed there should be reference to having no significant material adverse impact on the 
historic environment. 
 
6. Prosperous Places 
 
Policy PP5 – Town Centre Uses 
We suggest that the current criterion g. should be a standalone sentence within the policy? 
 
Policy PP8 – Tourism 
We support the recognition that heritage can make a contribution to supporting tourism. 
We would additionally welcome particular emphasis of the historic environment and the 
wider social, cultural and economic benefit that heritage related tourism can bring. 
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Policy PP13 – The Rural Economy 
We support the wording of criterion a. and reference to the historic environment. 
 
Policy PP14 – Priority Areas for Regeneration 
We welcome reference to the need to preserve or enhance the historic environment as well 
as reference to conservation areas at risk.  We suggest that the term historic assets is 
replaced by either historic environment or heritage assets.  
 
7. Protected Places 
 
Policy PPL2 
We welcome the changes made to policy PPL2 in respect of the historic environment.  
 
 
 
Policy PPL3 – The Rural Landscape 
We welcome the amendments that have been made to the policy since the Preferred 
Options consultation but would expect to see the policy or supporting text acknowledge 
that the historic landscape is an integral part of the character of rural parts of the district 
that regard should be had to when considering development proposals.  
 
7.7 The Historic Environment 
We welcome the amendments that have been made to this section of the Plan since the 
Preferred Options consultation.  However, some concerns remain as detailed below. 
 
We request that an appropriate policy or policies are included in the Plan that address all 
elements of the historic environment including a local list of undesignated heritage assets, 
registered parks and gardens and wider definitions of the historic environment. As such we 
would like to highlight that the following elements of the historic environment are not 
adequately addressed in the Plan and should be given specific provision within the policies. 
 

• Non-designated heritage assets. 
• Provision for the allocation and management of non-designated heritage assets 

through a local list. 
• Heritage at Risk 
• Registered Parks and Gardens 

 
Scheduled Monuments should also be specifically mentioned in a policy.  
  
This would help to demonstrate that the Plan is based on an overall strategy for the Historic 
Environment in accordance with paragraph 126 of the NPPF. 
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Para. 7.7.5 We reiterate our comments on the Preferred Options Draft Local Plan July 2016. 
We request the deletion of the words “on occasion” with reference to when contemporary 
approaches to design might be appropriate.  However, we welcome the Council’s 
commitment to prepare new Conservation Area Management Plans as well as updates to 
the existing Conservation Area Character Appraisals.  
 
Policy PPL8 – Conservation Areas 
We support the amendments to the final paragraph of this policy to refer to demolitions in a 
conservation area and the need to demonstrate how the proposal would impact on the 
Conservation Area.  
However, we consider that this policy requires amendment in order to addresses the 
designation of new conservation areas over the plan period and the preparation of 
conservation area management plans, appraisals or other relevant document which defines 
the character of individual conservation areas 
 
Policy PPL11 – The Avenues Area of Special Character, Frinton-on-Sea 
We note that this policy is conservation area specific, similar to an adopted appraisal. 
Provided that the character of a conservation area is defined and the definition is given 
statutory weight (eg: adopted), we support any format preferred by the Council.  To make 
this section of the proposed policy clearer, we suggest that you re-order the policy so that it 
follows with Policy PPL8 (Conservation Areas). 
 
Policy PPL12 – The Gardens Area of Special Character, Clacton-on-Sea 
We note that this policy is conservation area specific, similar to an adopted appraisal. 
Provided that the character of a conservation area is defined and the definition is given 
statutory weight (eg: adopted), we support any format preferred by the Council.  To make 
this section of the proposed policy clearer, we suggest that you re-order the policy so that it 
follows with Policy PPL8 (Conservation Areas). 
 
Para 7.9 – Enabling Development 
We are pleased to note that this policy and supporting text has been removed from the 
Plan.  However, the heading remains and is clearly a typographical error. 
 
9. Delivering Places 
 
Policy SAMU1 – Development at Edme Maltings, Mistley 
We support the requirement in paragraph 9.1.4 for the emphasis to be placed on high 
quality of design and the integration of any development with the existing character and 
appearance of the village. 
Similarly, we support criterion i) of the Policy. 
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Policy SAMU2 – Development at Hartley Gardens, Clacton 
The proposed allocation is large and, without careful design, will significantly reduce the 
sense of Little Clacton as a settlement separate from Clacton and will potentially have a 
significant impact on the landscape setting of these settlements. If fully developed, 
remnants of open space would likely remain as artificial buffers rather than open 
countryside. 
 
There are a number of heritage assets in the vicinity of the site that proposals on this site 
will need to give careful consideration to.  Specifically, these are: 

• the Grade II listed farms or former farmhouses of Earls Hall Lodge and Duchess 
Farmhouse to the south and west of the site; 

• the Grade II listed buildings and archaeological remains centred around Bovill’s 
Hall to the north. These are agricultural in nature and have a setting that relates 
to the wider open landscape; 

• the Grade II listed Bluehouse Farm south of the site, which has been surrounded 
by twentieth century development. It would be expected that development would 
respect and reflect the materials, form and setting of this heritage asset, 
preferably improving its appreciation and setting. 

 
Reference should be made in the supporting text (para 9.2) to the proximity of these 
features and the need to take them into account in working up development proposals. 
 
In respect of the overall development, proposals would be expected to demonstrate how 
they relate to the setting and significance of these listed buildings and their wider landscape 
context.  
 
We propose a re-ordering and amendment to the policy as follows: 
“lk. Opportunities to preserve and enhance due regard should be given to the setting and 
significance of other heritage assets in the locality; 
kl. where an archaeological evaluation (trial trenching where necessary) identifies surviving 
archaeological deposits, an appropriate mitigation strategy for preservation in situ or by 
excavation should be submitted;” 
 
Policy SAMU3 – Development at Oakwood Park, Clacton 
The site is in close proximity to listed buildings including Grade II listed Oak House and 
Redhouse Farms to the west and the Grade II listed Sladbury’s Old House, Sladbury’s 
Cartlodge and Treasure Holt Farmhouse. These structures to the east are set a greater 
distance from the site allocation but are positioned across open farmland and are 
agricultural in origin, with a relationship to the wider landscape. Reference should be made 
in the supporting text (para 9.3) to the proximity of these features and the need to take 
them into account in working up development proposals. 
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The site also includes a bridleway across it. These routes can represent historic movement 
patterns in the area and can have a long history. We support criterion k. of the policy but 
need to be reassured that the rural character of the bridleway would not be lost because of 
the development to the east and west of it. 
 
Policy SAMU4 – Development at Rouses Farm, Jaywick Lane, Clacton 
The proposed allocation is large and, without careful design, will significantly reduce the 
sense of Jaywick as a settlement separate from Clacton and will potentially have a 
significant impact on the landscape setting of these settlements and result in the 
coalescence of the two. 
 
The Council should be aware that a Grade II listed building, Duchess Farmhouse, is located 
to the north of the site, on St John’s Road.  Proposals on this site will therefore need to have 
regard to the setting of this heritage asset. 
 
The site itself has been noted to support archaeological remains. We would expect 
archaeological assessment to be applied to developments within this site. 
 
Reference should be made in the supporting text (para 9.4) to the proximity of these 
features and the need to take them into account in working up development proposals. 
 
Policy SAMU5 – Development south of Thorpe Road, Weeley 
We are reassured to note that the larger expansion of  Weeley as proposed in the Preferred 
Options Draft Local Plan July 2016 have been scaled down to the allocation of this site.   
 
In the context of the site that is allocated in SAMU5, the site includes within it the Grade II 
Listed Ash Farmhouse at the north-west of the site adjoining Thorpe Road. Proposals on 
this site will therefore need to have specific regard to the preservation and, where necessary 
improvement of this heritage asset and its setting 
 
Reference should be made in the supporting text (para 9.5) to the presence of this feature 
on site and the need to take it into account in working up development proposals. 
 
Policy SAH1 – Development at Greenfield Farm, Dovercourt 
The Council should be aware that a Grade II listed building, Vicarage Farmhouse, is located 
adjacent to the south-west boundary of the site.  Therefore, proposals on this site will need 
to have regard to the setting of this heritage asset. We require a modification to this policy 
to include the an additional criterion as follows: 
 
delivery of opportunities for the protection and enhancement of the historic environment 
features and settings including the built and archaeological environment; 
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Reference should also be included in the supporting paragraph to the need to protect the 
setting of Vicarage Farmhouse.  
 
Policy SAE2 – Land south of Long Road, Mistley 
This site is located in an open flat landscape and will be visible from some distance in many 
directions.  There is therefore the potential for development on this site to have a 
detrimental impact on the landscape and heritage assets.  As such, proposals on this site 
will need to have regard to the presence of the Grade II Listed Buildings at Mistley Hall to 
the north-east of the site.   
 
We request that Policy SAE2 is amended to require proposals to have regard to the historic 
environment and not harm the character and setting of nearby listed buildings. 
 
10. Delivering Infrastructure 
 
We reiterate our request that references to Heritage England are corrected to Historic 
England in this section and anywhere else within the document. 
 
 

Conclusion 
 
Finally, we should like to stress that this opinion is based on the information provided by the 
Council in its consultation. To avoid any doubt, this does not affect our obligation to provide 
further advice and, potentially, object to specific proposals, which may subsequently arise 
where we consider that these would have an adverse effect upon the historic environment.  
 
We hope that the above comments of assistance.  Please let me know of you have any 
queries.  We look forward to further engagement on the Local Plan review. 
 
Yours sincerely, 

Dr Natalie Gates 
Principal, Historic Places Team 
e-mail: natalie.gates@HistoricEngland.org.uk 
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Dear Sir/Madam, 

RE: DRAFT REPRESENTATIONS TO THE TENDRING DISTRICT LOCAL PLAN 
(2013 – 2033) AND BEYOND (JUNE 2017) 

On behalf of our client Britton Properties Ltd and its associated businesses, we submit 
representations to the above emerging Development Plan Document.  

Our client is a highly active development company focused in the Tendring area where it 
has been active over the last three decades.  As well as a developer with two recent 
major housing/mixed use schemes on the periphery of Clacton, it owns a significant 
employment estate providing accommodation for small to medium sized businesses.   

Our client also holds a substantial stock of freehold and other land and interests across 
the District.   

As a planning consultancy, we and our predecessor business have made representations 
to various Local Plan documents produced by Tendring District Council from the 1990’s 
onwards.   

One of our client’s most significant developments is the Brook Retail Park on the outskirts 
of Clacton, as part of the development our client provided the adjacent Country Park.   

Having acted for Britton Properties and related businesses for many years, we have a 
very good understanding of the social, economic and environmental issues affecting the 
District.  

PART ONE 

1.6 Vision for the Strategic Area 

We have reservations in respect of the manner in which the Vision has been 
expressed.  Whilst there may be “constraints in many existing urban areas” across 
North Essex, these are not so significant as to frustrate the greater proportion of future 
development needs that the respective districts face, in particular, in Tendring. 
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Indeed, at paragraph 1.41 and 1.42 the focus on growth is very fairly put in the context 
of “the urban area of Colchester” and in “Clacton and Harwich with Dovercourt are 
classified by Strategic Urban Settlements and…will accommodate around 5,000 new 
homes”. 

Indeed, Policy SP2 whilst recognising that the garden communities will be “part of the 
sustainable strategy for growth” it explains that they will accommodate around 7,500 
additional homes within the plan period.  In the context of the growth that existing 
settlements will be tasked with accommodating, this is a relatively modest proportion.   

The Vision therefore needs to better articulate the manner by which the existing urban 
areas will meet these challenges going forward.  Such a challenge is recognised in 
respect of the garden communities, for example later at paragraph 1.83 but that and 
the challenge for the existing urban areas could be better articulated as part of the 
Vision.  

In particular, the Vision needs to reflect the particular challenges and issues for 
delivery wherever development is to be located (see the reference at 1.30 in terms of 
providing growth in sustainable forms and at 1.83 where the garden communities will 
face particular “challenges”).    

The Vision also fails to address the needs to have secured economic success across 
the District particularly in light of the strategic objectives at paragraph 1.31 explaining 
the need to “foster economic development” which is defined as including the need to 
“strengthen and diversify local economies…”. 

Policy SP1: Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development  

Whilst this is largely a reproduction of the relevant policy text in the NPPF, we note 
that paragraphs 1.36 and 1.37 are inappropriately casted.  Paragraph 1.36 is written 
on the basis that there are “no policies relevant to (note the typographical error here) 
the application or relevant policies are out of date…”, yet in the following paragraph at 
1.37 the decision maker is asked to have regard to “…the Plan…” in terms of whether 
it “indicates that development should be restricted”.  This is clearly a non sequitur and 
should be amended in order to be consistent with National Policy.  

Policy SP2: Spatial Strategy for North Essex  

We generally support the approach set out in this policy but would recommend that 
the first sentence of the second paragraph includes reference to the ”improvement” of 
existing settlements through future growths.  The Plan would thus be more positively 
prepared.   

In addition, the Plan appears to limit itself unnecessarily to explaining how sustainable 
development principles can be best applied to achieving the spatial strategy by giving 
only one such example i.e. through ensuring that development locations are 
“accessible by a choice of means of travel”.  Ensuring sustainable growth and 
development has a number of other important principles that can usefully be 
expressed within such an important policy, for example improving the conditions in 
which people live, work, travel and take leisure.   

Whilst not part of the policy text, we are very concerned that at paragraph 1.38 there 
is a reference to “The countryside will be protected…”.  The NPPF/NPPG specifies the 
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extent to which the natural environment should be conserved and highlights the 
importance of protecting and enhancing valued landscapes, best agricultural land, 
AONB’s and wildlife, it however does not state that the countryside should not be 
protected for its own sake.  We consider that designations providing protection across 
rural areas need to be focused on achieving a particular task.  This approach is, in fact 
properly put at paragraph 1.23 of the Plan where it refers to protection of “natural and 
historic landscapes, areas of importance for nature conservation and heritage assets”.  
This is an important point because the approach to protection in the countryside is 
picked up by part 2 policies later and it is important that the part 1 approach is 
consistent with National Policy and properly justified.  

Policy SP4: Providing for Employment and Retail 

The reasoned justification focuses (e.g. at paragraph 1.50 on the Plan providing for 
“more jobs” and achieving a “better balance between their location i.e. with housing”.  
However, the Plan should make clear that the focus should also be on making the 
relevant districts attractive to inward investment, in that regard and in other respects 
securing economic success and performance across diverse sectors.  These 
important facets appear to be missing and in order for the Plan to be properly 
articulated in terms of the Plan being positively prepared, justified, effective and 
consistent with National Policy. 

In terms of the requirements for Employment Land it is wholly unacceptable that the 
future of these three districts are being planned on the basis of such wide differentials 
between the two scenarios for example nearly up to 154%.  This does not make for 
effective plan making because of the uncertainty that will result.  For example, if the 
higher growth scenario is adopted there could be considerable amounts of land 
identified for employment development that does not then come forward and could 
constrain sites that are otherwise suitable for development from being able to provide 
for housing, retail or for other purposes. 

Whilst the policy relates to the provision for Employment and Retail, nowhere in the 
policy are retail needs considered, assessed or planned for.  This is a fundamental 
flaw in the drafting of the Development Plan which as a result is ineffective, 
inconsistent with National Policy (the NPPF at paragraph 20 requiring Local Authorities 
to plan proactively to help achieve economic growth) and fails to be positively 
prepared.   

Policy SP6: Place Shaping Principles   

We are concerned that the policy starts by requiring that all new development “must 
meet the highest standards of urban and architectural design”.  The use of the 
superlative is inappropriate bearing in mind, for instance, paragraphs 50 and 57 of the 
NPPF requires “high quality” and paragraph 56 refers to “good design”.  Whilst our 
client always strives to ensure that development that is carried out is of such quality, 
the Development Plan must reflect National Policy i.e. in terms of consistency.   

We note that the Vision for the Strategic Area refers only to “residents will live in high 
quality…homes…” and that in the garden communities there is a recognition that and 
in what we understand to be Policy SP8 (Tendring/Colchester Borders Garden 
Community) the “placemaking and design quality policy refers also to, “…high 
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standards of design and layout”.  The policy should be amended to replace ‘highest’ 
with ‘high’. 

PART TWO  

2.1 Vision for Tendring District 

We support the general principles, structure and content of the Vision.  It will be 
challenging to secure this and it is thus important that the ensuing policies focus on 
the necessary delivery to achieve this.  We are not content that in several respects 
such policies do have the necessary focus and content to do this.   

We note in particular the improvements necessary to enhance Clacton-on-Sea to 
make its economy a success through investment in sectors including retail, leisure, 
hospitality and health.   

We also note and support that the smaller towns and larger villages will have secured 
“modest levels of new housing and employment development” for the latter 
settlements, the reasoning i.e. “to support local shops and services, address local 
issues, provide for local needs…” is a worthy and necessary ambition.   

2.2 Objectives for the Plan 

We have concern regarding how the Employment/Commercial and Retail 
Development objectives are cast.   

Objective Two: Employment/Commercial 

The objective focuses solely on using the provision of employment land to secure 
employment opportunities albeit it recognises that this should “support a diversity of 
employment opportunities”.  We identify later in respect of the specific policy that non-
traditional i.e. B Class employment is not addressed and the objective should ensure 
that the nature of these opportunities to be created are widely cast. That would be 
consistent with the Vision for the District for example within its paragraph 3 where 
Clacton principle urban settlement is seen as accommodating a significant resurgence 
in its economy with job opportunities in the retail, leisure, hospitality and health sectors 
too.   

Thus, the objective should not limit itself to the development of “Employment Land”, 
such jobs will be created through a variety of mechanisms and the objective should 
also recognise the need to foster economic success through inward investment.   

By way of example the Plan at paragraph 3.1.2.6 recognises that the visitor and 
tourism sector is worth more than £353m per annum to the economy and is estimated 
to provide 7,900 jobs across the District and that the majority of these are located in 
and around Clacton.   

Objective Three: Retail Development 

The objective is severely limited and will not be able to meet the stated Vision.  The 
NPPF explains that the promotion of the vitality and viability of town centres is 
predicated against the provision of “customer choice and a diverse retail offer”. There 
is considerable leakage of expenditure, primarily in comparison goods, to Colchester.  
Clacton town centre is identified as a major town centre in the hierarchy above Harwich 
and Dovercourt and thus is the focus for retail and related development across the 
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District.  In order to achieve the aims set out in the Vision the relevant objective here 
needs to be more widely cast in terms of how the centre can improve its 
competitiveness and attraction for its very broad catchment area which extends across 
much of the District and including its major towns.  

Objective Six: Sustainability  

This objective is too limited in its intent.  Tendring District has a population of 141,000 
(2015) and its main settlements are expected to provide a wide range of facilities for 
many of those residents, be it in terms of employment, shopping, education and 
otherwise.   

However, the objective is limited to satisfying “day-to-day” needs in these respects 
and that is clearly inconsistent with the designated role and function of not only 
Clacton-on-Sea but also Harwich and Dovercourt.  The objective as cast will not be 
able to achieve the Vision in terms of delivering the “significant resurgence” in retail, 
leisure and other sectors.   

As a consequence of change to the objective and other text in the Plan for example at 
paragraph 3.0.1 will need to be amended and for information the 2011 census 
population approximately 138,100 and the number of households 62,105 which is 
equivalent to the size of Cambridge. 

Objective Ten: Tourism Promotion 

The objective is too limited.  It focuses solely on the ability on the Council to work with 
relevant partners to provide an enhanced environment for tourism.  The tourism sector 
can be developed in accordance with the Vision by the private sector playing a key 
role in delivery new leisure and hospitality facilities.  The objective thus needs to be 
more widely cast in order to capture the need for qualitative change to improve facilities 
and make Tendring a more attractive destination.  The value of tourism in Tendring is 
highlighted in paragraph 3.1.2.6 of the Plan with the sector worth £353m per annum 
and providing 7,900 jobs across the District. 

3.1 Spatial Portrait  

The underplaying of the task being faced by the Council is also apparent in its 
approach to new retail development e.g. at paragraphs 3.1.2.7 to 3.1.2.9.  This focuses 
solely on quantitative requirement for floorspace i.e. in terms of continuing the status 
quo relationship between household expenditure and existing floorspace.  It has no 
regard to the need to improve the quality of existing floorspace and, make the District 
a “Sustainable Place”.  Such is to enhance reliance on local facilities and reduce the 
need to visit larger centres such as Colchester.  Indeed, the evidence base accepts 
that there is a need to improve the quality of retail floorspace across the District. 

The approach should draw from the explanation put at paragraph 3.2.1.1.1 explaining 
that the Strategic Urban Settlements are “…the most sustainable locations for growth 
as well as providing locations where” “…significant number of additional new 
jobs…and housing growth on a larger scale” will be achievable. We consider that the 
objective is ineffective and not positively prepared.   

Policy SPL 1: Settlement Hierarchy  

We support the approach set out to the settlement hierarchy.   
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Policy SPL 2: Settlement Development Boundaries  

We support the three-tier approach to development within settlement boundaries as 
predicated by the policy and explained in the text at paragraph 3.2.3.1.  

However, the text at paragraph 3.2.3.2 is not well cast.  It needs to be more clearly 
written in order to be effective. What we understand it is seeking to say is that any new 
residential development outside Settlement Development Boundary will be limited to 
small infill sites in villages. The paragraph cannot be interpreted as relating to 
settlements that have their own Development Boundaries. The policy has therefore 
not been positively prepared. 

Policy SPL 3: Sustainable Design 

Whilst we generally support the broad content of this policy, there would seem to be 
elements of it that could sensibly be delegated to a Supplementary Planning 
Document.   

Policy HP3: Green Infrastructure 

The policy explains that such Infrastructure is identified on the Policy Map.  This map 
includes a resource locally referred to as the Pickers Ditch Walkway.  This skirts much 
of the existing Clacton Urban Area from Holland-on-Sea in the east to Jaywick in the 
west. However, considerable lengths of the original initiative were never completed.  
Our client secured planning permission (16/0125/OUT) for a mixed-use development 
on a site known as Brook Park West, which provided a significant enhancement to this 
Green Infrastructure and this is shortly to be dedicated to the Local Authority. The 
Proposals Map relating to Clacton will thus need to be amended to reflect this 
extended area.  

Policy HP5: Open Space, Sports and Recreation Facilities 

Whilst we have no specific concern with the content of this policy, the detail and its 
explanation might be more appropriately put in related Standards or a SPD.   

The development industry will, however, be focused on how new residential 
development should provide appropriate open space.  That is dealt with in two 
paragraphs on page 106.  However, there is no heading to these two paragraphs of 
text.  

The policy text needs to recognise that as well as the exceptional cases where 
provision might be best met off-site, there can be circumstances where adjacent recent 
urban development has, for whatever reason, over provided public open space and 
thus there is a local net excess arising from recent development that can applied to 
new planning applications.  This would ensure that land is used sustainably and 
effectively whilst appropriate open space in accessible locations is provided.  We 
therefore consider that this part of the Policy is not justified.  

Policy LP4: Housing Layout 

The criteria (e and f) are not well expressed.  Indeed, there is confusion when they are 
read together.  It would seem to be wholly unsustainable for development within the 
urban area of Tendring’s towns to be at densities “in keeping with the semi-rural 
nature” of much of the District.  Indeed, criterion (f) appears to accept that the density 
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of new development within settlement boundaries should be “in keeping with the urban 
nature” of the District.   

The two criterions need to be recast to make them effective and consistent with 
National Policy.  

Policy LP5: Affordable and Council Housing   

The Council have added a reference to viability testing in the second paragraph of this 
policy but it needs to be made clear that the Council is not anticipating that planning 
applications proposing less than 30% as affordable or Council housing.  The text 
needs to clarify that development providing a lesser quantum can be acceptable 
subject to a viability appraisal demonstrating that 30% is not economic.  

The alternative of providing a minimum of 10% of new dwellings to the Council or its 
nominated partner likewise also needs, in relevant circumstances to be subject to 
viability testing.  The 10% provision (often at nominal cost to the recipient), will not 
always be financially viable yet the wider development will be desirable.   Thus, 
reference must be made to the need for viability testing for schemes that provide less 
than 10% of new dwellings. 

In the fourth paragraph of the policy there is a reference that the design of affordable 
and market housing should have “no noticeable difference”.  This would appear to 
create an unnecessarily constraining influence on the work of relevant designers.  The 
relevant products can quite subtly appear different and indeed meet with the objectives 
of Sustainable Design.  The policy should encourage good design, whatever the 
product and refer back to the criteria (whether in policy text or delegated to Standards, 
the content at policy SPL3).  

Section 6: Prosperous Places   

We have already raised concerns with the casting of the strategic objectives relating 
to Employment/Commercial and our concern needs to be repeated in the opening text 
of chapter 6 sets out only that objective which is based upon the provision of 
“Employment Land” which we understand (notwithstanding the lack of any definition 
in the Glossary as meaning the land to be used for B Class purposes (consistent with 
the requirement identified in the evidence base and referred to at paragraph 6.5.9 of 
the Plan).  That then translates into the opening text at policy PP 6: Employment Sites.  

Whilst the Plan deals with retail and tourism it fails to address the real “diversity of 
employment opportunities” that the District needs to foster.  This is recognised in the 
Vision in terms of a significant resurgence of the economy “with new job opportunities 
in the retail, leisure, hospitality and health sectors”.  However, there is little, if any 
analysis of the scale, role and function of jobs in terms of jobs in non-B Class sectors.  
This seems to be a fundamental deficiency in the preparation of the Plan through the 
various evidence basis.  This is notwithstanding the reference to the Council having 
undertaken “extensive consultation with residents and businesses” from whom it is 
said to be “…clear that delivering a strong economy that provides more jobs for local 
people is a high priority…” see paragraph 6.0.3. 
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Policy PP 1: New Retail Development  

We object to this policy since it is not well justified and unlikely to be effective. The 
opening paragraph of the policy seeks to maintain the existing market share between 
centres.  Yet it is clear including from the WYG evidence base that there is a need to 
rebalance the relationship between the District’s Main Town Centre, Clacton and the 
draw that residents of the District have towards, in particular, Colchester.  Indeed the 
WYG 2016 Retail Study at paragraph 7.31 – “this shows there is a qualitative need to 
improve the existing facilities in the District to attract residents to shop locally”.  Indeed, 
the evidence explains that “if no improvements are secured then this expenditure 
leakage could increase to £237.6m by 2020, this is comparable to the level of money 
that is currently retained within the District to 2015, demonstrating the scale and 
magnitude of the expenditure leakage currently occurring”. 

Furthermore, the policy refers only to the quantitative needs assessed by WYG not 
the qualitative requirements that come from deficiencies in the nature of existing 
floorspace in the existing towns as well as from the need to address the leakage of 
trade out of the area to higher order centres.   

The policy is therefore wholly unbalanced in terms of referring only to quantitative need 
and not encouraging the need for qualitative enhancements to improve consumer 
choice and competition.   

The final part of the policy relates to development being restricted in “scale”.  The 
concept of control over scale was removed from Government Policy prior to the 
publication of the NPPF. In the November 2010 version of PPS4.  

In light of the above we consider this policy is not effective, justified or consistent with 
National Policy. 

Policy PP 2: Retail Hierarchy  

We have no objection to the specific hierarchy set out at Policy PP 2 but object to 
reference to “scale” in its paragraph 2 (see representations to Policy PP1).   

We are very concerned at the drafting of paragraph 6.2.16.  National Policy does not 
state “avoid out of centre retail (and similar) developments” even on the basis that they 
might bring “positive economic growth and not impact negatively on nearby centres”.  
Government Policy is clear at paragraphs 23 – 27 of the NPPF.  The approach is that 
identified needs (whether quantitative or qualitative should be met) and that whilst 
preference should be given to accommodating them within defined centres, the impact 
and sequential tests operate to accommodate such development through a series of 
preferences – edge of centre and out of centre – unless there is significant harm to 
the impact test or a breach of the sequential approach.  Paragraph 6.2.16 should be 
redrafted to be in accordance with Government Policy.  

At paragraph 6.12, we would support Clacton being continued to be classified as a 
Major Town Centre but the Local Plan can helpfully serve to define what is expected 
of its role and function.  In this regard, we have already drawn attention to its role being 
substantially greater than serving “day to day needs” as inappropriately set out within 
Objective 6 to the Plan i.e. with regard to Healthy and Sustainable Places.  Indeed, 
the WYG Retail Study considers that Clacton performs well in terms of National 
Planning Policy Guidance health check indicators and is a vital and viable centre. 
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We refer to paragraph 6.3.6 where the test of impact is set out correctly. 

Policy PP 4 

We object to this policy. The NPPF Default Impact Threshold is 2,500 m2 gross.  This 
is a carefully considered threshold which is proportionate in terms of the relationship 
to most likely scenarios.  However, a threshold of 929 m2 for the District’s one and only 
Major Town Centre is wholly inappropriate.  

Whilst centres lower down the hierarchy i.e. those defined as “Town Centres” might 
benefit from having an impact threshold of lower than 2,500 m2  there is a logic in their 
being treated consistent with their status in the hierarchy.  Thus, the five Town Centres 
ought to have the same threshold which reflects their role and function.  Indeed, 
adopting that approach would lend further support to Clacton’s threshold being at the 
default level so that it is distinguished from Frinton, which the Plan suggests should 
share its impact threshold.  We therefore consider that Policy PP4 is not justified.  

Policy PP 5: Town Centre Uses 

It is noted that Primary and Secondary Shopping Frontages are defined on the Policy 
Maps.  The Primary and Secondary Shopping Frontage boundary to Clacton town 
centre has been drawn too widely.  The Primary area should be focused on the trading 
core of the centre as represented by main multiple retailers.  The Secondary frontage 
extends to include a wider diversity of uses but which are nevertheless functionally 
related to the Primary area.  The existing Waterglade Retail Park is functionally 
separate from the town centre and located beyond 300 meters from what ought to be 
considered a reasonable edge of the primary shopping area.  That is the defining factor 
for the consideration of sites that would then be regarded as “out of centre”.   

It is noted that there has been no attempt to draft a policy dealing with sequential 
assessment.  It is accepted that this is unnecessary because the policy as set out in 
the NPPF at paragraph 24 is wholly adequate.  However, if the Council wish to import 
in to the Local Plan (that policy as it is drafted) we would have no objection.   

Policy PP 6: Employment Sites 

This policy seeks to protect all existing employment sites and presumably these will 
be defined on the Policies’ Map.  However, it is noted that the sites are described as 
being “set out in the Council’s current Employment Land Review” it is wholly 
inappropriate for policy wording to refer to the identification of sites within an evidence 
base, rather than with the content of the Plan itself.   

The five criteria for assessing whether such sites can be used for other purposes all 
need to be met.  The criteria when combined clearly go well beyond the test set out at 
paragraph 22.  That relies upon the decision taker having regard to market signals (i.e. 
the supply of land and demand for it) as well as the need for the alternative use to 
come forward in order to meet sustainable development needs.  

The criteria therefore need to be considerably simplified and refer to whether the loss 
of the site or premises is justified in terms of the available stock (in quantitative and 
qualitative terms) of other existing floorspace and allocated land and the market take 
up of that supply. Whilst the Plan may well be informed by an evidence base dated 
May 2016 the relationship between supply and demand for employment land and 
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premises will vary over the length of the plan period to 2033 and beyond and thus 
there should be a recognition that the needs identified in 2016 will not be likely to 
remain those required throughout the plan period.  

Whilst some of the criteria e.g. C and D are relevant in terms of providing 
considerations that might be used to tip the balance in cases where the relationship 
between demand and supply is close the approach at paragraph 22 of the NPPF is 
preferred i.e. where the benefits of the alternative land use are fully taken into account.  

It is also wholly inappropriate for the Development Plan to require “evidence of 
prolonged marketing” before a vacant building can be re-used for some other 
beneficial purpose.  It is for the Local Plan to determine whether there is enough land 
and premises in business use and for appropriate action to be taken according to that 
research.  The Council have an evidence base that indicates that additional land is 
required and it is in contrast not for the Development Plan to defer decisions on the 
re-use of vacant (or indeed other buildings) to some future date but to use the Plan 
itself as the tool that will make decisions.  

The purpose of the Development Plan is to determine how much stock whether a 
premises or land, is required and to enable decisions to be made without delay 
(paragraph 14).  A lengthy marketing programme is therefore wholly contrary to the 
approach set out in the NPPF at paragraph 14 such an approach is also contrary to 
the NPPF’s approach at paragraphs 186 – 187). 

There is no need for the policy to refer to retail and town centre use proposals needing 
to be subject to other policies in the Plan.  

Policy PP 8: Tourism 

We support this policy.  The need to attract visitors to Tendring in order to reinforce 
the District’s economic growth is particularly important.  In that regard the second 
initiative to support “major new tourists’ attractions with good access to the A133 or 
A120, is supported”.   

Policy PPL 6: Strategic Green Gap 

We object to this policy which should be deleted.  

The Strategic Green Gap does not serve any purpose in terms of countryside 
protection. The single purpose of this policy is to maintain physical separation between 
settlements, however the Settlement Development Boundaries themselves provide 
policy protection against extending beyond the built limits. The needs for the various 
developments have been objectively assessed and the boundaries of the defined 
Settlement Development Boundaries throughout the district have been drawn to 
accommodate future growth throughout the planning period. As such the 
settlement boundaries already provide sufficient protection to prevent encroachment 
beyond the limits of these boundaries   

Furthermore, we consider that there is no support for other designations outside those 
defined in the NPPF (see at paragraphs 109-117) and NPPG and as such the 
designation of Strategic Green Gaps are not consistent with national policy.  Indeed, 
the Plan acknowledges at para 3.1.4.5 that the natural environment, including Local 
Wildlife Sites, meadowland, grasslands and ancient woodlands are already protected 



11 

by planning policy and accordingly there is no requirement for an additional policy 
designation which does not serve a necessary planning purpose.  

In addition, the Vision for Tendring District at paragraph 2.1 refers to a variety of 
important countryside designations in the district including wildlife areas and a diverse 
range of attractive historic settlements and landscapes and protected wildlife which 
will be conserved and enhanced.  However, the Strategic Green Gaps are not part of 
the tools necessary to secure or to the need for a specific policy to prevent the physical 
separation of settlements. 

On the basis of the above, we contend that the Strategic Green Gap policy is neither 
justified nor effective is inconsistent with national policy and is not positively prepared. 
The policy should be deleted. 

Policy PPL 7: Archaeology  

We consider that this policy is unduly onerous and where applications are submitted 
on sites where information indicates that there may be archaeological remains that a 
written scheme of investigation can be submitted following the grant of planning 
permission.  

The policy could be reworded to state ‘where the development is permitted on sites 
which may contain archaeological remains, any planning permission would be subject 
to a condition requiring a written scheme of investigation’.  

Policy SAMU 2: Development at Hartley Gardens, Clacton  

Our client owns land to the west of the mixed-use allocation shown on the Policies 
Map, a large part of which is now a commitment having been granted planning 
permission for mixed-use development including retail, leisure, business uses together 
with 200 residential dwellings and substantial enhancements to the Pickers Ditch 
recreational open space/route.  The land owned by our client is defined in terms of the 
field to the east of that mixed-use allocation but remaining within the defined 
settlement boundary which is coterminous with the A133, Little Clacton bypass.  As 
such the Policies Map correctly identifies the mixed-use allocation which is SAMU 2 
to which policy SAMU 2 refers.  Policy SAMU 2 cannot therefore relate to the balance 
of the land including the recently committed development.  Importantly we note that 
the 2016 Employment Land Study in Figure 6.16 shows our client’s site excluded from 
the wider allocation.  Any land within our client’s ownership that is outside the area 
now committed for development has been planned to be accessible from the existing 
commitment particularly in terms of transport and related infrastructure.  Our client 
understands that any land additional to the commitment is thus a site defined by 
paragraph 3.2.1 as an “…other suitable site within the Settlement Development 
Boundaries” rather than a site that is “specifically allocated or housing or mixed/use 
development”.  

Indeed, our clients also own land to the west of the Oakwood Park mixed-use 
allocation which is subject to Policy SAMU 3 (see below).  This land controlled by our 
client is described at paragraph 9.3.1 of the that policy and explains that the mixed-
use allocation is an “extension of a committed development site”.  Thus, the 
relationship between land owned by a developer that is in large part committed for 
development and thus not requiring to be the subject of a future allocation has been 
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correctly described within the text to Policy SAMU3 and the map relating to this in the 
Development Plan document correctly defines the area to be subject to the ensuing 
policy (SAMU 3).  The same approach needs to be taken to Map SAMU 2 – Hartley 
Gardens i.e. the boundary of the map area needs to follow the field boundary which is 
in fact already identified by the eastern extent of the blue coloured Mixed-Use 
Allocation shown there on the Policies Map.  We have attached an extract of Map 
SAMU 2 showing the area to be excluded from the allocation. 

It is clear that the mixed-use allocations relate to sites where there is intent by the 
developer(s) to deliver a site.  The NPPF states that to be considered deliverable sites 
should be available now, offer a suitable location for development now and be 
achievable with a realistic prospect that housing will be delivered on the site within five 
years and in particular that site is viable. 

On the basis that we have read the draft Development Plan correctly and that it is 
accepted that a minor change is made to the relevant boundary shown on map SAMU 
2 (to be consistent with similar circumstances as shown on Map SAMU 3) then we do 
not object to Policy SAMU 2.  However, we must reserve our right to make such 
objections should this minor change not be accepted which correctly defines the 
committed development proposals. 

Policy SAMU 3: Development at Oakwood Park, Clacton  

Our client owns land to the immediate west of the defined policy area which is the 
subject of a planning permission referred to at paragraph 9.3.1.  Negotiations are 
currently taking place with a housebuilder to take that site forward for the provision of 
250 homes.   

Our client has no objection to the mixed-use proposal on land to the east and has 
already provided the new roundabout access infrastructure referred to in criterion (i) 
of the Policy.   

We are willing to discuss the content of any of these representations in order to assist 
the Local Authority in the submission of the Plan to the Secretary of State and would like 
to reserve the right to appear at the Local Plan Examination.   

 

Yours sincerely, 

Martin Robeson 
martinrobeson@mrpp.co.uk  

mailto:martinrobeson@mrpp.co.uk


   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Your Ref: Tendring District Local Plan           
Our Ref: TDC/LP/CCG/KHJM 
 
Email only  
 
The Planning Policy Manager 
Tendring District Council  
Council Offices  
Thorpe Road 
Weeley 
Essex, CO16 9AL 
 
planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk 

         26 July 2017  
 
 
Dear Sir /Madam 
 

Tendring District Council Draft Local Plan Consultation 2016- 2033 
 
1.0 Introduction 

 
1.1 Thank you for consulting NHS England and North East Essex CCG on the above Draft 

Local Plan Document (DLP).  
 
1.2 In reviewing the context, content and recommendations of the DLP and its current phase 

of progression, the following comments are with regard to the impact of the DLP on 
healthcare provision in the area on behalf of NHS England Midlands & East (East) 
(NHSE) and North East Essex Clinical Commissioning Group (CCG). 
 
 

2.0 Existing Healthcare Position in the Emerging Plan Area 
 
2.1 The DLP covers the administrative area of Tendring with reference to the North Essex 

Authorities to include Colchester Borough Council and Braintree District Council. 
 
2.2 Currently, within the administrative area, healthcare provision incorporates a total of 21 

GP Practices and 7 branch surgeries; pharmacies, 15 dental surgeries, 17 opticians, and 
2 community Hospitals. 

 
2.3 These are the healthcare services available that this DLP must take into account in 

formulating future strategies.  
 
2.4 Growth, in terms of housing and employment, is proposed across a wide area and would 

likely have an impact on future healthcare provision.  Existing GP practices in the area do 

North East Essex Clinical Commissioning Group 
Aspen House 

Stephenson Road 
Colchester 
CO4 9QR  

 
Tel: 01206 918738 

 www.neessexccg.nhs.uk 
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not have capacity to accommodate significant growth.  
 
2.5 In terms of optimal space requirements to encourage a full range of primary care services 

to be delivered within the community there is an overall capacity deficit, based on 
weighted patient list sizes¹, within the 15 GP Practices providing services in the area.   

 
2.6 NHS England working with the North East Essex CCG (CCG) and the local authority has 

begun to address capacity issues in the area and there are a number of proposals in the 
pipeline.    

 
2.7 Optimal space standards for primary care are set for planning purposes only. This allows 

us to review the space we have available and identify the impact development growth will 
have in terms of capacity and service delivery.  Space capacity deficit does not prevent a 
practice from increasing its list size, however it may impact on the level and type of 
services the practice is able to deliver. 

 
2.8 NHS England and the CCG are currently working together to help plan and develop new 

ways of working within our primary care facilities, in line with the Five Year Forward View, 
to increase capacity in ways other than increasing physical space.  The CCG’s emerging 
Sustainability and Transformation Plan (STP) will contain further detail on this and the 4 
year Primary Care Estates and Technology Transformation Funding (ETTF) programme, 
which commenced in June 2016, will help to provide funding and solutions for existing 
capacity issues. 

 
2.9 Existing health infrastructure will require further investment and improvement in order to 

meet the needs of the planned growth proposed in this DLP. The developments 
contained within would have an impact on healthcare provision in the area and its 
implications, if unmitigated, would be unsustainable. 

 
3.0 Identification and Assessment of Policies and Strategies that have Healthcare 

Implications 
 
3.1 In developing the final Local Plan document, care should be taken to ensure that 

emerging policies will not have an adverse impact on healthcare provision within the plan 
area and over the plan period. 

 
3.2 In instances where major policies involve the provision of development in locations where 

healthcare service capacity is insufficient to meet the augmented needs appropriate 
mitigation will be sought.  

 
3.3 Policies should be explicit in that contributions towards healthcare provision will be 

obtained and the Local Planning Authority will consider a development’s sustainability 
with regard to effective healthcare provision.  

 
3.4 The exact nature and scale of the contribution and the subsequent expenditure by NHS 

England will be calculated at an appropriate time as and when schemes come forward 
over the plan period to realise the objectives of the DLP. 

 
3.5 Before further progression and amendment of policies are undertaken, the Local Planning 

Authority should have reference to the most up-to-date strategy documents from NHS 
England and the CCG which currently constitute The Five Year Forward View and the 
emerging CCG Strategic Estates Plan & Primary Care Strategy and the Sustainability 
Transformation Plans. 

 
3.6 Plans and policies should be revised to ensure that they are specific enough in their aims, 

but are not in any way prescriptive or binding on NHS England to carry out certain 
development within a set timeframe, and do not give undue commitment to projects.  

 



3.7 Notwithstanding this, there should be a reasonably worded policy within the emerging 
Local Plan that indicates a supportive approach from the Local Planning Authority to the 
improvement, reconfiguration, extension or relocation of existing medical facilities. This 
positive stance should also be indicated towards assessing those schemes for new 
bespoke medical facilities where such facilities are agreed to in writing by NHS England. 
New facilities will only be appropriate where they accord with the latest up-to-date NHS 
England and CCG strategy documents. 

 
3.8 NHS England note the requirement for Tendring District Council to deliver a plan for 

increased levels of housing growth for their area, resulting in approximately 11,000 new 
dwellings during the plan period 2013 - 2033 and have identified the anticipated impact 
on infrastructure arising from these proposals.  

 
3.9 As stated above the exact nature and scale of mitigation required to meet augmented 

needs of proposed developments will be calculated at an appropriate time, as and when 
schemes come forward over the plan period to realise the objectives of the DLP. 
Anticipated mitigation type for each of the proposed major sites is detailed within the DLP, 
please note this is based on the current configuration of health care services and is 
subject to change. 

 
4.  Comments on Section 1  
 
4.1 1.23 – Healthcare, 1.84 – Please ensure that the contents of this letter in full are 

evaluated in full and that all future developments have input from NHS representatives. 
 
4.2 1.24 – Broadband – please ensure that consideration is given to the technology agenda 

for the transformation of clinical services in the NHS.  It is essential that Broadband 
infrastructure and connectivity is of a high speed and reliable in order to ensure that 
providing Primary Care at scale is achievable.  The CCG would welcome inclusion in any 
discussions necessary with providers of broadband and telecommunications 
infrastructure. 

 
 
 
5. Comments on DLP content 
 
5.1 Please amend policy SP8, SP9, SP10, section E. Community Infrastructure, point 13 –to 

read ‘increased primary care capacity will be provided to serve the new development, this 
may be by means of improvement, reconfiguration, extension or relocation of existing 
medical facilities’. 

 
5.2 Policy SAMU1 – please include as an additional point:  financial contributions to 

healthcare provision as required by the NHS/CCG either through the Community 
Infrastructure Levy or Section 106 Planning Obligations. 

 
5.3 Policy SAMU4 – point d – please amend as follows:  Infrastructure or a financial 

contribution towards the delivery of healthcare capacity to meet the needs of the growing 
population in West Clacton  

 
5.4 Policy SAH3 - please include as an additional point:  financial contributions to healthcare 

provision as required by the NHS/CCG either through the Community Infrastructure Levy 
or Section 106 Planning Obligations. 

 
5.5 Policy LP10 – Care and Assisted Living; Incorporate some wording that will ensure that 

due to the higher demands of these service users, additional capacity requirements need 
to be assessed at the time of application. 

 
 



5.6 The table below provides additional detail on the provision of additional Healthcare facility 
capacity; 

 
` Capacity What additional 

infrastructure is 
needed in 

addition to that 
which is already 

provided? 

How will this be 
funded? 

When will the 
identified  

infrastructure be 
needed? 

Colchester 
Fringe/Garden 
Community 

1409 Possible new build 
Health Centre to 

absorb development 
growth from total 

development 
(Colchester & 
Tendring) and 
relocation of 

existing practice/s 
in the area.   

S106/3PD scheme  Phased 
development to 

accommodate build 
trajectory.  To 

commence 2019  

Weeley  318  Enhanced Primary 
Care floor space 

provision – 
reconfiguration 

and/or 
refurbishment of 

existing NHS Estate 

 

Clacton-on-Sea 2777 Each significant site 
will be reviewed 
individually or as 

part of the hub and 
spoke modelling 

exercise for 
potential Enhanced 
Primary Care floor 
space provision – 
reconfiguration 

and/or 
refurbishment of 

existing NHS Estate 

or new build 

Section 106/ 3PD 
Investment 

 

Harwich and 
Dovercourt 

898 Each significant site 
will be reviewed 
individually or as 

part of the hub and 
spoke modelling 

exercise for 
potential Enhanced 
Primary Care floor 
space provision – 
reconfiguration 

and/or 
refurbishment of 

existing NHS Estate 
Or new build 

Section 106/ 3PD 
Investment 

 

Frinton, Walton and 
Kirby Cross 

1009 Each significant site 
will be reviewed 
individually or as 

part of the hub and 
spoke modelling 

exercise for 
potential Enhanced 
Primary Care floor 
space provision – 
reconfiguration 

and/or 
refurbishment of 

Section 106/ 3PD 
Investment 

 



` Capacity What additional 
infrastructure is 

needed in 
addition to that 
which is already 

provided? 

How will this be 
funded? 

When will the 
identified  

infrastructure be 
needed? 

existing NHS Estate 
New build 

Manningtree, 
Lawford, Mistley 

1138 Each significant site 
will be reviewed 
individually or as 

part of the hub and 
spoke modelling 

exercise for 
potential Enhanced 
Primary Care floor 
space provision – 
reconfiguration 

and/or 
refurbishment of 

existing NHS Estate 
New Build 

Section 106/ 3PD 
Investment 

 

Brightlingsea 174 Each significant site 
will be reviewed 
individually or as 

part of the hub and 
spoke modelling 

exercise for 
potential Enhanced 
Primary Care floor 
space provision – 
reconfiguration 

and/or 
refurbishment of 

existing NHS Estate 

Section 106/ 3PD 
Investment 

 

Alresford 249 Each significant site 
will be reviewed 
individually or as 

part of the hub and 
spoke modelling 

exercise for 
potential Enhanced 
Primary Care floor 
space provision – 
reconfiguration 

and/or 
refurbishment of 

existing NHS Estate 

Section 106  

     
Elmstead Market 154  Section 106  

Great Bentley 250  Section 106  

Little Clacton 174 Each significant site 
will be reviewed 
individually or as 

part of the hub and 
spoke modelling 

exercise for 
potential Enhanced 
Primary Care floor 
space provision – 
reconfiguration 

and/or 
refurbishment of 

existing NHS Estate 

Section 106  

St Osyth  278 Each significant site 
will be reviewed 

Section 106  



` Capacity What additional 
infrastructure is 

needed in 
addition to that 
which is already 

provided? 

How will this be 
funded? 

When will the 
identified  

infrastructure be 
needed? 

individually or as 
part of the hub and 

spoke modelling 
exercise for 

potential Enhanced 
Primary Care floor 
space provision – 
reconfiguration 

and/or 
refurbishment of 

existing NHS Estate 

Thorpe Le Soken 138 Each significant site 
will be reviewed 
individually or as 

part of the hub and 
spoke modelling 

exercise for 
potential Enhanced 
Primary Care floor 
space provision – 
reconfiguration 

and/or 
refurbishment of 

existing NHS Estate 

Section 106  

Weeley 318 Each significant site 
will be reviewed 
individually or as 

part of the hub and 
spoke modelling 

exercise for 
potential Enhanced 
Primary Care floor 
space provision – 

reconfiguration 
and/or 

refurbishment of 
existing NHS Estate 

Section 106  

Smaller Rural 
Settlements 

262 Each significant site 
will be reviewed 
individually or as 

part of the hub and 
spoke modelling 

exercise for 
potential Enhanced 
Primary Care floor 
space provision – 
reconfiguration 

and/or 
refurbishment of 

existing NHS Estate 

Section 106  

 
6.0 Conclusions 
 
6.1 This response follows a consultation by Tendring District Council on the Draft Local Plan. 
 
6.2 In its capacity as healthcare provider, NHS England and the CCG have requested that 

the Local Planning Authority identifies policies and strategies that are considered to 
directly or indirectly impact upon healthcare provision and has responded with comments 
to help shape future policy. 



 
6.3 Assuming the comments are incorporated wholly within the future Local Plan then NHS 

England would not which to raise an objection to the Tendring Draft Local Plan. 
 

6.4 NHS England has also identified shortfalls in capacity at existing premises covered by the 
DLP.  Provision needs to be made within the emerging DLP to address the impacts of 
development on health infrastructure and to ensure timely cost-effective delivery of 
necessary infrastructure improvements, in the interests of pursuing sustainable 
development. 
 

6.5 The recommendations set out above are those that NHS England, the CCG and NHSPS 
deem appropriate having regard to the projected needs arising from the Tendring District 
Local Plan. However, if the recommendations are not implemented then NHS England 
reserve the right to make representations about the soundness of the plan at relevant 
junctures during the adoption process. 

 
Yours faithfully  
      
 
Kerry Harding    Jane Mower 
Head of Estates (NHS England)  Estates Development Manager (NEE CCG) 
 
  
CC:. Pam Green – North East Essex CCG 
 Clare McInerney – North East Essex CCG 
 Stuart Quinton – NHS England 



4 Health and Social Wellbeing 

4.1 For the purposes of the IDP, health and social wellbeing consists of the following:  

 General Practitioner (GP) services 

 Hospitals 

 Social care 

 Public health 

 

4.2 This analysis does not take into account specific wider primary care service needs such as 

dentists, pharmacies, opticians, community health (health visiting, school nursing, midwifery, 

district nursing, etc). All of these services will be impacted by demand from growth.  [ Tthe 

NHS remains the commissioning body for these services and requirements must be judged 

by the commissioning intentions of the appropriate NHS body.]  

4.3 The Health and Social Care Act 2012 has radically changed the way in which health care 

services are planned and organised. These are primarily provided by the Clinical 

Commissioning Groups (CCGs). The CCG is responsible for planning and buying 

(‘commissioning’) local health care services. 

4.4  Sustainability and Transformation Plans (STPs) are being prepared for wider areas that 

incorporate several CCG areas. Draft STP’s were, published in October 2016, summarising  

the work to date and outlining how system-wide plans can be delivered across organisations.  

This is an iterative document and will be reviewed periodically. 

4.5 Public health services are provided by Essex County Council in partnership with the 

respective local authorities. These services are focused on prevention and early intervention, 

specifically developing measures that help to reduce illness and to tackle the causes of poor 

health at source. This includes initiatives to increase activity and healthy living, such as 

cycling and walking, as well as provision of green space within developments. The strategic 

overview of the STPs includes consideration of these issues. 

Primary Care Services 

4.6 The Primary Care Strategies of the CCG’s focus on the following key areas: 

Comment [HK1]: Please note this 
definition is not the definition that the NHS 
would use but we accept it is the definition 
used in this document . 



 General Practice to be provided at scale aligned to defined neighbourhoods. 

 The creation of a neighbourhood multi-disciplinary primary care workforce embedded in 

the Care Closer to Home model of care. This will provide General Practice that is fully 

integrated; including the local authority and voluntary sectors.  

 Improved use of technology in General Practice. 

 Improved quality of care and safety of General Practice. 

 Increased patient access Fit for purpose estate for the delivery of modern General 

Practice. 

 Supporting the development of a resilient General Practice workforce. 

 Improved GP Training Facilities 

4.7 A particular focus of the STPs is bringing simple diagnostics into communities. The CCG(s) are 

also looking at more prevention-based and integrated service provision with social care. 

4.8 This growing focus on bringing care provision into the community may see the creation of 

health care ‘hubs’/networks.  

4.9 In addition there may be a need to increase estate, or an investment into buildings and 

infrastructure to make them fit for purpose. New facilities do not have to be stand alone 

buildings.  

4.10 There are also STP priorities related to increased use technology including, but not limited to: 

 Our patients and citizens can receive the care and support they need to live healthier, 
happier lives 

 We provide the information and tools to allow our population to take responsibility 
for their own health and wellbeing 

 Our professionals are supported in delivering that care; digital capability must 
enhance our working lives, not add unnecessary challenge, duplication or distraction 

 Our respective organisations have the technology solutions to operate in an efficient 
and cost effective way which supports continued high performance and future 
sustainability 

 We work as a system to provide joined up health and care to our populations 

 

4.11 This in turn will provide alternative methods for patients and the wider community to receive 

and contribute to care using technologies that most appropriately meet their needs.  

 

Hospitals 



4.12 The STPs envisage that, hospital services will be reconfigured and transformed, with new 

models of care meaning more care will be provided as close to people’s homes as possible. 

At this current time it is not possible to accurately determine the nature of any infrastructure 

requirements related to hospital-based care. 

 

 

 Social care 

4.13 Social care for both adults and children is provided by Essex County Council (ECC). This covers 

a range of functions and services and is provided by a range of different providers.  

4.14 Essex County Council can make specific provision of built infrastructure for care services, e.g. 

extra care. 

Public health 

4.15 Responsibility for public health was moved out of the NHS into local government in April 

2013. Health and Wellbeing Boards (HWBs) promote co-operation from leaders in the health 

and social care system to improve the health and wellbeing of their local population and 

reduce health inequalities. 

4.16 HWBs are responsible for producing a Joint Health & Wellbeing Strategies (JHWS), Joint 

Strategic Needs Assessments (JSNA) and Pharmaceutical Needs Assessments (PNA) for the 

Colchester borough area. 

Existing provision 

4.17 Figure 4.1 shows the location of existing General Practitioner (GP) surgeries. 

Comment [HK2]: This is a suggestion 
only as we do not commission social care  

Comment [HK3]: Again suggest check 
with ECC. 



Figure 4.1: Location of existing GP surgeries Tendring District Council 

 

 

Needs 

4.18 Generally the NHS policy locally is to attempt to accommodate growth wherever possible 

within current premises envelope, though this is likely to require capital works to adapt 

facilities over time, and only to seek new premises where this is demonstrably necessary.  

4.19 It is not possible to accurately determine the build cost or size of new health facilities at this 

stage. This will depend on a large number of complex and inter-related factors that can only 

be resolved at a more advanced stage in the planning process.  It will not be the case that 

each new health facility would be a fixed size or would have a fixed range of services.  

4.20 Clinically there are circumstances where co location of GP and other NHS or social care 

functions are desirable and would be considered or sought. 

4.21 Growth at Hartley Garden Village (TRG1) could be addressed through a hub and spoke model 

approach working with providers. 



Site Capacity What additional 

infrastructure is 

needed in 

addition to that 

which is already 

provided? 

How will this be 

funded? 

When will the 

identified  

infrastructure be 

needed? 

Colchester 

Fringe/Garden 

Community 

1409 Possible new build 

Health Centre to 

absorb development 

growth from total 

development 

(Colchester & 

Tendring) and 

relocation of 

existing practice/s 

in the area.   

S106/3PD scheme  Phased 

development to 

accommodate build 

trajectory.  To 

commence 2019  

Weeley  318  Enhanced Primary 

Care floor space 

provision – 

reconfiguration 

and/or 

refurbishment of 

existing NHS Estate 

 

Clacton-on-Sea 2777 Each significant site 

will be reviewed 

individually or as 

part of the hub and 

spoke modelling 

exercise for 

potential Enhanced 

Primary Care floor 

space provision – 

reconfiguration 

and/or 

refurbishment of 

existing NHS Estate 

Section 106/ 3PD 

Investment 

 

Harwich and 

Dovercourt 

898 Each significant site 

will be reviewed 

individually or as 

part of the hub and 

spoke modelling 

exercise for 

potential Enhanced 

Primary Care floor 

space provision – 

reconfiguration 

and/or 

refurbishment of 

existing NHS Estate 

Section 106/ 3PD 

Investment 

 

Frinton, Walton and 

Kirby Cross 

1009 Each significant site 

will be reviewed 

individually or as 

part of the hub and 

spoke modelling 

exercise for 

Section 106/ 3PD 

Investment 

 



Site Capacity What additional 

infrastructure is 

needed in 

addition to that 

which is already 

provided? 

How will this be 

funded? 

When will the 

identified  

infrastructure be 

needed? 

potential Enhanced 

Primary Care floor 

space provision – 

reconfiguration 

and/or 

refurbishment of 

existing NHS Estate 

Manningtree, 

Lawford, Mistley 

1138 Each significant site 

will be reviewed 

individually or as 

part of the hub and 

spoke modelling 

exercise for 

potential Enhanced 

Primary Care floor 

space provision – 

reconfiguration 

and/or 

refurbishment of 

existing NHS Estate 

Section 106/ 3PD 

Investment 

 

Brightlingsea 174 Each significant site 

will be reviewed 

individually or as 

part of the hub and 

spoke modelling 

exercise for 

potential Enhanced 

Primary Care floor 

space provision – 

reconfiguration 

and/or 

refurbishment of 

existing NHS Estate 

Section 106/ 3PD 

Investment 

 

Alresford 249 Each significant site 

will be reviewed 

individually or as 

part of the hub and 

spoke modelling 

exercise for 

potential Enhanced 

Primary Care floor 

space provision – 

reconfiguration 

and/or 

refurbishment of 

existing NHS Estate 

Section 106  

     



Site Capacity What additional 

infrastructure is 

needed in 

addition to that 

which is already 

provided? 

How will this be 

funded? 

When will the 

identified  

infrastructure be 

needed? 

Elmstead Market 154  Section 106  

Great Bentley 250  Section 106  

Little Clacton 174 Each significant site 

will be reviewed 

individually or as 

part of the hub and 

spoke modelling 

exercise for 

potential Enhanced 

Primary Care floor 

space provision – 

reconfiguration 

and/or 

refurbishment of 

existing NHS Estate 

Section 106  

St Osyth  278 Each significant site 

will be reviewed 

individually or as 

part of the hub and 

spoke modelling 

exercise for 

potential Enhanced 

Primary Care floor 

space provision – 

reconfiguration 

and/or 

refurbishment of 

existing NHS Estate 

Section 106  

Thorpe Le Soken 138 Each significant site 

will be reviewed 

individually or as 

part of the hub and 

spoke modelling 

exercise for 

potential Enhanced 

Primary Care floor 

space provision – 

reconfiguration 

and/or 

refurbishment of 

existing NHS Estate 

Section 106  

Weeley 318 Each significant site 

will be reviewed 

individually or as 

part of the hub and 

spoke modelling 

exercise for 

potential Enhanced 

Section 106  



Site Capacity What additional 

infrastructure is 

needed in 

addition to that 

which is already 

provided? 

How will this be 

funded? 

When will the 

identified  

infrastructure be 

needed? 

Primary Care floor 

space provision – 

reconfiguration 

and/or 

refurbishment of 

existing NHS Estate 

Smaller Rural 

Settlements 

262 Each significant site 

will be reviewed 

individually or as 

part of the hub and 

spoke modelling 

exercise for 

potential Enhanced 

Primary Care floor 

space provision – 

reconfiguration 

and/or 

refurbishment of 

existing NHS Estate 

Section 106  

 



 Costs 

4.22 It is not possible to accurately determine the build cost or size of new health facilities at this 

stage. This will depend on a large number of complex and inter-related factors that can only 

be resolved at a more advanced stage in the planning process.  It will not be the case that 

each new health facility of  would be a fixed size or would have a fixed rangiest of services.  

Funding 

4.23 NHS capital funding is extremely limited and is mainly to facilitate small improvement works.  

For the provision of new healthcare facilities there are various non NHS capital funding 

options, for which the NHS would be responsible for the revenue consequences.  

4.24 Revenue consequences of any infrastructure works would need to be carefully considered 

and subject the NHS approval process.  

4.25 Shared facilities may necessitate the need for individually leased spaces and separate 

revenue funding streams. 

4.26 Delivery of, or contributions to, new health care facilities may be sought from developers as 

part of mitigation and is normally a prerequisite to delivery of sustainable development. .  

 

Timing and nature of future provision 

4.27 The provision of appropriate primary healthcare facilities to support growth is a critical item. 

The necessary provision should be delivered as new growth comes forward to ensure that 

health care impacts are appropriately mitigated.  

4.28 Where any on-site provision is required.   This may need to be phased to reflect the time 

period over which growth is expected or to accommodate certain issues. The IDP identifies a 

series of infrastructure requirements, either in the form of expansion or improvement of 

existing or new health care facilities. The exact quantum of space and the nature of the 

requirement will need to be discussed at the point of the development of specific proposals. 

4.29 The reason for this is that   healthcare services and models of care are under review and are 

likely to change significantly.   

4.30 Over the plan period, health care provision will need investment.  It is likely it will be in very 

different forms than the buildings that have traditionally been developed.  It will be 

important that requirements are reviewed regularly as part of the IDP iterative process. It is 

important that local authorities and developers liaise with health commissioners at the 



earliest possible stage in order to understand what type of provision will fit most 

appropriately with local needs. 
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Dear Sirs 
 
RE:  TENDRING DISTRICT COUNCIL 2013-2033 AND BEYOND – PUBLICATION DRAFT 

LOCAL PLAN CONSULTATION JULY 2017, SECTIONS 1 AND 2 
 
We represent Rentplus, a company providing an innovative affordable housing model aimed at 
delivering discounted rented homes to buy for people who are unable to acquire a property on the 
open market but also trapped by ineligibility for existing affordable housing tenures.  
 
Enclosed with this consultation response is an Affordable Housing Statement by Tetlow King Planning 
setting out the model’s compliance with the NPPF definition of affordable housing and how this should 
be incorporated into local plans to boost supply and meet local needs. We ask that this be read 
alongside our representation so that the Council’s strategic approach to housing delivery takes into 
account this innovative model which has the capacity to meet a significant level of unmet need locally. 
 
The rent to buy model enables families to move to new homes that match their aspirations for home 
ownership. These developments have helped households out of inappropriate housing, with 30% of 
households moving into a recent Rentplus scheme leaving social and affordable rented properties; 
this released homes for households in greater need. The model also enables hard working families 
trapped in private rented sector accommodation, or still living with parents, to gain independence and 
security of tenure. The model would deliver clear benefits to many across Tendring who are unable to 
afford to buy and cannot currently save towards a future purchase. The Rentplus model provides 
homes at an affordable rent for those expecting to purchase in 5, 10, 15 or 20 years, with a 10% gifted 
deposit to assist purchase.  
 
It is worth emphasising that the Rentplus rent to buy model is not an intermediate product, but a 
hybrid as it provides affordable rent and full purchase of the home. As tenants rent for between 5 to 
20 years at an affordable rent the model does not fit within the current definition of intermediate 
housing; the specifics of the Rentplus model are fully discussed in the enclosed Affordable Housing 
Statement. 
 
In order to take full advantage of the opportunities that Rentplus brings, we consider that a number of 
amendments are necessary to the Publication Draft Local Plan, and these are set out below. 
 
Section 1 - Strategic 
 
1.7 Strategic Objectives 
 
We consider that the Strategic Objective for providing sufficient new homes needs to take account of 
future aspirations, in particular the desire to own a home in the future. Therefore we recommend the 
following amendment: 
 

“Providing Sufficient New Homes – to provide for a level and quality of  new homes to meet the 
needs and aspirations of a growing and ageing population in North Essex…” 

 
 

Unit 2   Eclipse Office Park   High Street   Staple Hill   Bristol  BS16 5EL 
 

T: 0117 956 1916 E: all@tetlow-king.co.uk 

F: 0117 970 1293 W: www.tetlow-king.co.uk 

mailto:planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk
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Policies SP8, SP9, SP10 – Garden Communities 
 
B. Housing 
 
To further bolster the individual strategic site allocation policies the Council should seek refer to the 
need to provide a range of affordable housing, including rent to buy, to reflect the emerging national 
policy approach. Furthermore in the interests of clarity, the term ‘affordable housing’ should be 
capitalised, to make clear it refers to the definition in the Glossary. 
 
We therefore recommend the following amendment to this policy: 
 
3. A  m ix of  ho using t ypes and  t enures including s elf- and c ustom-build and s tarter ho mes will b e 
provided on the site, including a minimum of 30% Aaffordable Hhousing including rent to buy to reflect 
local needs and aspirations. ...”.  
 
Glossary of Terms 
 
We welcome the broad definition of the term ‘affordable housing’ in the Glossary. However, the SHMA 
dates from 2015 and so does not take account of the most recent Government policy consultations 
which set a clear direction of travel towards widening the definition of affordable housing.  
 
This includes the introduction of rent to buy within the National Planning Policy Framework, to widen 
the definition to allow an even more flexible and responsive set of tenures that better reflects the 
reality of delivering affordable housing across the country. Whilst Tendring experiences a continued 
acute need for affordable housing, it is considered necessary to respond to the Government’s agenda 
by making clear that the rent to buy model is included within the definition of affordable housing. 
 
We therefore recommend that the definition is amended as follows: 
 
“Homes provided in perpetuity to meet the housing needs of people who cannot afford to buy or rent 
property on t he o pen market. A ffordable h ousing c an i nclude C ouncil H ousing, s ocial r ented 
accommodation, intermediate housing, and shared-ownership and rent to buy.” 
 
Section 2 – Local 
 
Policy LP5 – Affordable Housing 
 
As worded, the policy does not include thresholds other than by number of dwellings. To ensure that 
the maximum amount of affordable housing is captured, we recommend that area thresholds are also 
included: 
 
For development proposals outside of the Tendring Colchester Borders Garden Community, involving 
the creation of 11 or more (net) homes or with a site area of  0.5ha (whichever is the smallest), the 
Council will expect 30% of new dwellings, (including conversions) to be made available to Tendring 
District Council ( subject to v iability testing) or  its nominated par tner(s) to acquire at  a proportionate 
discounted value for use as aAffordable or council Hhousing. 
 
In our view the option of a partial financial contribution should be sub-ordinate to on-site provision, 
because of the risk that a financial contribution is not spent before it has to be returned to the 
developer. We therefore recommend the following change: 
 
As an alternative, Where it is impractical to provide on-site accommodation, the Council will accept a 
minimum 10% of  ne w dwellings, ( including c onversions) t o be  m ade av ailable t o T endring District 
Council or its nominated partner(s) to acquire at a proportionate discounted value for use as council 
housing alongside a financial contribution towards the construction or acquisition of property for use 
as council housing equivalent to delivering the remainder of the 30% requirement. 
 
Should the Council consider it useful, a meeting between relevant officers and Rentplus could be 
arranged to discuss these matters further.  
 



  

3 
 

 
We would like to be consulted on further stages of the plan and other relevant publications by 
Tendring District Council, by email only to consultation@tetlow-king.co.uk. Should the Council 
consider it useful, a meeting between relevant officers and Rentplus could be arranged to discuss 
these matters further. Please ensure that Rentplus is retained on the consultation database, with 
Tetlow King Planning listed as their agents.  
 
Yours faithfully 

 
OLIVER MARIGOLD BSc DipTP MRTPI 
PRINCIPAL PLANNER 
For and On Behalf Of 
TETLOW KING PLANNING 
 
Cc:  Sue Coulson and Anthony Eke, Rentplus 
 
Enc: Affordable Housing Statement (Tetlow King Planning) 

Rentplus Briefing Note  
Rentplus Model – Compliance (Ashfords) 

 Rentplus Planning and Policy Review (Aecom) 
 
 

mailto:consultation@tetlow-king.co.uk
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Executive Summary 

George Osborne pledged in his Autumn Statement to “choose t o bui ld t he homes 

that people can buy”. The pledge to build 10,000 affordable homes to buy that will 

allow a tenant to save for a deposit while they rent provides explicit Government 

support for a new model of housing provision, enabling working households to enter 

the housing market with assistance not already offered.  

Rentplus is a new model that seeks to provide a route to home ownership for those 

households aspiring to home ownership, but unable to afford to save for a mortgage. 

It is an affordable, privately financed alternative to the private rented sector, 

providing a managed route to home ownership in collaboration with housing 

associations. The delivery of Rentplus will be managed through S106 agreements 

tailored specifically to the product, and can act as a catalyst for bringing forward 

stalled developments. 

The Government has stated its intention to diversify the form of affordable housing 

being delivered to meet the needs of those families aspiring to home ownership. This 

report confirms that the model conforms to the definitions of affordable housing, as 

set out in the Annex to the NPPF, by providing a hybrid product spanning affordable 

rent and intermediate affordable housing. As a product complementary to those 

models of affordable housing already being provided by housing associations, 

Rentplus will contribute to the NPPF’s aims of boosting housing supply and creating 

mixed and balanced communities. 

This report describes the significant shortfall in affordable housing nationwide and 

the steady decline in the availability of grant funding over the past decade. Together 

with the rent reductions to housing associations taking effect from April 2016, it is 

likely that affordable housing delivery from this sector will be constrained, and so it is 

clear that there remains a need for further assistance in the market. This has been 

supported by organisations such as Shelter, which in a 2014 report on improving 

access to housing makes clear that public and private investment will have multiple, 

stabilising benefits, including reduced welfare dependency. The social benefits for 



 

 

those aspiring to home ownership but unable to achieve this security whilst trapped 

in often prohibitively expensive private rented sector accommodation are numerous.  

As housing associations come under strain from reduced public funding, rent 

reductions and the extension of Right to Buy this new model, which can be delivered 

quickly and in high volumes with no recourse to public funding, has been explicitly 

supported by the Government. It should be encouraged on a local level for its clear 

ability to make a significant contribution to improving lives and communities. The 

Government’s proposed amendments to the definition of affordable housing in the 

NPPF to include rent to buy housing only confirms this. 

Owing to the fixed period of tenancy at affordable rents for Rentplus dwellings before 

purchase, households have the ability to save for a deposit on the home they have 

rented. This offers a new product to those households whose needs are not already 

met by the market, whilst also diversifying the local housing stock and contributing to 

the development of mixed and balanced communities. Changes to local planning 

policy both generally and relative to individual sites should be prioritised to 

encourage early, accelerated delivery. 

The Rentplus product has a wide pool of prospective households for whom saving 

towards a home purchase is not currently possible due to falling outside eligibility for 

current affordable housing stock. Rentplus should be considered a route towards a 

more diverse housing sector by local authorities seeking to provide mixed, balanced 

communities whilst reducing the number of households on the local housing register. 

The Rentplus model would make a valuable, NPPF-compliant contribution towards 

significantly boosting housing supply, and most importantly in meeting need for 

affordable housing without public sector funding. With full Government support, 

Rentplus will deliver the national aim to turn Generation Rent into Generation Buy. 

 



 

Introduction  1 
 

Introduction  

Section 1 

 

1.1 Tetlow King Planning Ltd. has been commissioned by Rentplus to prepare this 

Affordable Housing Statement to accompany its promotion of a new affordable 

housing model aimed at delivering discounted rented homes to buy for people who 

are unable to acquire a property on the open market. This report sets out Tetlow King 

Planning’s expertise and credentials in the field of affordable housing, and confirms 

our professional opinion that the Rentplus model fully meets the need for affordable 

housing. 

Who We Are: Qualifications and Experience 

1.2 Tetlow King Planning Ltd. is a town planning and housing consultancy, co-founded 

by the current Chairman, Robin Tetlow, in 1985. Over the past 30 years the company 

has accumulated specialist expertise in affordable housing, becoming acknowledged 

leaders in the field.   

1.3 Tetlow King Planning Ltd. provides strategic and detailed advice to inter alia housing 

associations, developers, landowners and investors on numerous sites and 

developments located throughout the UK. The company has been retained more 

generically by national research organisations, such as the Joseph Rowntree 

Foundation, representative/trade organisations, such as the National Housing 

Federation, professional institutions, such as the Royal Institution of Chartered 

Surveyors and government/ government related organisations, such as the Housing 

Corporation/ Homes and Communities Agency. The company is also regularly 

employed by local authorities. 

1.4 The principal individual authors of this report have provided expert evidence to courts 

of law, tribunals and to parliamentary committees and groups; and appeared 

nationwide at Regional Planning Guidance, Regional Spatial Strategy and Structure 

Plan examinations in public, Local Plan / Unitary Development Plan inquiries and 

Local Development Document public examinations.  

1.5 The principal individual authors of this report have also provided expert evidence 

extensively at S77/S78 inquiries, including many relating to planning appeals and 

called-in applications of regional and national significance. 
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1.6 Since the inception of the National Planning Policy Framework in 2012, Tetlow King 

Planning’s input on the need for and the provision of affordable housing as part of 

planning application and appeal proposals has become of even greater importance in 

demonstrating the social and economic benefits of developments which decision 

makers are obliged to weigh in the overall planning balance.  

This Report 

1.7 The report comprises six sections, setting out the national planning policy framework; 

the evidence calling for a more diverse affordable housing sector; the proposed 

affordable housing model; how we consider this fits within the planning definition of 

affordable housing; and our recommendations for how this can best be utilised to 

help meet diverse housing needs.  
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Affordable Housing as a Material 

Consideration and the National Planning 

Policy Framework 

Section 2 

 

Introduction 

2.1 It is useful to put any affordable housing offer in its historic, legal and planning appeal 

context. This section sets out the importance of affordable housing as a material 

consideration, and highlights a number of relevant legal and planning appeal 

decisions.  

Affordable Housing as a Material Consideration: Historic Context 

2.2 The importance of affordable housing as a material consideration has long been 

established, originating from PPG3 (1992). A community’s need for affordable 

housing is a material planning consideration which may properly be taken into 

account in formulating development plan policies; authorities may also seek to 

negotiate with developers for the inclusion of an element of affordable housing in new 

schemes and it is Government policy that this approach is appropriate on-site unless 

off-site provision or a financial contribution can be robustly justified. Where there is a 

policy as to the provision of affordable housing in the development plan, the 

willingness of a developer to include an element of such housing in accordance with 

the policy will be a material consideration. The essence, however, is reasonable 

flexibility; policies should not seek to impose a uniform quota on all developments, 

regardless of market or site conditions. 

2.3 As set out in Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 and 

the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF, 2012), where an adopted or 

approved development plan contains relevant policies an application for planning 

permission or an appeal should be determined in accordance with the plan unless 

material considerations indicate otherwise. Account can also be taken of policies in 

emerging development plans which are going through the statutory procedures 

towards adoption or approval; the weight to be attached depends upon the stage of 

plan preparation and the nature of representations relative to particular policies. Most 

adopted or approved and emerging development plans now include policies on 

affordable housing. Furthermore affordable housing can be regarded as a ‘material 
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consideration’ in its own right as per the provisions of the NPPF and other 

Government advice. Supplementary Planning Documents and Housing Strategies 

may also be ‘material’ subject to the level of public consultation and the extent to 

which they are broadly consistent with development plan policies. 

Affordable Housing as a Material Consideration: Legal Context 

2.4 The importance of affordable housing has been reflected in a number of court cases 

including Mitchell v Secretary of State for the Environment and Another (1994); ECC 

Construction Limited v Secretary for the Environment and Carrick District Council 

(1994); and R v Tower of Hamlets London Borough Council, ex parte Barratt Homes 

Ltd (2000). Of particular relevance is the case of Harry R owlinson and Ly nda 

Rowlinson as  Tr ustees of  t he Li nson C onstruction P ension Fund v  W arrington 

Borough C ouncil and t he D epartment of  T ransport, Loc al G overnment a nd t he 

Regions (2002).  

2.5 In this case, the Inspector had concluded that the opportunity to provide 100 

affordable dwellings to address unmet need for affordable housing across the 

Warrington Borough Council area provided an overriding justification for immediately 

releasing a substantial Greenfield site at Lymm, with a capacity for approximately 

200 dwellings, on the edge of the settlement. In reaching this conclusion, the 

Inspector had weighed other facets of PPG3, in particular the sequential approach 

towards site selection. This decision was challenged by Warrington Borough Council, 

with the consent of the Secretary of State. 

2.6 The High Court initially quashed the Inspector’s decision but the Court of Appeal 

subsequently upheld it, with leave to appeal to the House of Lords refused. 

Paragraph 45 of the Court of Appeal judgement concludes that the Inspector’s 

reasoning was perfectly clear: 

“The pr ovision o f a ffordable hous ing i s a m aterial pl anning c onsideration. H is 

assessment was that the assessed need f or affordable housing was not l ikely to be 

met in the foreseeable future and meeting it was a compelling material consideration 

in t he pr oposals favour which out weighed t he gener al pr inciple of  s equential 

approach to development land.” 

2.7 In a more recent case, of Oadby and Wigston B orough C ouncil v  C LG and B loor 

Homes Li mited (2015) the Council sought to challenge the grant of permission at 

appeal for up to 150 dwellings at Oadby. The Council brought the challenge on the 

ground that the Inspector failed in his assessment of the full objectively assessed 
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need for housing. The claim failed, and the application to quash the decision was 

dismissed on the grounds that the Inspector had not failed in his decision making. . In 

this case the local planning authority’s Strategic Housing Market Assessment 

(SHMA) had confirmed that private rented sector housing is not affordable housing, 

however the local authority had sought to rely upon this sector for meeting the 

shortfall in affordable housing provision to satisfy the full objectively assessed need. 

The decision reinforces the principle that private rented accommodation does not fall 

within the definition of affordable housing. 

Secretary of State appeal decision: Addlestone, Surrey 

2.8 A number of important planning appeal decisions demonstrate that affordable 

housing should meet a wide range of housing needs beyond a local authority’s 

‘Reasonable Preference’ obligations, and that permanence is not a prerequisite to 

appropriate affordable housing provision. An example of this is set out in a Secretary 

of State appeal decision1 for 350 dwellings, 100% affordable, on a greenfield site 

identified as suitable for housing in the Local Plan for development considered the 

issue of whether a suitable mix of development would be provided. Whilst the 

development was proposed for 100% affordable housing, the tenure mix was offered 

as 49% social rented and 51% intermediate affordable housing. The Inspector’s 

Report notes that the proportions of social rented and intermediate housing were “at 

odds with the proportions identified as needed in the Council’s own Housing Needs 

Assessment” and in local policy (paragraph 3.65). One of the issues at the heart of 

the appeal was therefore the Council’s intention for affordable housing to be 

delivered that would meet their Reasonable Preference groups. 

2.9 Reasonable Preference groups are defined as those households with high levels of 

assessed housing need. The law requires that reasonable preference is given to the 

following categories: 

• People who are homeless, including those who are intentionally homeless and in 

priority need; 

• People who are owed a re-housing duty under the homelessness legislation, 

where this duty has not been discharged by an offer of suitable accommodation, 

which may be to a letting in the private sector; 

• People occupying insanitary or overcrowded housing or otherwise living in 

unsatisfactory housing conditions; 

                                                           
1
 Appeal decision relating to Land at Franklands Drive, Addlestone ref. APP/ Q3630/A/05/1198326 
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• People who need to move on medical or welfare grounds, including grounds 

related to a disability; and 

• People who need to move to a particular locality, where failure to meet that need 

would cause hardship to themselves or to others.  

2.10 In other words they are those households in most priority need. The Housing 

Register is a limited source for identifying the full current need for affordable housing. 

The Inspector drew an important distinction between the narrow statutory duty of the 

Housing Department in meeting priority need, and the wider ambit of the planning 

system to meet the need for affordable housing. As such the number of households 

on the Register will only be an indication of those in priority need and who the 

housing department have a duty to house. But it misses thousands of households 

who are in need of affordable housing, a large proportion who will either be living in 

overcrowded conditions with other households or turning to the private rented sector 

and paying unaffordable market rents. 

2.11 Paragraph 7.13 of the Inspector’s Report on the Secretary of State appeal decision 

states: 

“The case advanced by the Borough Council was founded on t he long established 

experience of the Council in grappling with issues of ‘housing need’. This has long 

been an area of concern for l ocal authorities, initially through the active twentieth 

century tradition of Council House building and transformed, via the process of 

producing H ousing I nvestment P rogrammes ( HIPs), i nto a gener al c oncern w ith 

Social Housing and the production of local housing strategies.  

The di rect l ink bet ween s uch l ocal hous ing s trategies and as sessment of ‘ housing 

need’ is made explicit within the Department of the Environment, Transport and the 

Regions’ “ Local H ousing N eeds A ssessment: A  Guide t o Good P ractice” ( CD199). 

This document published in 2000 remains the source of  guidance for Runnymede’s 

January 2005 Housing Needs Assessment (CD72) carried out by Fordham 

Associates. H owever, while I  recognise that t his appr oach will hav e v alue i n 

identifying groups most in need of  assistance in realising their housing aspirations, I 

regard the approach as retaining a relatively narrow and unduly restrictive approach 

to the concept of what comes within the ambit of the term Affordable Housing.” 

2.12 In this case, the Inspector noted evidence that most households in the Borough 

aspired to home ownership but many would be unlikely to purchase for a significant 
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period, or not at all, remaining instead in the private rented sector. As summarised by 

the Inspector, such households: 

“should not be confused with those who can only afford social rented or intermediate 

housing. Ignoring the private rented sector as part of the housing market ... not only 

deprives the more hard pressed household of appropriate intermediate housing, but 

frustrates Government’s intention to develop a ‘ladder’ up which those able to do so 

may ‘climb’ to full owner occupation.” (Paragraph 3.116) 

2.13 In this case, the Inspector concluded that the scheme for 100% affordable housing 

would provide an acceptable mix of tenures, and that the range of house types would 

therefore not produce a uniformity of house types. The Inspector posed the question 

of whether the “households residing in this development would be a sufficient mix of 

social and economic gr oups” (IR7.18), taking account of the mix that would result 

from the particular cascade arrangement for this scheme. The total mix on the 

scheme, the Inspector concluded, would be: 

“likely t o ac commodate hous eholds of  di ffering c haracter, s uch that t he ov erall 

development would be  accommodating a  r ange and v ariety o f households. Even i f 

the mix of tenures being made available by the operation of the cascade mechanism, 

were to alter the balance of these tenure groups, the result would be to increase the 

proportion of equity sharing households and I  see no r eason to anticipate that there 

would be any unusual concentration of socially disadvantaged households.” (IR7.19) 

2.14 The Inspector’s overall conclusions found that the scheme represented a bona fide 

100% affordable housing scheme which would “result i n a m ixed de velopment, 

accommodating households of  di fferent s izes a nd w ith a  variety of  socio-economic 

characteristics” (IR7.72). He recommended that planning permission be granted. The 

Secretary of State agreed with her Inspector’s conclusions, noting in particular that: 

“if the mix of tenures being made available by the operation of the cascade 

mechanism s ecured i n t he U nilateral U ndertaking w ere to al ter t he bal ance of  t he 

proposed tenure gr oups, t he result would be to i ncrease the p roportion of  equi ty 

sharing households. She therefore agrees with the Inspector that there is no reason 

to anticipate that the proposed scheme would result in any unusual concentration of 

socially disadvantaged households.” (DL16) 

2.15 The appeal was allowed on this basis. 
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Appeal Decision: St Albans 

2.16 An appeal decision2 considered the 6 units of affordable housing offered as part of an 

approved scheme for 55 dwellings in St Albans. There was an issue as to whether 

the proposed key workers accommodation would meet the need for affordable 

housing in the area. The appellants proposed the freehold sale of 6 units to a 

housing association at 60% of market value. The housing association would then 

liaise with local employers and let the units to key workers at affordable rents to 

those with incomes below £25,000 per annum. The local authority argued that such 

housing would not meet priority needs. The Inspector agreed but ruled that the needs 

of key workers were not being addressed in the District, noting that the Council’s 

housing evidence had not investigated the needs of key workers, and that it was 

legitimate to provide for the full range of housing needs, not just those with priority 

needs.  

2.17 The appellants referred to the ‘polarisation’ that can result if only those who can 

afford market prices and rents, and those with priority needs for affordable housing, 

have access to local housing stock. The Inspector agreed that the scheme would 

offset that tendency, meeting the national objectives to provide for the housing needs 

of the whole community and to increase choice. The Inspector concluded on this 

point that the Council should “aim to meet a wide range of housing needs for middle 

as well as low income earners” (paragraph 19). As local housing prices are too high 

and private renting too expensive, the needs of key workers were not being met. The 

scheme would meet this need. 

2.18 The local authority also objected to the fact that the housing would not be secured in 

perpetuity as affordable housing. The Inspector noted that the privately financed 

model indicated that they would be lost as affordable units at the end of 20 years. 

However, it was concluded that permanence was not a realistic objective for 

affordable housing even when a housing association is involved; it is worth quoting 

these paragraphs at length: 

“When a R SL uses Social Housing Grant to provide dwellings for rent, every tenant 

has t he r ight t o pur chase by  v irtue o f the Housing Act 1996. Every ‘ shared owner’ 

has the right to ‘staircase’ to 100% ownership. ...  

The Council brought no evidence to the Inquiry to support its judgment that 20 years 

was not a sufficiently long period of time for the provision of affordable housing on a 

                                                           
2
 Appeal decision relating to Old Albanians Sports Ground, St Albans ref. APP/B1930/A/01/1073344 
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site. I consider that this is a long period in development plan terms. Also, there would 

be a reasonable prospect of the units being retained for affordable housing for a 

longer period as they would be in the hands of a RSL ... The Council argued that the 

scheme should be differentiated from one wherein the tenant exercised the right to 

buy, because that would benefit someone in housing need. However, I agree with the 

Appellants that the tenant exercising the right to buy would be no longer in need. 

On permanence, I conclude that this is not a realistic objective for affordable housing 

even w here a  RSL i s i nvolved. I  consider t hat the scheme, i n the hands of  a  RSL 

operating under the auspices of the Housing Corporation, would offer benefits to the 

District for a substantial period of 20 years.” (Paragraphs 24-26)  

2.19 The Inspector also rejected the Council’s concerns about enforceability in relation to 

rent control and the timing of individual sales of units, since the scheme would be run 

by a housing association. 

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF, 2012) 

2.20 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) is a material planning 

consideration, central to setting out the role of affordable housing in the planning and 

decision making process. The delivery of sustainable development, encompassing 

social, economic and environmental roles, is at the heart of the NPPF; the 

paragraphs below set out the key points in relation to affordable housing. 

2.21 Fundamental to the social role is “supporting strong, vibrant and healthy 

communities, by  pr oviding t he s upply of  hous ing r equired t o m eet the needs  of  

present and future generations” (paragraph 7).  

2.22 Paragraph 8 is clear that these roles “should not be undertaken in isolation, because 

they ar e mutually dependent ”. Therefore, to achieve sustainable development, 

economic, social and environmental gains should be sought jointly through the 

planning system. 

2.23 In pursuit of sustainable development paragraph 9 notes the importance of “widening 

the choice of high quality homes”.  

2.24 Paragraph 14 sets out a presumption in favour of sustainable development, stating: 

“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. 
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For decision taking this means: 

• Approving development proposal that accord with the development plan without 

delay; and 

• Where the development plan is absent, silent or relevant policies are out-of-date, 

granting permission unless: 

− any adv erse i mpacts of doi ng s o w ould s ignificantly and dem onstrably 

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.” 

2.25 Paragraph 17 sets out 12 core principles which underpin both plan making and 

decision taking. These include that planning should: 

• “be genuinely plan-led, empowering local people to shape their surroundings, with 

succinct local and nei ghbourhood plans setting out a pos itive vision for the future 

of the area. Plans should be k ept up-to-date, and be bas ed on j oint working and 

co-operation to address larger than local issues. They should provide a practical 

framework within w hich decisions on pl anning a pplications c an be m ade w ith a  

high degree of predictability and efficiency; 

• not simply be about  scrutiny, but instead be a c reative exercise in finding ways to 

enhance and improve the places in which people live their lives; 

• proactively dr ive and s upport s ustainable ec onomic dev elopment to del iver t he 

homes, businesses and industrial units, infrastructure and thriving local places that 

the c ountry needs . E very ef fort s hould be m ade obj ectively t o i dentify a nd t hen 

meet the hous ing, bus iness and other dev elopment needs  of an ar ea, and  

respond positively to wider opportunities for growth. Plans should take account of 

market signals, such as land prices and hous ing affordability, and s et out a c lear 

strategy for al locating s ufficient l and which i s s uitable f or dev elopment i n t heir 

area, taking account of the needs of the residential and business communities;  

• ... actively manage patterns of  growth to make the fullest possible use of  publ ic 

transport, walking and cycling and f ocus s ignificant dev elopment i n l ocations 

which are or can be made sustainable; and 
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• take account of and support local strategies to improve health, social and cultural 

well bei ng f or al l, and del iver s ufficient c ommunity and c ultural f acilities and 

services to meet local needs.” 

2.26 There is a clear emphasis on supporting enterprise, including the statement at 

paragraph 19 that planning “should not act as an impediment to sustainable growth”, 

and at paragraph 21 that investment in business “should not be over-burdened by the 

combined requirements of planning policy expectations”.  

2.27 Section 6 sets the Government’s agenda for delivering a wide choice of high quality 

homes. Paragraph 47 clearly sets out the Government’s aim to “boost s ignificantly 

the s upply of  hou sing” through a number of methods. Local Planning Authorities 

(LPAs) should “use their evidence base to ensure that their Local Plan meets the full, 

objectively assessed needs for market and affordable housing” and identify and 

update annually a five year supply of housing. 

2.28 The NPPF is clear that delivering sufficient housing is a key consideration for LPAs; 

and in particular that this should widen opportunities for home ownership and create 

sustainable, inclusive and mixed communities. LPAs should: 

• “plan for a mix of housing based on current and future demographic trends, 

market trends and the needs for different groups in the community (such as but 

not limited to, families with children, older people, people with disabilities, service 

families and people wishing to build their own homes);  

• identify t he s ize, t ype, tenure and r ange o f housing t hat i s r equired i n par ticular 

locations, reflecting local demand; and 

• where t hey hav e i dentified t hat af fordable housing i s needed,  s et policies f or 

meeting this ... and the agreed approach contributes to the objective of creating 

mixed and balanced communities. Such policies should be sufficiently flexible to 

take account of changing market conditions over time.” (Paragraph 50) 

2.29 The section on plan-making emphasises the need for LPAs to reflect the vision and 

aspirations of local communities in Local Plans (paragraph 150), and for Plans to be 

aspirational but realistic (paragraph 154). Opportunities should be sought to achieve 

the economic, social and environmental dimensions of sustainable development, and 

net gains across all three.  

2.30 The NPPF is clear that LPAs should have a “clear understanding of housing needs in 

their area” by assessing “their full housing needs” (paragraph 159) through a 
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Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA). This should “identify t he scale and 

mix of  housing and t he range of  t enures that the l ocal popul ation i s l ikely t o need 

over the plan period”, including “the need for all types of housing, including affordable 

housing.” 

2.31 Paragraph 173 states that Plans should be deliverable, with developments not 

subject to “such a  s cale of  obl igations and pol icy bur dens that their a bility t o be 

developed v iably is t hreatened. To ens ure v iability, t he c osts . .. [should] provide 

competitive returns to a willing land owner and willing developer”.  

2.32 The NPPF encourages a positive and proactive approach to the delivery of 

development through positive decision-taking. Paragraphs 186 and 187 indicate:  

“Local P lanning Authorities s hould appr oach de cision-taking in a pos itive w ay t o 

foster the del ivery o f s ustainable dev elopment. The r elationship bet ween dec ision-

taking and pl an-making s hould be s eamless, translating pl ans i nto h igh qual ity 

development on the ground. 

Local planning authorities should look for solutions rather than problems, and 

decision-takers at every level should seek to approve applications for sustainable 

development where possible. Local planning authorities should work proactively with 

applicants t o s ecure dev elopments t hat i mprove t he ec onomic, s ocial and 

environmental conditions of the area.” 

2.33 The NPPF also notes that planning conditions and obligations should be used to 

address unacceptable impacts or otherwise unacceptable development. Planning 

obligations should only be sought where they “meet all of the following tests: 

• necessary to make the development acceptable in planning terms; 

• directly related to the development; and 

• fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the development” 

2.34 Annex 2: Glossary defines affordable housing for planning purposes as follows: 

“Social r ented, affordable rented and  i ntermediate housing, provided to el igible 

households w hose need s ar e no t m et by  the market. E ligibility i s det ermined w ith 

regard to l ocal i ncomes and l ocal hous e pr ices. A ffordable hous ing s hould i nclude 

provisions t o r emain at  an af fordable pr ice f or future el igible households or  f or the 

subsidy to be recycled for alternative affordable housing provision. 
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Social rented housing is owned by local authorities and private registered providers 

(as de fined i n s ection 8 0 of  t he H ousing and Regeneration A ct 2008 ), for w hich 

guideline target rents are determined through the national rent regime. It may also be 

owned by other persons and pr ovided under equivalent rental arrangements to the 

above, a s ag reed with t he l ocal aut hority or  with the H omes a nd C ommunities 

Agency. 

Affordable rented housing is let by local authorities or private registered providers of 

social hous ing to households who are el igible for social rented hous ing. A ffordable 

Rent is subject to rent controls that require a r ent of no m ore than 80% of the local 

market rent (including service charges, where applicable). 

Intermediate housing is homes for sale and rent provided at a cost above social rent, 

but bel ow market l evels s ubject to t he c riteria i n t he A ffordable H ousing def inition 

above. These can include shared equity (shared ownership and equi ty loans), other 

low cost homes for sale and intermediate rent, but not affordable rented housing. 

Homes that do not meet the above definition of affordable housing, such as ‘low cost 

market’ housing, m ay not  be c onsidered as  af fordable hous ing f or pl anning 

purposes.” 

National Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) 

2.35 The Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) was first published in 2014 to complement 

the NPPF in providing guidance on its practical implementation. The PPG is an 

online-only resource divided into 47 sections. The principal section relevant to this 

statement is the section entitled Housing and ec onomic dev elopment needs  

assessments. 

2.36 The guidance is clear that there should be an objective and unconstrained 

assessment of the total housing need. It states: 

“The assessment of development needs is an objective assessment of need based 

on facts and unbiased evidence. Plan makers should not appl y constraints to the 

overall as sessment o f need, s uch as  l imitations i mposed by  the s upply of  l and f or 

new development, historic under performance, viability, infrastructure or 

environmental constraints. However, these considerations will need to be addressed 

when br inging ev idence bas es t ogether to i dentify s pecific pol icies w ithin 

development plans.” 
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2.37 A methodological approach is set out for assessing housing need. Councils are 

required to take into account under-supply and worsening affordability of housing, 

with assessments needing to reflect past under delivery of housing. Affordability is 

highlighted as a key factor in assessing overall housing targets. 

2.38 Under the heading How should plan makers respond to market signals? the guidance 

states that “A worsening t rend i n any  o f t hese i ndicators will r equire upw ard 

adjustment to planned housing numbers compared to ones based solely on 

household projections.” 

2.39 It goes on to state: 

“Assessing af fordability i nvolves c omparing hous e c osts agai nst t he abi lity t o pay . 

The r atio bet ween l ower quar tiles hous e pr ices and t he l ower quar tile i ncomes or  

earnings can be used to assess the relative affordability of housing. The Department 

for Communities and Local Government publishes quarterly the ratio of lower quartile 

house prices to lower quartile earnings by local authority district.” 

2.40 Other factors to be considered are land prices, house prices, rents, rate of 

development and overcrowding. 

2.41 The Viability section of the PPG notes that Local Plans’ visions for an area should 

“not undermine ambition for high quality design and wider social and env ironmental 

benefit” (Paragraph: 001 Reference ID: 10-001-20140306). 

2.42 The Government introduced the Starter Homes model through a new section in the 

PPG. This enables exception sites to come forward specifically to meet the housing 

needs of first time buyers through the provision of below open market value homes. 

This product is to be delivered on under-used or unviable industrial and commercial 

land not currently identified for housing. The Government encourages LPAs to make 

these sites exempt from affordable housing and tariff-style contributions. The 

introduction of this model shows the Government’s clear intention to widen the 

availability of home ownership through more affordable models of delivery. 

Summary 

2.43 Over the past 30 years, the need for affordable housing has been recognised as 

being integral to the planning system. A consistent thread has run through various 

policy documents, with the need now firmly stated in the NPPF and the PPG. 

2.44 The Courts have confirmed that affordable housing is capable of being a compelling 

material consideration in the determination of planning applications, the weight 
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attached to any material consideration being at the discretion of the decision maker. 

As confirmed by a Secretary of State appeal decision, housing provision need not be 

exclusively for the benefit of those households at the extremes of need. Affordable 

housing such as Rentplus rent to buy will, as with the schemes referenced above, 

accommodate a range and variety of households of different character while freeing 

up existing social rented housing for those in need.  

2.45 There is no requirement for all affordable housing to be retained in perpetuity. As set 

out in the St Albans appeal decision, it is unrealistic to expect affordable housing to 

be retained for a period longer than 20 years, due to the Right to Buy for social 

housing tenants and for shared ownership occupiers to ‘staircase’ to full ownership. 

Even though these homes are lost from the general affordable housing stock, 

housing associations are not required to replace each home on a one-for-one basis 

in the local authority area, nor to recycle receipts for future investment. The 

commitment by Rentplus to replace each home sold on a one-for-one basis, securing 

long term delivery of homes to rent to local people, will fulfil local authority duties to 

meet local needs whilst also diversifying the local housing stock. 
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Making the Case for Diversity of Supply 

Section 3 

 

Introduction 

3.1 This section highlights those reports and statements from Government that define the 

case for a diversity of affordable housing supply to meet the full range of housing 

needs, as required by the NPPF and PPG. This encompasses reports from 

Government departments, including CLG and HM Treasury, leading think tanks, and 

respected charities such as Shelter. 

Government Statements  

George Osborne MP, Chancellor of the Exchequer, Autumn Statement (25 

November 2015) 

3.2 In his Autumn Statement, George Osborne verbally pledged: 

“For anot her of  t he g reat s ocial f ailures of  our  age has  been t he f ailure t o bui ld 

enough houses. In the end Spending Reviews like this come down to choices about 

what your pr iorities are. And I  am clear: in this Spending Review, we choose to 
build.  

Above al l, we choose to bui ld t he homes t hat people can buy.  For  t here i s a  
growing crisis of home ownership in our country. 15 years ago, around 60% of 

people under 35 owned their own home, next year it’s set to be just half of that. We 

made a start on tackling this in the last Parliament, and with schemes like our Help to 

Buy the number of first time buyers rose by nearly 60%. But we haven’t done nearly 

enough yet. So it’s time to do much more. Today, we set out our bold plan to back 
families who aspire to buy their own home.  

First, I am doubling the housing budget. Yes, doubling it to over £2 bi llion per year. 

We will deliver, with government help, 400,000 affordable new homes by the end of  

the decade. And affordable means not just affordable to rent, but affordable to 
buy. That’s t he bi ggest hous e bui lding pr ogramme by  an y gov ernment s ince t he 

1970s. Almost half of them will be our Starter Homes, sold at 20% off market value to 

young first time buyers. 135,000 will be our brand new Help to Buy: Shared 

Ownership w hich we a nnounce t oday. We’ll r emove m any o f t he r estrictions on  
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shared ownership – who can buy  them, who can bui ld t hem and w ho they can be 

sold on to.  

... So this Spending Review delivers: A doubling of the housing budget. 400,000 new 

homes; with extra support for London. Estates regenerated. Right to Buy rolled-out. 

Paid f or by  a t ax on bu y-to-lets and s econd hom es. Delivered by a gover nment 
committed to helping working people who want to buy their own home. For we 
are the builders.” 

3.3 Most importantly, the written statement clarifies the Government’s: 

“...Five Point Plan for housing to: 

1.  Deliver 400,000 affordable housing starts by 2020-21, focussed on low cost 
home ownership. This will include: 

• ... 10,000 homes that will allow a tenant to save for a deposi t while they 
rent. This will be in addition to 50,000 affordable homes from existing 

commitments 

The scale of this programme of house building will require all sectors to play a role in 

delivery. As a r esult, t he government w ill remove const raints t hat pr event 
private sector organisations from participating in delivery of these programmes, 

including the constraints to bidding for government funding.” [Underlining added] 

 DCLG Statement (25th November 2015) 

3.4 The Department for Communities and Local Government announced as part of its 

settlement at the Spending Review 2015: 

“The government will double the housing budget from 2018 to 2019 to deliver at least 

400,000 af fordable hom es [over this Parliament] including 200, 000 S tarter Homes, 

135,000 ne w H elp t o Buy S hared Ownership hom es and  10,000 R ent t o B uy 
homes.”   

3.5 In these statements the Government at the highest levels has set out its explicit 

support for the affordable Rent to Buy model being offered by Rentplus. 

Impact of Social Rent Changes on the Delivery of Affordable Housing (Minister 

of State for Housing and Planning Brandon Lewis MP, 9 November 2015) 

3.6 The Minister wrote to all local authorities to ask that a more flexible approach is taken 

to S106 agreements and negotiations on tenure mix. In this letter he notes that 
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following the announcement of rent reductions some approved or emerging 

schemes: 

“are not being built out at the anticipated rate. Delay risks planned homes not coming 

forward and  t he abi lity of c ouncils bei ng abl e t o dem onstrate a f ive-year s upply of  

deliverable housing land”.  

3.7 Whilst the ability to renegotiate S106 agreements is already in place, the Minister has 

used this letter to encourage local authorities to: 

“respond constructively, rapidly and positively to requests for such renegotiations and 

to take a pragmatic and proportionate approach to viability.”  

3.8 The letter specifically asks that local authorities expedite negotiations where simple 

adjustments to tenure mix are proposed, without the need for full open book viability 

appraisals. In circumstances whereby the overall amount of affordable housing is 

proposed, the Minister is encouraging the “minimum amount of  v iability information 

necessary” to be sought. The letter also indicates that CLG will produce guidance on 

cascade mechanisms for S106 agreements to encourage flexible arrangements.  

Greg Clark MP, Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government (5th 

October 2015) 

3.9 At the Conservative Party Conference Greg Clark spoke of the need to deliver more 

housing for those increasingly shut out of home ownership: 

“... the opportunities that our generation took for granted, have been slipping out of 

reach for the next generation. In the 20 y ears to 2012, the proportion of 25-34 year 

olds owning their own homes fell from 67% to 43%. The num ber of 20-34 year olds 

living with their parents increased by two thirds of a million.  

...  

Most people in our country want to own their ow n hom e. For years governments 

have talked about affordable homes but in my view, not enough of them have been 

affordable homes to buy. I  want us to put t hat right. I  want us  to bui ld many more 

homes and  I  w ant to b uild hom es t hat peopl e c an buy  as  well as  rent. S hared 

ownership ho mes, s tarter hom es f or y oung p eople. Now, homes f or rent w ill 
always have a role. But why should signing a tenancy agreement mean signing 
away your aspirations to become a homeowner?” 
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David Cameron MP, Prime Minister, Conservative Party Conference Speech (7 

October 2015) 

3.10 The Prime Minister in his conference speech said that he wants to turn ‘Generation 

Rent’ into ‘Generation Buy’: 

“But for me, there’s one big piece of unfinished business in our economy: housing. A 

Greater Britain m ust mean m ore families ow ning a hom e of  their own. ... If you’ve 

worked hard and saved, I don’t want you just to have a roof over your head – I want 

you to have a roof of your own.  

In the last 5 years, 600,000 new homes have been built. More than 150 people a day 

are m oving i n t hanks t o our  H elp t o B uy s cheme. ... 1.3 m illion t o be gi ven t he 

chance t o bec ome hom eowners. ... But t he challenge i s f ar, f ar bi gger. When a 

generation of hardworking men and women in their 20s and 30s are waking up each 

morning in their childhood bedrooms – that should be a wakeup call for us. We need 

a nat ional c rusade to get hom es bui lt. That means bank s l ending, gov ernment 

releasing land, and yes – planning being reformed.  

... Increasing home ownership means something else. For years, politicians have 

been talking about building what they call “affordable homes” – but the phrase was 

deceptive. It b asically m eant hom es that w ere o nly av ailable t o r ent. What peopl e 

want are homes they can actually own. ...  

So today, I can announce a dramatic shift in housing policy in our country. Those old 

rules w hich s aid t o dev elopers: y ou c an bui ld on t his s ite, but  onl y i f you build 

affordable homes for rent, we’re replacing them with new rules: you can bui ld here, 

and those affordable homes can be available to buy. Yes, from Generation Rent to 
Generation Buy” 

Brandon Lewis MP, Housing Minister 

3.11 In oral evidence delivered to the CLG Select Committee on 9th November 2015, the 

Housing Minister emphasised the Government’s aim to increase access to home 

ownership, “whether it is rent-to-buy schemes” or other avenues; “all these avenues 

will play an important part”. 

3.12 On 15th December the Housing Minister answered two questions posed by Solihull 

MP Julian Knight on affordable rent to buy housing. The first of which asked if the 

Government would make rent to buy housing exempt from pay to stay proposals for 

higher income social tenants. The Minister responded: 
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“Higher income social tenants in a Rent to Buy scheme will not  face increased rent 

under proposals for pay to stay. This is because the rent they pay is an intermediate 

rent which is excluded from social rent policy.” 

3.13 A further question on whether the Government will include rent to buy housing as 

part of the Housing and Planning Bill’s proposed general duty on local authorities to 

promote the supply of Starter Homes. The Minister referred to rent to buy: 

“The H ousing and P lanning Bill w ill s upport our  m anifesto c ommitment t o bui ld 

200,000 Starter Homes to help more young people into home ownership. Like other 
valuable products which suppor t access t o home ownership, af fordable rent-
to-buy, can be considered by councils as part of their wider affordable housing 
requirements for their area.”  

Housing and Planning Bill: Committee Stage 

3.14 The Housing and Planning Bill includes a number of proposed reforms to both the 

planning system and the way in which affordable housing is managed. One of the 

proposed reforms is to phase out ‘tenancies for life’, removing security of tenancy by 

changing to fixed terms of 2 to 5 years which will not automatically be removed. 

Should the proposed clauses be accepted as part of the Bill, the availability of fixed 

term tenancies will be much reduced. 

3.15 The Bill is currently at report stage; further amendments to the Bill were first 

considered in the House of Commons on 5th January 2016. Amongst these Greg 

Clark tabled a series of amendments confirming that private registered providers of 

affordable housing will not be required to charge high income social tenants specific 

rents, confirming that ‘pay to stay’ will not be mandatory. Consideration of the Bill 

continues. 

Other Publications 

Laying the Foundations – A Housing Strategy for England (CLG, 2011) 

3.16 This document sets out an intention to ‘unblock’ the housing market and tackle the 

social and economic consequences of the failure to develop sufficient high quality 

homes over recent decades. 

3.17 The problems noted in this Strategy and the methods to achieve the ‘unblocking’ 

include the following: 



 

Making the Case for Diversity of Supply  21 
 

• A thriving, active but stable housing market that offers choice, flexibility and 

affordable housing - this is critical to England’s economic and social wellbeing; 

• “The problems we face are stark” and have been compounded by the impact of 

the credit crunch; 

• “Urgent action to build new homes” is necessary as children will grow up without 

the opportunities to live near their family; 

• “Housing is crucial for our social mobility, health and wellbeing”; 

• “Housing is inextricably linked to the wider health of the economy”; and 

• Fundamental to the whole approach of the strategy is communities (including 

prospective owners and tenants), landlords and developers working together. 

3.18 The Strategy proposed an increase in the estimated output of affordable homes 

between 2011 and 2015 to 170,000 dwellings (from the 150,000 dwellings proposed 

by the previous Government). 

3.19 The Strategy also sets out the support needed to deliver new homes and ‘support 

aspiration’, including “including encouraging new private entrants into the social 
housing market, and considering innovative new approaches to funding 
affordable housing in the medium term”. This Strategy gives explicit support for 

the entry of for-profit providers into the affordable housing market. The ability to 

charge rents at up to 80% of market levels is encouraged to provide additional 

financial capacity to: 

“deliver more housing than would otherwise be possible ... reducing the pressure on 

funding f rom the t axpayer . .. Thi s m eans t hat we can . .. help a gr eater num ber o f 

households experience the benefits of an affordable rented home”.  

3.20 The Strategy further states that the entry of for-profit providers adds to the affordable 

housing sector’s diversity and potential financial capacity, as raised by the 

investment opportunity presented to institutional investors such as pension funds. 

Fixing the Foundations: Creating a More Prosperous Nation 

3.21 Planning reforms were announced in this document, itself following on from Laying 

the Foundations. These reforms are aimed at driving up living standards and 

providing a better quality of life in Britain. At paragraph 9.23 the report commits the 

Government to delivering affordable homes to buy, confirming this Government’s 
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support for models of extending opportunities for affordable home ownership to many 

more households. 

Building the Homes We Need (KPMG and Shelter, 2014) 

3.22 This report is the result of a year-long project by KPMG and Shelter to understand 

the housing shortage and provide advice to the Government on the housing crisis 

following the 2008 recession. The report starts by setting out: 

“Everyone now accepts that we have a desperate housing shortage in England. 

Each year we build 100,000 fewer homes than we need, adding to a shortage that 

has been gr owing f or decades. What’s m ore, our  c urrent hous e bui lding s ystem 

seems incapable of delivering growth on the scale required. Growing demand means 

that without a step change in s upply we will be l ocked into a spiral of increasing 

house prices and rents – making the current housing crisis worse”. 

3.23 The report highlights that if firm action is not taken to build more homes there will be 

significant adverse consequences for the UK economy and society, including rising 

homelessness, stalled social mobility, declining pension saving and an ever-rising 

benefit bill.  

3.24 The report includes the graph shown on the following page, displaying the levels of 

house building in England since 1946.  
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Figure 3.1: House building since 1946 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Source: Shelter and KPMG, 2014 
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3.25 This shows four interrelated trends: 

• An overall decline in house building since 1946, including two recessionary 

declines after 1980 and 2007; 

• High levels of social housing provision by local authorities until the mid-1970s;  

• The growing contribution to affordable housing provision by housing associations 

since the late 1980s; providing most of the new affordable housing stock but not 

matching anything like the previous local authority contribution; and 

• The gradual increase in the nominal house price through until about 1985 which 

then grows significantly over the subsequent 30 years. 

Home Truths 2014/15: Broken Market Broken Dreams (NHF, 2014) 

3.26 The report sets out that England is suffering a catastrophic housing crisis that has 

been more than a generation in the making. The number of new homes built each 

year is not nearly enough – to keep pace with demand another 245,000 homes per 

year are needed in England; currently only around half of this is built each year. 

3.27 The report illustrates that house prices and private sector rents are rising ever higher, 

locking more people out of home ownership, as demand has outstripped supply for 

many years. It notes that a rising number of people are now private renters and face 

high costs. As well as impacting on day-to-day living, high housing costs have also 

previously increased the benefit bill. The number of people who claim housing benefit 

but are also in employment has doubled over the last six years. Increasingly, 

earnings do not cover all living costs and so households need assistance from the 

Government and the taxpayer.  

3.28 The report offers alarm bells: people struggling with rent, needing housing benefit to 

keep a roof over their heads, being unable to be near family, unable to buy their own 

home or downsize to suitable and more affordable homes. This would be mitigated if 

more homes of all types were built at different price points in the market to meet 

more needs. 

3.29 Demand for housing - through increasing population, decreased household size and 

other factors is outstripping a chronic undersupply of housing. Estimates show 

around 245,000 new homes are required each year to keep up with demand, and 

even more would be needed to clear the backlog of demand. As a result, house 

prices have more than doubled (after accounting for inflation) in 40 years, as 

illustrated by Figure 3.2, overleaf. 
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Figure 3.2: Nominal House Prices in the UK 

 

Source: Home Truths 2014/15: Broken Market Broken Dreams (2014) 
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3.30 In the 1960s, a home was four and a half times the average salary and within the 

realms of being attainable with a reasonable deposit. As house prices have risen, 

wages have not been able to keep up; across the UK the average home now costs 

almost seven times the average salary, making home ownership largely unattainable 

for most young people.  

Housing Britain: Building New Homes for Growth (CBI, 2014) 

3.31 This report states that the UK’s housing market has not functioned healthily for 

decades, with an imbalance between the supply of new homes relative to demand 

being at the centre of this problem. This has created the current situation whereby 

half the number of houses needed every year has been built over the last decade. 

3.32 The report notes that UK house prices have increased 54% since 2004. Housing 

shortages are also pushing up market rent at a time when forecasts for disposable 

income remain weak, putting severe strain on household finances and limiting 

housing choice. This demand gap has inflated the cost of buying or renting a house, 

making it more difficult for people to join and move within the housing market. 

Following the 2008 recession, from 2011 UK house prices once more began rising. 

3.33 The report notes that the 1.8 million people on local authority waiting lists for social 

rented properties clearly demonstrate the strong demand for affordable housing from 

families up and down the country3. 

3.34 Figure 3.3 (overleaf) shows the upward trend in levels of housing benefit paid out in 

recent years, compared to increasingly low levels of capital investment in boosting 

the housing stock. In 2013 over £24bn was spent on housing benefit in total, whilst 

just under £6.5bn was used for capital development4. Rising government spending 

on housing benefits is symptomatic of a housing market unaffordable for many 

people.  

 

 

 

 

 

 
                                                           
3 Improving the Rented Housing Sector, Department for Communities and Local Government 
4 It should be noted that the Government has implemented rent reductions for housing associations; this may 
impact overall supply of affordable housing from the sector due to financial capacity being limited. 
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Figure 3.3: Housing Benefit and Capital Spend Comparison 2008/09 to 2012/13 

 
Source: Housing Britain: Building New Homes for Growth (2014) 

In the Mix: The Need for a Diverse Supply of New Homes (Shelter, 2014) 

3.35 In this briefing, Shelter set out the need for a balance of tenures across the housing 

growth in England, following on from the KPMG and Shelter report described above, 

at paragraph 3.10. It emphasises the need for a balanced mix of tenures, from a 

diverse range of funding sources and delivery models “involving both the private and 

public sectors” in order to achieve a more resilient housing stock: 

“...this di versity makes the hous ing s ystem m ore pr oductive ov er t he l ong t erm b y 

making i t more r esilient t o fluctuations i n hous e pr ices and  l ess p rone t o cyclical 

shocks. Diversity of supply will not only help us to increase supply to 250,000 homes 

a year, but will help ensure that high levels of output can be sustained over time.” 

3.36 The benefits of this diversity will not only provide longer-term benefits to the 

economy, but also have wider social benefits: 

“England’s hous ing c risis has  i mpacted di fferent peopl e in di fferent ways, and  no 

single tenure can offer the best solution for everyone. Each different type of housing 

plays a different role in the English housing system, catering for different preferences 

and needs  – and we n eed m ore o f all of  t hem. J ust as  n ot e veryone needs  a n 

intermediate or social rented home, not everyone will be able to afford to buy, even if 

total housing output is dramatically increased and house prices stabilised.” 

3.37 Shelter note that by building a mix of housing, including intermediate homes, more 

people’s aspirations to home ownership can be met; a “better alternative to private 
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renting” may be provided and the “steady rise of in-work housing benef it c laimants” 

can be halted. To achieve the upswing in delivery required (as set out in the earlier 

KPMG and Shelter report) to achieve a more balanced housing market, the briefing 

states that there should be a boost to public and private investment in affordable 

housing. Of the 6 recommendations set out in this briefing, one is for the Government 

to “explore new forms of intermediate tenure to widen access to intermediate homes, 

including low share shared ownership and affordable rent-to-buy homes.”  

3.38 The briefing notes the national preference for home ownership, as set out in a prior 

Shelter report5, for reasons such as greater stability and control over the home. It 

also recognises that achieving a significant boost in housing supply is likely to 

achieve political legitimacy by “the majority of new homes offering a route to some 

form of ownership”. Research6 has shown that: 

“66% of private rented are unable to save anything towards a deposit for purchasing 

their own home ... [the] net result is that fewer people can cross the widening 

financial gap between renting ... and m arket homeownership in one leap: if 

ownership i s to be e xtended t o m ore peop le a s ubstantial i ncrease i n t he 

intermediate options for people who can’t afford to buy a suitable home is needed.”  

3.39 Without intervention, many families will continue to be trapped in the ‘insecure’ 

private rented sector, spending significant proportions of household income on rent. 

To meet the needs of those households currently priced out of accessing home 

ownership, Shelter suggest more affordable, intermediate homeownership solutions 

to be vital to helping those out of private renting and a commensurate reduction in in-

work housing benefit claimants. Rent-to-buy offers one solution to these problems. 

NatWest Millennials Home Buying Survey (NatWest, June 2015) 

3.40 This Survey has shown that of those polled, 69% of young adults (aged 22-30 years 

old) currently either renting or living with parents believe they will not save enough for 

a house deposit within 5 years. 44% considered their prospects of buying a home to 

be more optimistic as a result of the Help to Buy scheme.  

 

 

                                                           
5 Homes for Forgotten Families (Shelter, 2013) 
6 England’s ‘rent-trap’: just another reason housing is now a top 5 issue for voters (YouGov for Shelter, 2014) 
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Build to Rent: Funding Britain’s Rental Revolution (Addleshaw Goddard and 

BPF, July 2015) 

3.41 This report sets out an overview of the ‘transformation’ of the housing market in 

Britain over the past 15 years, in which time homeownership has steadily declined 

from a peak of 69% in 2001. The private rented sector has grown significantly over 

the same period, overtaking the social rented sector in providing homes and forecast 

to provide homes to one in four households by 2020: 

“Growing demand for rented accommodation and t he response to this demand from 

professional investors looks set to change the market, perhaps permanently.  

... businesses are looking to create new clusters of homes for rent, as long-term 

investment opportunities. The result has been dubbed Build to Rent”. 

3.42 The report references research which estimates that Build to Rent could generate 

over £30 billion of new investment in Britain over the next five years, delivering over 

150,000 homes. The report notes the ‘dire’ need for affordable housing, “but this 

must not  di minish t he n eed f or qual ity m arket-rented hous ing or  housing f or sale 

either”.  

UK Economic Outlook – UK housing market outlook: the continuing rise of 

Generation Rent (PwC, July 2015) 

3.43 This report notes: 

“As hous e pr ices ha ve risen and s ocial housing s upply r emains c onstrained, the 

number of  hous eholds i n t he private r ented s ector has  m ore t han doubled s ince 

2001, rising from 2.3 million to 5.4 million by 2014, around 20% of the total. We 

project that t his trend w ill c ontinue w ith an addi tional 1. 8 m illion households 

becoming private renters by 2025. This would take the total to 7.2 million households 

– almost one in four of the UK total. The trend is particularly strong in the 20-39 age 

group where more than half will be renting privately by 2025. The rise of ‘Generation 

Rent’ will continue.”  

3.44 The report also notes the fall in households who own a home with a mortgage (from 

almost 45% in 2001 to under 30%), linking this with a limited housing supply, 

affordability of the housing market and poor mortgage availability. This is shown in 

the graph, overleaf: 
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Figure 3.4: UK share of households by tenure type (%) 

 

3.45 It adds:  

“A significant rise in the supply of affordable housing might change this in the long 

run, but  s eems unl ikely t o oc cur f ast enough t o s tem t he r ise i n G eneration R ent 

between now and 2025. 

... the ability of people to use the mortgage market to make the transition from renting 

to owning appears to be diminishing, with younger generations having to wait longer 

to buy in many cases.”  

3.46 The report notes that this affordability crisis, and inaccessibility for many to 

mortgages, stems from the “combined effect of rising house prices and lenders 

withdrawing higher Loan-to-Value mortgages”. This point is highlighted in the graph, 

overleaf. Average first time buyer deposits have increased almost five-fold, an 

increase much greater than the growth in average earnings over the same period.  
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Figure 3.5: House price to earnings ratio and average first time buyer deposit, 1988-

2013 

 

3.47 The report summarises: “This trend threatens to lock large segments of society out of 

the hous ing market, es pecially t hose on middle or  low i ncomes, and who l ive i n 

higher pr iced ar eas”. Forward projections for housing tenure in this report suggest 

that current trends will continue (see Figure 3.6, below). 

Figure 3.6: Projections for UK housing tenure, share of households 

 

3.48 The report also sets out house price projections for the UK regions, indicating that 

the current difficulties of affordability across the country will continue (see overleaf). 
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Figure 3.7: Regional average house price to individual full-time earnings ratios 
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National Housing Federation Statement (NHF, 20 August 2015) 

3.49 The National Housing Federation’s Assistant Director of Campaigns commented on 

the May-July 2015 quarter housing statistics released by CLG: 

“Britain is in the grips of a housing crisis, and at the centre of this huge national issue 

is the fact that we’ve failed to build enough homes for a generation or more. 

Today’s f igures ar e encouraging as  t hey show housebuilding i s at  i ts highest l evel 

since 2008. However, we need to continue to increase our efforts as a nation to build 

the homes that are desperately needed. Last year alone we built less than half of the 

homes needed, pushing house prices and home ownership further out of reach for 

millions of families and young people. 

... We want to work together to end the housing crisis and provide quality affordable 

homes to everyone who needs them.” 

Summary 

3.50 The Chancellor of the Exchequer in his first Autumn Statement of this Parliament and 

the Prime Minister during PMQs announced explicit support for the development of 

affordable homes to buy. The recognition of affordable housing to buy in helping to 

resolve the nation’s housing crisis follows on from a growing wealth of evidence that 

demonstrates a clear and pressing requirement to build more homes to meet a 

significant level of unmet need. The Minister for Housing and Planning, Brandon 

Lewis MP, has also recently expressed his support for local authorities taking a more 

flexible approach to negotiating tenure mix, expediting negotiations in order to speed 

up delivery of affordable housing. 

3.51 The need for affordable housing is not solely met by social rented homes, which only 

meet the needs of the poorest. The evidence in this section highlights the ability of 

more affordable homeownership solutions to help households out of private renting. 

Those who cannot yet afford to buy on the open market because they are either 

trapped by poor quality and expensive private rented accommodation, or have not 

yet been able to leave the parental home due to the inhibitive cost of buying have 

had their needs recognised by this Government. The Chancellor’s Statement clearly 

signals this Government’s intention to widen opportunities for home ownership by 

removing barriers to private for-profit providers entering the market to deliver more 

affordable homes – specifically including £200m to support delivery of 10,000 Rent to 

Buy homes – and add to the diversity of the sector.  
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Rentplus: The Model 

Section 4 

 

4.1 The Rentplus model is aimed at providing an affordable rented home to households 

until such time as the occupier can afford to purchase the property. In this way it aims 

to assist those households who cannot currently purchase a house on the open 

market but who would otherwise not be considered a priority, or qualify for social or 

affordable rented homes.  

4.2 The model is essentially one of rent to buy, with a five year renewable tenancy at an 

affordable rent, managed by a housing association. All dwellings are to be leased to 

Registered Providers at an affordable rent for up to 20 years; the housing association 

will be responsible for managing and maintaining the properties. Homes will be sold 

on a phased basis every 5 years; those homes not sold at year 5 will be re-let to 

tenants for a further 5 years. 

4.3 Upon registering interest in a scheme households are assessed on their suitability for 

a 5, 10, 15 or 20 year tenancy after which it is expected that the home will be 

purchased at market value. At the time of purchase, the occupier will be gifted 10% 

of the purchase price as a deposit towards a mortgage by Rentplus. 

4.4 Rental of the property before purchase will be at the lower of 80% open market rental 

(including service charge) or Local Housing Allowance (LHA).The household will be 

supported through the term of their tenancy by the managing housing association to 

save and increase the deposit to assist the mortgage application. The assured 

tenancy period also benefits from improving a tenant’s ability to prove credit-

worthiness. 

4.5 The Rentplus model aims to improve the ability of purchasers to build a suitable 

deposit, as well as improving, or creating a good credit rating, by paying a reduced 

(affordable) rent rather than a private market rent for the duration of the tenancy (as 

set out at paragraph 4.4, above).  

4.6 During the period of rental tenancy occupiers can serve notice to vacate a Rentplus 

unit on one month’s notice. Assistance may be sought from the managing housing 

association to assist in re-housing. 
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4.7 The Rentplus model permits tenants to swap with other tenants who are able to bring 

forward an early purchase of the unit, to assist those who are unable to purchase the 

property at the programmed time.  

4.8 If the property is sold within 2 years of the original occupier purchase then all or a 

part of the gifted deposit will be repayable to Rentplus on such disposal, subject to a 

maximum cap of the original sum gifted.  

4.9 All Rentplus homes are sold after 20 years. If the occupier does not purchase the 

property then the housing association has the option to acquire the unit, with 

Rentplus providing a 10% discount on open market value to the housing association. 

The future use of the unit as any other NPPF compliant affordable property can then 

be determined by the housing association. 

4.10 In the circumstances of neither the tenant nor housing association purchasing the 

property after 20 years, the property is sold on the open market and 7.5% of the net 

sales proceeds are paid to the Local Authority to reinvest in new affordable housing 

provision.  

4.11 A Memorandum of Understanding may be entered into with each individual LPA to 

seek to replenish the stock of Rentplus homes on a one for one basis, retaining a 

proportion of the affordable housing stock in the local area.  
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Considering the Definition 

Section 5 

 

5.1 This section discusses the model’s compliance with the planning definition of 

affordable housing as in Annex 2 of the NPPF, set out below for ease of reference:  

 “Social r ented, a ffordable r ented and i ntermediate hous ing, pr ovided t o el igible 

households w hose need s ar e no t m et by  the market. E ligibility i s det ermined w ith 

regard to l ocal i ncomes and l ocal hous e pr ices. A ffordable hous ing s hould i nclude 

provisions t o r emain at  an af fordable pr ice f or future el igible households or  f or the 

subsidy to be recycled for alternative affordable housing provision.” 

5.2 Affordable rent and intermediate affordable are defined in the Annex as: 

“Affordable rented housing is let by local authorities or private registered providers of 

social hous ing to households who are el igible for social rented hous ing. A ffordable 

Rent is subject to rent controls that require a r ent of no m ore than 80% of the local 

market rent (including service charges, where applicable). 

“Intermediate housing is homes for sale and rent provided at a cost above social rent, 

but bel ow market l evels s ubject t o t he c riteria i n t he A ffordable H ousing def inition 

above. These can include shared equity (shared ownership and equi ty loans), other 

low cost homes for sale and intermediate rent, but not affordable rented housing.” 

5.3 The Rentplus model is unusual in that it conforms to two of the three definitions of 

affordable housing, falling under the remit of affordable rent and intermediate for sale 

at different points of its lifetime. It cannot be considered a social rent product due to 

the rent falling outside the guideline level of the national rent regime. The definitions 

set out within the Annex are not prescriptive, but offer a number of different terms 

within which to describe various affordable tenures and products. The Rentplus 

model is not unique in this aspect of diverging from the more traditional social rented 

/ intermediate affordable tenures, as there are other models of affordable tenure 

being delivered by private registered providers across the UK. 

5.4 The Rentplus model is considered to be a hybrid form of affordable housing. Unlike 

widely understood shared ownership or shared equity products, in which an initial 

percentage of the home’s value is purchased and rent is paid on the remaining 

share, Rentplus households have the opportunity to save towards the deposit before 

purchase of that same home. This is achieved by paying a reduced, affordable rent 
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during the agreed period of tenancy which is fixed (and secure) for a period of 5 

years, the same as currently offered by housing associations for affordable rent units. 

5.5 As set out in Section 4, the model fixes the rent at an affordable level, being the 

lower of either 80% below market rent or the Local Housing Allowance (LHA), 

including service charge. This is strictly in accordance with the definition of affordable 

rent as defined in the NPPF Annex. The model will be managed by a registered 

provider to households who are allocated according to local authority priorities 

through the local housing register or other local mechanisms (such as choice based 

lettings or Help to Buy agents), further bringing this into compliance with the NPPF 

definition of affordable rent.  

5.6 As defined by the Annex, the sale of Rentplus properties will be in line with other 

intermediate affordable homes, at a cost above social rent. The purchase price will 

be at the level of open market value, but will effectively be discounted by 10% by the 

‘gifted’ deposit from Rentplus. The model should also therefore be considered a low 

cost home for sale under the definition of intermediate affordable. This is also 

comparable with rented properties on which tenants can exercise the Right to Buy 

through existing legislation.  

5.7 The NPPF definition includes the provision that affordable housing should “include 

provisions t o r emain at  an af fordable pr ice f or future el igible households or  f or the 

subsidy to be recycled for alternative affordable housing provision.” Such provisions 

are secured by the Rentplus model by direct subsidy (in the form of a 10% discount 

to the Housing Association and 7.5% of net proceeds payable to the local authority 

upon sale) for future affordable housing.  

5.8 Where a Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) has been agreed Rentplus will, upon 

the sale of homes, use its best endeavours to invest in new units on a one-for-one 

basis. Each MoU is to be negotiated on an individual basis with each local planning 

authority, but is considered an integral part of the product, comparable with the 

recycling of receipts from shared equity units by housing associations. The recycling 

of funds by housing associations is not guaranteed to be reinvested within the same 

local authority area as the original units, whereas the Rentplus MoU provides a best 

endeavours commitment to deliver further affordable units on a one-for-one basis in 

that local authority area. This thereby raises the overall level of affordable housing 

that is delivered, whilst reducing the numbers on housing registers and increasing the 

financial investment in the creation of sustainable communities in that area. 
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5.9 Each subsequent unit delivered by Rentplus would be on the same affordable rent 

basis. Where a property is not purchased by the occupier, the managing housing 

association has the opportunity to purchase instead, retaining this as part of its stock 

of affordable units. Whether through direct reinvestment by Rentplus or recycling by 

the managing housing association, where an MoU has been agreed, this ensures the 

affordable housing subsidy is reinvested for the benefit of local people. 
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Recommendations 

Section 6 

 

We Are the Builders: Generation Rent to Generation Buy 

6.1 The Government has announced its full, explicit support for private investors to 

deliver affordable Rent to Buy homes in order to extend the opportunities for home 

ownership to back families “who aspire to buy their own home”. The Chancellor of the 

Exchequer, George Osborne MP, in his Autumn Statement pledged to deliver 

“10,000 hom es t hat will al low a t enant t o s ave f or a depos it w hile t hey r ent”, 

“removing constraints that prevent pr ivate sector organisations f rom par ticipating in 

delivery”. The Prime Minister also announced in his Party Conference speech to turn 

Generation Rent into Generation Buy; this Government is explicit in its support for 

affordable homes available as rent to buy. 

6.2 Rentplus seeks to fulfil that role to extend a hand to those households currently 

unable to save for and access the open market to purchase their own home whose 

needs are not met by the current affordable housing sector and other home 

ownership initiatives. 

Moving In: The Benefits of Rentplus  

6.3 The purpose and practical detail of the Rentplus model, as described in Section 3, 

demonstrates that Rentplus has been developed as an investment product that will 

enable a rolling stock of homes for rent and eventual sale to complement other 

affordable housing products. As set out in Section 2, the delivery of a large quantity 

of affordable housing is considered highly beneficial in areas of high need. As 

Rentplus homes are sold on a phased basis every 5 years the model also creates its 

own mixed tenure development over the lifetime of the scheme.  As Rentplus is a 

fully funded model and does not require any public subsidy to deliver homes, it will 

result in significant additional investment that would not otherwise be available.  

6.4 As noted in Section 3, the current problems with the housing market do not meet the 

diverse needs of all, but are instead forcing greater welfare dependency through an 

increasing reliance on the private rented sector. This includes those who are in-work 

housing benefit claimants, for whom rent costs take up such a proportion of income 

that it is very difficult to save towards a house deposit. There is considerable 
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aspiration towards home ownership; this is recognised in Government policy and 

encouragement towards intermediate affordable housing delivery.  

6.5 This is also supported by planning decisions; as set out in the Secretary of State 

appeal decision referred to in Section 2, it is important to recognise that affordable 

housing delivery should not be restricted to meet a narrow definition of need, 

providing homes only for those households with ‘Reasonable Preference’. This is 

regarded as  ‘unduly restrictive’, failing to recognise the needs of ‘hard pressed’ 

households for appropriate affordable housing which meets the Government’s 

intention to enable households to “‘climb’ to full owner occupation”. Households 

entering a scheme with a mix of house types and with the ability to save towards 

accessing home ownership at a flexible point in time will create a full mix of social 

and economic groups. 

6.6 Those reports referenced in Section 3 demonstrate that current affordable housing 

tenures do not meet the full needs of all those aspiring to ownership, principally as 

these rely on ready availability of savings to access shared ownership mortgages. 

Equally, this product will be a realistic alternative for those households who are not 

able to purchase their home through the Government’s Starter Home Initiative, as 

acknowledged in the Autumn Statement. As a great number of those households 

would not be considered eligible for social rented homes, access to any affordable 

product is significantly constrained. The Rentplus model will diversify the affordable 

housing stock available to those households, and enable a greater number of 

households to access affordable housing without recourse to welfare support. This 

diversity of supply is a crucial factor in solving the nation’s significant housing crisis. 

6.7 The Rentplus product offers the security of rental at an affordable level whilst 

allowing households aspiring to home ownership the opportunity to save towards and 

purchase with a gifted deposit. The basis for setting and charging rent levels is 

guaranteed through an assured shorthold tenancy, giving added certainty to those 

households who may otherwise be subject to private rent level fluctuations (typically 

rent rises) and insecure tenancy agreements. This is a significant benefit of the 

model which is likely to be very attractive to those not able or desiring to access other 

forms of affordable housing before obtaining a mortgage. This will also remove 

households from the housing register, allowing local housing authorities the ability to 

focus greater resources on those most in need.  

6.8 The product also offers the flexibility to alter the point of purchase on a phased basis 

at five year intervals, as well as the benefit of a property being managed and 
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maintained by a housing association throughout the period of it being a Rentplus 

property. 

6.9 The product is new, and therefore not previously considered within either housing 

evidence documents such as SHMA or in Local Plan policies. Section 4 has set out 

the model’s compliance with the NPPF definition of affordable housing. The NPPF 

seeks to encourage LPAs to plan for a range of housing to meet all needs, across 

market and affordable tenures, whilst the Government has made it clear that 

encouraging home ownership is central to the country’s economic stability and social 

justice7. It is clear that mixed, sustainable communities are at the heart of planning 

and that planning should not seek to threaten the ambition of business, or to prevent 

viable schemes from bringing forward social, economic and environmental benefits.  

6.10 By providing a rental product at the lower of 80% below market rent or at Local 

Housing Allowance (LHA), households are also given a hitherto-unavailable 

opportunity to save towards a deposit without the need to revert to parental 

handouts,  remain living with parents in their teenage bedrooms, or possibly to live in 

poor quality cramped rental conditions. Not only does the Rentplus model offer 

households the opportunity to be able to afford to save for a deposit and the costs 

associated with purchasing a property, but the gifted 10% deposit effectively offers 

the property for sale at below-market rate at the point of purchase. 

6.11 Certainty is also offered to local planning authorities as units are managed and 

maintained by a housing association, with the product only being offered to eligible 

households on the local housing register. Those households may otherwise fail to be 

offered an affordable property due to not being categorised as a high priority 

household. As described in Section 3, this situation traps a considerable number of 

the non-home owner population, and in particular what has become known as 

Generation Rent, in a hard to escape cycle of renting at private market rates. Unable 

to save any significant sum for a deposit this generation is struggling to obtain a 

mortgage; this has contributed to the ever-rising age at which Britons enter home 

ownership.  

6.12 A further point to note is the potential for delivery on rural exception sites where a 

small quantity of market housing is already accepted to improve scheme viability. In 

rural areas affected by poor affordability the existing supply of affordable housing 

products would be complemented by Rentplus homes. These would further support 

                                                           
7 Here’s how to build a homeowning Britain (David Cameron and George Osborne, The Times, 4 July 2015) and 
the Autumn Statement (HM Treasury, 25 November 2015) 
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the diversity of housing delivered in rural areas, contributing to the ongoing 

sustainability of those communities and assist those trapped by being unable to 

afford market housing but not high priority enough to receive social or affordable 

rented homes. 

Plan-Making to include Rentplus 

6.13 Local Planning Authorities are encouraged by the NPPF to significantly boost the 

supply of housing, including through the provision of affordable housing which is a 

material planning consideration, and an inherent part of planning for housing through 

a proper, full objective assessment of housing need. By including a proportion of 

Rentplus units within the mix of any scheme, the local planning authority is also given 

the opportunity to increase the diversity of homes on offer. Together with open 

market, social rented, affordable rent, and intermediate affordable units local 

authorities have the ability to approve schemes that fully accord with the NPPF’s aim 

to create mixed and sustainable communities.  

6.14 People also aspire to home ownership. This provides households with a financial 

stake in the local community. The specific Rentplus model, together with other forms 

of affordable housing, also widens local housing choice adding to a more mixed, 

balanced local community.  

6.15 It is the intention of the Rentplus model to be delivered alongside other forms of 

affordable housing, acting as a complementary product as part of the housing mix to 

meet the needs of those households whose aspirations towards home ownership are 

not currently achievable through other intermediate affordable tenures. This can also 

deliver the benefit of enhancing the overall affordable housing offer and increasing 

the certainty of deliverability on sites where viability may be an issue. Early delivery 

of Rentplus homes, in volume, is a further benefit of this diversity of tenure offer. 

6.16 Whilst the transitional nature of the product (from affordable rent to ownership) may 

present a difficulty for local planning authorities in defining it for the purposes of 

determining applications or counting for housing land supply, it should be considered 

a suitable method of diversifying local affordable housing offer without recourse to 

public funding. This also enables a greater overall level of affordable housing to be 

delivered both in the short term on individual sites, and in the longer term, as 

Rentplus stock is replaced.  
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6.17 We recommend that to incorporate the Rentplus model into the local plan, that the 

below text is included within an affordable housing policy. This will enable a degree 

of flexibility to be employed when negotiating the tenure mix on individual sites. 

“The Council will seek a developer contribution of X% towards the provision of 

affordable housing on residential developments of X dwellings or more. The mix of 

affordable dwellings may be negot iated, taking into account site specific issues and 

viability. The mix should take i nto account l ocal need f or social rented and 

intermediate affordable tenures, including Rent to Buy models, such as Rentplus.  

There will be a s trong presumption i n f avour o f t he af fordable ho mes being f ully 

integrated within proposed development. However the Council may consider off site 

provision, for i nstance t o enable ot her pol icy o bjectives t o be met, subject t o a n 

equivalent l evel of  dev eloper c ontribution bei ng provided. There w ill be a 

presumption i n f avour o f c ross-subsidy to enabl e a hi gher pr oportion of  af fordable 

housing t o be provided, preferably t hrough an el ement of affordable Rent to Buy, 

such as  R entplus, or m arket housing. Off s ite provision c ould be by  w ay of direct 

affordable housing pr ovision on an a lternative site, or  by  a f inancial c ontribution 

which would enable provision elsewhere in the local authority area.” 

Incorporating Rentplus: S106 Sites and Current Developments 

6.18 Rentplus has been established as a specialist provider of affordable housing in the 

private sector. The model as described in Section 3 is specifically designed to 

provide housing which is affordable to local people aspiring to home ownership. The 

involvement of a housing association should give the security and assurance that 

such homes are to be properly managed, whilst the sale of the homes provides 

Rentplus with a capital sum return. This enables replacement affordable housing 

delivery in the local authority area by Rentplus as well as a return to the local 

authority in the case of sale on the open market to reinvest in local affordable 

housing. The ability for the managing housing association to purchase the unit at a 

10% discount if the occupier does not wish to purchase offers a further method of 

retaining an affordable unit within the local stock.  

6.19 Other social benefits which are a material consideration in decision making include 

the ability of households to integrate with neighbours over a longer period before 

purchasing the property; the ability to renew tenancies; and swapping with other 

tenants at the time of purchase which offers flexibility to those not ready to purchase 

at the previously envisaged date.  
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6.20 As noted in Sections 4 and 5, upon the sale of each Rentplus property a 

Memorandum of Understanding, where agreed with each individual LA, will set out 

the basis for the replacement of those units on a one-for-one basis in that local 

authority area. Other forms of affordable tenure result in a loss of housing stock, such 

as with shared ownership in which households can ‘staircase out’; where a LA has 

agreed a MoU, the Rentplus model would secure the replacement of units in 

accordance with the terms of the MoU in order to continue meeting local needs over 

the longer term through continued housing stock replenishment. This is an important 

consideration at a time when Right to Buy is being further encouraged, and 

established rented tenures no longer have permanence.  

6.21 The availability of funding for the product also makes this model potentially attractive 

on stalled developments where this model could improve scheme viability. As the 

model has readily available private funding, it is also easily translated to high volume 

output which could assist in areas of particular need or where housing land supply 

could benefit from being boosted. 

Conclusions and Recommendations 

6.22 There is a significant shortfall in affordable housing nationwide and the availability of 

grant funding has steadily declined over the past decade. The Rentplus product has 

a wide pool of prospective households for whom saving towards a home purchase is 

not currently possible due to falling outside eligibility for current affordable housing 

stock. The private rented sector offers no security, and security of tenure for 

traditional affordable housing looks likely to be removed by changes in the Housing 

Bill. The fixed period of tenancy at affordable rents in Rentplus dwellings before the 

point of purchase offers a significant benefit to households who will have the ability to 

save for a deposit - on the home they have rented - for the first time. Rentplus homes 

will be excluded from Pay to Stay policy, offering further certainty to those 

households wishing to save for home ownership. 

6.23 Rentplus therefore offers a new product to those households whose needs are not 

already met by the market, whilst also diversifying local housing stock and 

contributing to the development of mixed and balanced communities.  

6.24 In order for Local Planning Authorities to enable those households for whom access 

to social rented housing is not suitable, and whose needs are not otherwise met by 

affordable and intermediate tenures to enter the housing market it may be necessary 

to review affordable housing policies in the Local Plan, or to consider revising model 

conditions and clauses for S106 agreements. 
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6.25 The Government has pledged to significantly raise the numbers of affordable homes 

being delivered during this Parliamentary session, and to meet the diverse needs of 

those in need. This includes a significant drive towards meeting families’ aspirations 

to home ownership. The Autumn Statement included a commitment to remove 

constraints that prevent private sector organisations from delivering affordable homes 

to deliver this promise. CLG has had its housing budget doubled and will over the 

period of this Parliament be focused on the delivery of at least 400,000 affordable 

homes, including 10,000 Rent to Buy homes. As supported by the Government, the 

Rentplus model would make a valuable, NPPF-compliant contribution towards 

significantly boosting housing supply, and most importantly in meeting need for 

affordable housing without further recourse to public funding. 

 

 

 



	  

	  

BRIEFING NOTE on Rentplus – a new model of Affordable Housing 

	  

1. Background	  
	  

1.1 There	  is	  a	  severe	  shortage	  of	  affordable	  housing.	  	  The	  grants	  from	  central	  Government	  for	  
affordable	  homes	  have	  been	  steadily	  reduced.	  	  The	  Homes	  and	  Communities	  Agency	  have	  
responsibility	  for	  the	  affordable	  homes	  programme	  and	  are	  encouraging	  registered	  
providers	  of	  affordable	  housing	  to	  explore	  new	  models	  of	  funding.	  
	  

1.2	   The	  national	  affordable	  rent	  programme	  2011-‐2015	  has	  introduced	  5	  yearly	  tenancies	  and	  
allows	  registered	  providers	  to	  charge	  an	  affordable	  rent	  of	  up	  to	  80%	  of	  open	  market	  rents.	  	  
Many	  people	  on	  housing	  waiting	  lists	  aspire	  to	  own	  their	  own	  home	  but	  are	  unable	  to	  save	  
for	  a	  deposit	  whilst	  paying	  expensive	  open-‐market	  rents.	  

1.3	   The	  Housing	  Strategy	  for	  England	  identifies	  the	  need	  to	  introduce	  pension	  fund	  and	  private	  
investment	  capital	  into	  affordable	  housing	  provision.	  	  Recent	  guidance	  to	  local	  authorities	  
emphasises	  the	  need	  to	  widen	  access	  to	  affordable	  housing	  to	  hard	  working	  families	  on	  
modest	  incomes,	  people	  in	  training	  and	  apprenticeships,	  and	  members	  of	  our	  armed	  
services.	  

1.4	   Rentplus	  was	  devised	  in	  the	  South	  West	  by	  a	  Plymouth-‐based	  development	  company	  	  (Pillar	  
Land	  Securities	  Limited)	  working	  with	  a	  local	  housing	  association	  (Tamar	  Housing	  Society).	  	  
This	  new	  affordable	  housing	  product	  was	  fully	  endorsed	  by	  the	  Rt	  Hon	  Grant	  Shapps	  MP,	  
then	  Minister	  of	  State	  for	  Housing	  and	  Planning,	  at	  a	  personal	  meeting	  in	  the	  Houses	  of	  
Parliament.	  Subsequently	  the	  Homes	  and	  Communities	  Agency	  has	  supported	  the	  Rentplus	  
model	  through	  a	  short	  form	  agreement.	  	  

	  
1.5	   A	  number	  of	  Local	  Authorities	  across	  the	  south	  west	  have	  formally	  endorsed	  Rentplus	  as	  an	  

affordable	  housing	  product	  meeting	  their	  requirements	  under	  Section	  106	  of	  the	  Town	  and	  
Country	  Planning	  Act	  1990.	  	  They	  have	  signed	  a	  Memorandum	  of	  Understanding	  with	  
Rentplus-‐UK	  Limited	  (the	  company	  formed	  to	  deliver	  Rentplus	  homes)	  for	  500	  homes	  to	  be	  
built	  under	  the	  Rentplus	  model	  in	  Plymouth	  over	  the	  next	  five	  years,	  and	  to	  be	  replaced	  by	  
new	  Rentplus	  homes	  as	  they	  are	  sold	  to	  tenants.	  

	  
1.6	   Substantial	  socially-‐responsible	  funds	  have	  been	  identified	  for	  investment	  in	  Rentplus	  

homes.	  

	  

2.	   THE	  Rentplus	  Model	  

2.1	  	  	   The	  key	  features	  of	  the	  Rentplus	  model	  are	  summarised	  below:	  

2.1.1	   Rentplus	  homes	  will	  be	  new	  homes	  delivered	  to	  Homes	  and	  Communities	  Agency	  
standards	  and	  acquired	  by	  Rentplus-‐UK	  Limited	  for	  pension	  funds	  or	  socially	  
responsible	  investors,	  without	  any	  public	  grant.	  	  Rentplus-‐UK	  will	  lease	  the	  homes	  to	  
a	  local	  housing	  association	  partner.	  	  

	  



	  

	  

2.1.2	   The	  housing	  association	  partner	  will	  lease	  the	  homes	  to	  tenants	  aspiring	  to	  home	  
ownership	  for	  a	  series	  of	  5	  year	  tenancies	  at	  an	  affordable	  rent	  (within	  the	  local	  
housing	  allowance).	  	  Tenants	  on	  the	  housing	  list	  will	  apply	  for	  a	  Rentplus	  home	  
through	  Devon	  Home	  Choice.	  

	  
2.1.3	   On	  a	  phased	  basis,	  beginning	  at	  the	  end	  of	  the	  first	  5	  year	  tenancy,	  a	  proportion	  of	  

the	  Rentplus	  affordable	  rented	  homes	  will	  be	  released	  for	  purchase	  by	  tenants,	  who	  
will	  have	  been	  supported	  to	  move	  from	  tenancy	  to	  home	  ownership.	  Tenants	  will	  be	  
gifted	  a	  10%	  deposit	  by	  Rentplus-‐UK	  upon	  purchase	  (against	  an	  independent	  open	  
market	  valuation),	  to	  aid	  purchase.	  	  

	  
2.1.4	   Those	  homes	  which	  are	  not	  sold	  at	  year	  5	  will	  be	  re-‐let	  to	  tenants	  for	  a	  further	  5	  year	  

period,	  at	  the	  end	  of	  which	  a	  second	  batch	  of	  homes	  will	  be	  sold.	  This	  process	  
repeats	  at	  years	  15	  and	  20,	  at	  which	  time	  all	  homes	  will	  have	  been	  sold.	  	  

	  
2.1.5	   In	  the	  circumstances	  where	  the	  tenant,	  another	  Rentplus	  tenant	  or	  the	  registered	  

provider	  managing	  the	  Rentplus	  home,	  does	  not	  purchase	  and	  the	  home	  is	  sold	  on	  
the	  open	  market,	  then	  a	  proportion	  of	  the	  sale	  price	  is	  gifted	  to	  the	  Authority.	  

2.1.6	   New	  Rentplus	  homes	  will	  be	  energy	  efficient,	  leading	  to	  a	  considerable	  saving	  of	  
family	  expenditure	  on	  fuel	  costs	  and	  this	  saving,	  alongside	  the	  costs	  saved	  by	  
affordable	  rent	  compared	  to	  private	  rent,	  will	  enable	  the	  tenant	  to	  save	  to	  augment	  
the	  deposit	  gifted	  at	  the	  time	  of	  purchase.	  

2.1.7	   The	  rental	  tenancy	  period	  provides	  an	  opportunity	  to	  demonstrate	  creditworthiness	  
through	  regular	  rent	  payments	  to	  further	  aid	  mortgage	  application;	  

2.2	   The	  substantial	  investment	  funding	  identified	  for	  Rentplus	  homes	  which,	  is	  not	  dependent	  
upon	  the	  availability	  of	  public	  grant,	  provides	  an	  opportunity	  to	  significantly	  increase	  the	  
number	  of	  new	  homes	  available	  at	  affordable	  rents.	  	  The	  Authority	  will	  receive	  payment	  of	  a	  
New	  Homes	  Bonus	  augmented	  by	  the	  affordable	  supplement	  for	  each	  new	  home.	  

	  
2.3	   Ready	  funding	  for	  the	  affordable	  component	  of	  developments	  can	  provide	  an	  impetus	  to	  

developments	  with	  existing	  approvals,	  which	  may	  have	  stalled	  due	  to	  the	  economic	  climate.	  	  	  
	  
2.4	   Rentplus	  provides	  a	  new	  and	  complementary	  option	  for	  affordable	  housing.	  	  There	  is	  no	  

intent	  to	  compromise	  traditional	  social	  housing,	  which	  is	  necessary	  for	  people	  in	  severe	  
housing	  need	  and	  those	  with	  disability.	  	  However,	  Rentplus	  provides	  a	  new	  opportunity	  for	  
many	  on	  the	  housing	  list	  who,	  with	  support,	  could	  achieve	  home	  ownership	  rather	  than	  a	  life	  
in	  expensive	  and	  insecure	  private-‐rented	  accommodation.	  Rentplus	  homes	  promote	  and	  
achieve	  a	  further	  step	  to	  mixed	  tenure	  developments.	  

	  

	  

Rentplus-‐UK	  Limited	   	   	   	   	     	  















	  

	  

BRIEFING NOTE on Rentplus – a new model of Affordable Housing 

	  

1. Background	  
	  

1.1 There	  is	  a	  severe	  shortage	  of	  affordable	  housing.	  	  The	  grants	  from	  central	  Government	  for	  
affordable	  homes	  have	  been	  steadily	  reduced.	  	  The	  Homes	  and	  Communities	  Agency	  have	  
responsibility	  for	  the	  affordable	  homes	  programme	  and	  are	  encouraging	  registered	  
providers	  of	  affordable	  housing	  to	  explore	  new	  models	  of	  funding.	  
	  

1.2	   The	  national	  affordable	  rent	  programme	  2011-‐2015	  has	  introduced	  5	  yearly	  tenancies	  and	  
allows	  registered	  providers	  to	  charge	  an	  affordable	  rent	  of	  up	  to	  80%	  of	  open	  market	  rents.	  	  
Many	  people	  on	  housing	  waiting	  lists	  aspire	  to	  own	  their	  own	  home	  but	  are	  unable	  to	  save	  
for	  a	  deposit	  whilst	  paying	  expensive	  open-‐market	  rents.	  

1.3	   The	  Housing	  Strategy	  for	  England	  identifies	  the	  need	  to	  introduce	  pension	  fund	  and	  private	  
investment	  capital	  into	  affordable	  housing	  provision.	  	  Recent	  guidance	  to	  local	  authorities	  
emphasises	  the	  need	  to	  widen	  access	  to	  affordable	  housing	  to	  hard	  working	  families	  on	  
modest	  incomes,	  people	  in	  training	  and	  apprenticeships,	  and	  members	  of	  our	  armed	  
services.	  

1.4	   Rentplus	  was	  devised	  in	  the	  South	  West	  by	  a	  Plymouth-‐based	  development	  company	  	  (Pillar	  
Land	  Securities	  Limited)	  working	  with	  a	  local	  housing	  association	  (Tamar	  Housing	  Society).	  	  
This	  new	  affordable	  housing	  product	  was	  fully	  endorsed	  by	  the	  Rt	  Hon	  Grant	  Shapps	  MP,	  
then	  Minister	  of	  State	  for	  Housing	  and	  Planning,	  at	  a	  personal	  meeting	  in	  the	  Houses	  of	  
Parliament.	  Subsequently	  the	  Homes	  and	  Communities	  Agency	  has	  supported	  the	  Rentplus	  
model	  through	  a	  short	  form	  agreement.	  	  

	  
1.5	   A	  number	  of	  Local	  Authorities	  across	  the	  south	  west	  have	  formally	  endorsed	  Rentplus	  as	  an	  

affordable	  housing	  product	  meeting	  their	  requirements	  under	  Section	  106	  of	  the	  Town	  and	  
Country	  Planning	  Act	  1990.	  	  They	  have	  signed	  a	  Memorandum	  of	  Understanding	  with	  
Rentplus-‐UK	  Limited	  (the	  company	  formed	  to	  deliver	  Rentplus	  homes)	  for	  500	  homes	  to	  be	  
built	  under	  the	  Rentplus	  model	  in	  Plymouth	  over	  the	  next	  five	  years,	  and	  to	  be	  replaced	  by	  
new	  Rentplus	  homes	  as	  they	  are	  sold	  to	  tenants.	  

	  
1.6	   Substantial	  socially-‐responsible	  funds	  have	  been	  identified	  for	  investment	  in	  Rentplus	  

homes.	  

	  

2.	   THE	  Rentplus	  Model	  

2.1	  	  	   The	  key	  features	  of	  the	  Rentplus	  model	  are	  summarised	  below:	  

2.1.1	   Rentplus	  homes	  will	  be	  new	  homes	  delivered	  to	  Homes	  and	  Communities	  Agency	  
standards	  and	  acquired	  by	  Rentplus-‐UK	  Limited	  for	  pension	  funds	  or	  socially	  
responsible	  investors,	  without	  any	  public	  grant.	  	  Rentplus-‐UK	  will	  lease	  the	  homes	  to	  
a	  local	  housing	  association	  partner.	  	  

	  



	  

	  

2.1.2	   The	  housing	  association	  partner	  will	  lease	  the	  homes	  to	  tenants	  aspiring	  to	  home	  
ownership	  for	  a	  series	  of	  5	  year	  tenancies	  at	  an	  affordable	  rent	  (within	  the	  local	  
housing	  allowance).	  	  Tenants	  on	  the	  housing	  list	  will	  apply	  for	  a	  Rentplus	  home	  
through	  Devon	  Home	  Choice.	  

	  
2.1.3	   On	  a	  phased	  basis,	  beginning	  at	  the	  end	  of	  the	  first	  5	  year	  tenancy,	  a	  proportion	  of	  

the	  Rentplus	  affordable	  rented	  homes	  will	  be	  released	  for	  purchase	  by	  tenants,	  who	  
will	  have	  been	  supported	  to	  move	  from	  tenancy	  to	  home	  ownership.	  Tenants	  will	  be	  
gifted	  a	  10%	  deposit	  by	  Rentplus-‐UK	  upon	  purchase	  (against	  an	  independent	  open	  
market	  valuation),	  to	  aid	  purchase.	  	  

	  
2.1.4	   Those	  homes	  which	  are	  not	  sold	  at	  year	  5	  will	  be	  re-‐let	  to	  tenants	  for	  a	  further	  5	  year	  

period,	  at	  the	  end	  of	  which	  a	  second	  batch	  of	  homes	  will	  be	  sold.	  This	  process	  
repeats	  at	  years	  15	  and	  20,	  at	  which	  time	  all	  homes	  will	  have	  been	  sold.	  	  

	  
2.1.5	   In	  the	  circumstances	  where	  the	  tenant,	  another	  Rentplus	  tenant	  or	  the	  registered	  

provider	  managing	  the	  Rentplus	  home,	  does	  not	  purchase	  and	  the	  home	  is	  sold	  on	  
the	  open	  market,	  then	  a	  proportion	  of	  the	  sale	  price	  is	  gifted	  to	  the	  Authority.	  

2.1.6	   New	  Rentplus	  homes	  will	  be	  energy	  efficient,	  leading	  to	  a	  considerable	  saving	  of	  
family	  expenditure	  on	  fuel	  costs	  and	  this	  saving,	  alongside	  the	  costs	  saved	  by	  
affordable	  rent	  compared	  to	  private	  rent,	  will	  enable	  the	  tenant	  to	  save	  to	  augment	  
the	  deposit	  gifted	  at	  the	  time	  of	  purchase.	  

2.1.7	   The	  rental	  tenancy	  period	  provides	  an	  opportunity	  to	  demonstrate	  creditworthiness	  
through	  regular	  rent	  payments	  to	  further	  aid	  mortgage	  application;	  

2.2	   The	  substantial	  investment	  funding	  identified	  for	  Rentplus	  homes	  which,	  is	  not	  dependent	  
upon	  the	  availability	  of	  public	  grant,	  provides	  an	  opportunity	  to	  significantly	  increase	  the	  
number	  of	  new	  homes	  available	  at	  affordable	  rents.	  	  The	  Authority	  will	  receive	  payment	  of	  a	  
New	  Homes	  Bonus	  augmented	  by	  the	  affordable	  supplement	  for	  each	  new	  home.	  

	  
2.3	   Ready	  funding	  for	  the	  affordable	  component	  of	  developments	  can	  provide	  an	  impetus	  to	  

developments	  with	  existing	  approvals,	  which	  may	  have	  stalled	  due	  to	  the	  economic	  climate.	  	  	  
	  
2.4	   Rentplus	  provides	  a	  new	  and	  complementary	  option	  for	  affordable	  housing.	  	  There	  is	  no	  

intent	  to	  compromise	  traditional	  social	  housing,	  which	  is	  necessary	  for	  people	  in	  severe	  
housing	  need	  and	  those	  with	  disability.	  	  However,	  Rentplus	  provides	  a	  new	  opportunity	  for	  
many	  on	  the	  housing	  list	  who,	  with	  support,	  could	  achieve	  home	  ownership	  rather	  than	  a	  life	  
in	  expensive	  and	  insecure	  private-‐rented	  accommodation.	  Rentplus	  homes	  promote	  and	  
achieve	  a	  further	  step	  to	  mixed	  tenure	  developments.	  

	  

	  

Rentplus-‐UK	  Limited	   	   	   	   	     	  
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Tendring District Council Publication Draft Local Plan 

 

Representations on behalf of G & M Lord and Son – Land to the south of Weeley 

Road, on the eastern edge of Great Bentley. 

 

 

 

STATEMENT 
 

Andrew Martin ‐ Planning Ltd (AM‐P) acts on behalf of G M Lord and Son, the owner of land to the south 

of Weeley Road on the eastern edge of Great Bentley (see site location plan at appendix 1).  

 

As the Local Plan  for Tendring has emerged  it has been recognised that around 11,000 new homes will 

need  to be provided over  the plan period  to 2033. Furthermore, a  large amount of greenfield  land will 

have to be identified to meet this target.  

 

The  Draft  Publication  Plan  proposes  a  spatial  strategy  for  growth  that  relies  upon  a  new  Garden 

Community on land that straddles the district boundary with Colchester, to meet a significant part of its 

housing need in the plan period and beyond, as well as other large sites principally in the strategic urban 

settlements such as Clacton‐on‐Sea, Harwich and Dovercourt. These  large‐scale proposals are subject to 

to long lead‐in times. There are significant constraints to development which will mean that they cannot 

deliver homes in the early years of the plan.  Consequently small and medium sized sites will need to be 

brought forward in order to ensure that the Council can demonstrate a 5‐year housing land supply. 

 

The Council’s housing trajectory indicates that some 5,015 homes can be built on large sites with planning 

permission. Many of  these  are historic permissions dating back over  the  last  six  years  or more.  In  its 

Authority Monitoring Report of  January 2017  the Council  considered  that  realistically  the  supply  from 

these sites in the next five years would be 2191 dwellings. As a result the Council concluded that it could 

only provide a 3 year housing supply against its five‐year housing requirement of 2,750. Some five months 

later  in  June 2017,  in advance of  the publication of  the Draft Local Plan,  the Council  concluded  that  it 

could  provide  over  five  years  supply.  This  stems  from  a  change  of  view  on  how much  of  the  5,015 

provision on large sites with planning permission will come forward in the next five years. The estimate is 

increased from 2191 to 3625 and results in the Council taking the view that there is now a 5.1 year supply. 

We submit that there is not sufficient evidence to support the Council’s assumptions for this change and 

more detailed analysis is required of the individual planning permissions to confirm a realistic figure, and 

consequently the true level of supply that exists against the housing target. 

 

In  the  interim  it  is  clear  that  small  and medium  size  sites  are  required  to  come  forward  to  assist  in 

meeting the Council’s needs in the early years of the plan. A proposed spatial hierarchy for growth set out 

in  the emerging plan,  includes smaller urban settlements as well as  rural service centres  such as Great 
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Bentley, where  development  is  encouraged  to  support  the  existing  community  and  encourage  young 

people to stay.  

 

There has been an influx of proposals for the small urban settlement of Weeley and this has attracted a 

disproportionate objection to the emerging Local Plan. We submit that the rural service centre of Great 

Bentley  represents an alternative highly sustainable  location  for growth  that  is well placed  to cater  for 

housing need  in  the  short  term.  It has a  railway  station and  is well  served by public  transport. A good 

range of services and facilities are provided in the centre including shops, employment, a primary school 

and  doctor’s  surgery.  A wider  range  of  facilities  are  available  in  the  larger  centres  of  Colchester  and 

Clacton, which are six to eight miles away and both are accessible by rail. The expansion of this settlement 

would accord with the National Planning Policy Framework, which encourages sustainable development 

in  the  rural areas  to maintain and enhance  their vitality. Growth  in Great Bentley would also meet  the 

objectives  of  the  emerging  Draft  Plan  which  promotes  new  development  “where  it  will  provide  the 

opportunity for people to satisfy their day‐to‐day needs for employment, shopping, education, and other 

services  locally or  in  locations which minimise  the need  to  travel and where  there are modes of  travel 

available in addition to the use of car”. 

 

The settlement of Great Bentley is a sustainable location for the accommodation of growth in housing and 

jobs  to meet  the objectives of  the  emerging  Local  Plan  for  Tendring.  It  is  classified  as  a  ‘rural  service 

centre’ where new housing will be appropriate to assist  in meeting the overall needs of the district, will 

address local housing needs and support the village economy. Land to the south of Weeley road, on the 

eastern edge of the settlement is well related to the existing pattern of development and is contained by 

defensible boundaries. The railway  line  lies to the south of the site, existing residential development to 

the west and further residential development to the north beyond Weeley Road. Proposed development 

on  this site would not  impact on  the strategic gap between  settlements. The  land  to  the east of Great 

Bentley has no function in terms of separating urban areas, and planned development would not lead to 

unchecked sprawl. As stated above the settlement contains a good range of services and facilities and is 

connected to larger centres by rail services.  

 

The  evidence  base  to  the  Local  Plan  (Strategic  Housing  Land  Availability  Assessment,  October  2014), 

found  that although  the  site has been promoted  for development,  there had been no  serious  interest 

from the landowner or a developer. Consequently doubts were raised over the site’s suitability regarding 

connections to the existing built up area and the provision of safe access to the site. At that time some 2.5 

hectares of this 13 hectare site was considered  for  the provision of 45 homes. A  larger scheme  for 235 

dwellings had previously been considered. The SHLAA found that there were “no  irresolvable  issues” to 

this  land coming forward for development. We advise that this site  is now actively being promoted and 

that development of the site is suitable, available and achievable. 

 

  

Section 1 – Strategic Plan for North Essex 
 

Policy SP1 – Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development 

 

Legally compliant – Yes 

Duty to Co‐operate compliant – Yes 

Sound – Yes 

If not sound, on what grounds?  n/a 
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Representation: 

 

Support  is  extended  for  the  presumption  in  favour  of  sustainable  development  and  the  Local  Plan's 

approach  towards  considering development proposals.   This  accords with  the National Planning Policy 

Framework (NPPF) (2012). 

 

Changes required: 

 

None. 
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Policy SP2 – Spatial Strategy for North Essex 

Legally compliant – Yes 

Duty to Co‐operate compliant – Yes 

Sound – Yes 

If not sound, on what grounds?  n/a  

 

Representation: 

 

Policy SP2 sets out a Spatial Strategy for North Essex and identifies that: 

 

"Existing  settlements will be  the principal  focus  for additional growth across North Essex within 

the  Local  Plan  period.    Development  will  be  accommodated  within  or  adjoining  settlements 

according  to  their  scale,  sustainability and existing  role both within each  individual district and, 

where relevant, across the wider strategic area..." 

 

“Each  local  authority will  identify  a  hierarchy  of  settlements  where  new  development will  be 

accommodated according  to  the  role of  the  settlement,  sustainability,  its physical  capacity and 

local needs…” 

 

Support is extended for this approach, which should ensure that the most sustainable settlements in the 

district accommodate the bulk of the additional growth envisaged in the Local Plan for Tendring.  

 

 

Change required: 

None. 



Prepared by Andrew Martin – Planning Ltd 
On behalf of G & M Lord and Son 

AM‐P Ref. 17.018  ‐ 5 ‐  July 2017 

Policy SP3 – Meeting Housing Needs 

Legally compliant – Yes 

Duty to Co‐operate compliant – Yes 

Sound – Yes 

If not sound, on what grounds?  n/a 

 

Representation: 

 

Support  is  extended  for  the  overall  objectively  assessed  housing  need  figure  (i.e.  11,000  dwellings 

between 2013 and 2033),  for Tendring District,  set out  in Policy SP3.   This  is  consistent with Tendring 

District Council’s evidence base. 

 

It  is also noteworthy that the second paragraph  in Policy SP3 expects each  local authority to maintain a 

sufficient supply of deliverable sites to provide for at  least five years’ worth of housing, consistent with 

paragraph 47 of the NPPF.  However, subsequent parts of the Tendring Local Plan Publication Draft and in 

particular Policy LP 1 (and supporting evidence base) fail to do this.   

 

This matter  is addressed  further  in separate representations made  to Part 2 of  the Tendring Local Plan 

Publication Draft. 

  

Change required: 

None. 
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Policy SP7 – Development & Delivery of New Garden Communities in North Essex 

Legally compliant – Yes 

Duty to Co‐operate compliant – Yes 

Sound – No  

If not sound, on what grounds? The principle of development and delivery of new Garden Communities is 

sound but specific objection is raised in respect of the new community proposed on the Colchester 

Borders. 

 

Representation: 

 

Support  is extended to the principle of new Garden Communities  in order to meet objectively assessed 

housing need  in the North Essex  local authority areas. Support  is extended on the basis that the spatial 

strategy  for growth  in Part 2 of  the Plan  for Tendring, directs growth  in accordance with a  settlement 

hierarchy that prioritises locations with access to the strategic road network, public transport and which 

have the potential to offer the widest range of services. Garden Communities will be required in the next 

tier of growth to cater for housing need in the plan period and beyond. 

 

However, specific objection  is  raised  to  the proposed Garden Community  that straddles  the districts of 

Tendring  and  Colchester  (the  Colchester  Borders  Garden  Community).  Given  the  long  lead  in  times 

expected, it is unlikely to deliver the projected number of dwellings that are proposed in the plan period.  

 

Change required: 

Improve the  flexibility of the plan by  identifying additional sustainable housing sites  in accordance with 

the spatial strategy for growth set out in Part 2 of the Plan for Tendring. 
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Policy SP8 –Tendring/Colchester Garden Community 

Legally compliant – Yes 

Duty to Co‐operate compliant – Yes 

Sound – No 

If not sound, on what grounds?  Not justified, not effective and not consistent with national policy 

 

Representation: 

 

Objection  is  raised  to  Policy  SP8,  which  identifies  a  broad  location  on  the  borders  of  Tendring  and 

Colchester for a new Garden Community of circa 7,000‐9,000 new homes, of which 2,500 dwellings are 

deemed to be deliverable within the plan period. The number of homes attributable to Tendring, within 

the plan period, is 1,250. 

 

The proposed new Garden Community will necessitate the preparation of a site‐specific DPD  in order to 

allocate the specific site and before any planning permission can be granted, free from the risk of call‐in 

by the Secretary of State.  This could lead to lengthy timescales and delay.  

 

Change required: 

 

Identify additional sustainable housing sites  in accordance with the spatial hierarchy for growth set 

out  in Part 2 of the Plan  for Tendring. This will boost housing supply  in  the early years of  the plan 

period. To achieve this a number of small to medium size sites will need to be identified, such as land 

to the south of Weeley Road in the settlement of Great Bentley.  
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Section 2 – Local Plan for Tendring 

Policy LP 1 ‐  Housing Supply 

Legally compliant – 

Duty to cooperate – 

Sound – No – Not justified, not effective and not consistent with national policy. 

If not sound, on what grounds?  

The Council has set a housing  target of 11,000 new homes to be provided over the plan period 2013 – 

2033. This is based on an annual housing requirement of 550 homes as advised by Peter Brett Associates 

in  the preparation of  a  joint  Strategic Housing Market Assessment  (SHMA)  for  the  local  authorities of 

Tendring, Colchester, Chelmsford and Braintree. The PBA assessment  finds  that a  range of dwellings  is 

required  from  550‐600 units. We  therefore  support  the policy, which  treats  the  figure of  11,000  as  a 

‘minimum’ dwelling requirement.  

Objection is raised to the proposed sources of supply. We submit that overly optimistic assumptions have 

been made about sites with planning consent (both large and small).  There is a lack of evidence to inform 

the assumption  that 6178 homes will  come  forward on  these  sites. These unreliable  sources  comprise 

51% of the housing supply over the plan period, and cast considerable doubt about the deliverability of 

the spatial strategy for growth in Tendring. 

There  is  also  a  failure  to  demonstrate  that  the  strategic  allocations,  which  include  very  large 

developments  on  the  periphery  of  Clacton,  Dovercourt  and  Weeley,  and  the  Garden  Community 

proposed for the Tendring/Colchester border (3480 units and 29% of the overall supply), can be delivered 

in the plan period. These are complex schemes that have been the subject of considerable objection as 

the Local Plan has emerged. By way of example the EDME site in Mistley (Policy SAMU1) is a thriving UK 

malted  ingredients producer. Policy  LP 1 assumes  that  this will become  vacant  in  the plan period and 

provide  at  least  150  homes.  The  site  is  beset  with  numerous  obstacles  to  development  including 

environmental  designations  such  as  its  location  in  the  Conservation  Area  and  impact  on  nature 

conservation including a Special Protection Area and Ramsar site based on the Stour and Orwell Estuaries. 

There is also currently insufficient capacity available in Clacton for the treatment of foul water, needed to 

support several large sites proposed for the development of 2,350 homes on the periphery of the urban 

area. Major  infrastructure works are required  to resolve  this  issue.  In addition  the sites have other key 

physical and environmental constraints to delivery. 

Change Required: 

Preparation of further evidence base assessment, to confirm that the sources of supply in Policy LP 1,  can 

genuinely be delivered in the plan period. The inclusion of a number and range of smaller sustainable sites 

such as  land to the south of Weeley Road  in Great Bentley, to  improve the flexibility and viability of the 

plan. 
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GUIDANCE NOTES 
& RESPONSE FORM 
to accompany the Publication Draft Local Plan (2017) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Please read these guidance notes before completing the response form 
 

Introduction 
Braintree District Council, Tendring District 
Council and Colchester Borough Council, have 
each published their own Publication Draft Local 
Plan for consultation. Section 1 is common to 
each plan. This response form can be used to 
respond to any part of the 3 Plans. It is important 
to specify which. 

The 3 Plans have been published in order for 
representations to be made prior to submission 
of the documents to the Planning Inspectorate 
for examination. All representations will be 
examined by a Planning Inspector. The purpose 
of the examination is to consider whether the Plan 
complies with the legal requirements, the duty to 
co-operate and is sound. 

Each Local Plan has two parts: 

Publication Draft Local Plan Section 1 - A set 
of strategic policies constructed in partnership 
between the three authorities and Essex 

County Council. This means that the Section 1 
policies are intended to apply across all three 
Local Authorities. These policies include those 
relating to Garden Communities, housing supply, 
employment, shopping and the environment. 
You can send your response to any one of the 
authorities as all responses to Section 1 will be 
collated. Only 1 response to the 3 authorities is 
required. 

Publication Draft Local Plan Section 2 - relates 
to the specific district, contains more detailed 
policies and is used to determine planning 
applications. If you wish to comment on the 
Tendring Publication Draft Local Plan Section 
2 you should send your comments to Tendring 
District Council. 

If you would like assistance in completing your 
representation or have any other questions 
about the Publication Draft Local Plan please 
contact the Planning Policy Team by email 
planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk or by phone 
on 01255686177 and ask for Planning Policy. 

 
 
 

    

mailto:planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk


Part A - Personal Details 
Please note that it is not possible for 
representations to be considered anonymously. 
Representations will be published on the 
Council’s websites and included as part of the 
Publication Draft Local Plan submissions to 
the Inspector. Address and contact details will 
removed from published responses. (Village/town 
shown). 

The Council reserves the right not to publish or 
take into account any representations which it 
considers offensive or defamatory. 

Please supply an email address if you have one 
as it will allow us to contact you electronically. 
Everyone who submits a representation will be 
added to the relevant consultation database (if 
not already included) so that we can keep you 
up to date with the plan. If you do not wish to be 
contacted in this way please state this clearly on 
the form. 

If an agent or consultant has been engaged to act 
on your behalf please fill in both sets of details in 
full. Correspondence will be sent to the agent. If 
you are a landowner with an agent acting on your 
behalf, please ensure that your agent knows the 
site name and reference number which your site 
has been given. 

 
Part B - Representation 
Please specify which section of the Publication 
Draft Local Plan your comments relate to, by 
choosing one of the following; 

Section 1 A response to this section will be 
reported to all 3 authorities. 

Legal Compliance and Duty 
to Co-operate 
If commenting on how the Publication Draft 
Local Plan has been prepared, it is likely that 
your comments will relate to a matter of legal 
compliance. 

The Inspector will check that the Plan meets the 
legal requirements 

You should consider the following before making 
a representation on legal compliance: 

• The Plan should be included in the current 
Local Development Scheme (LDS) and the 
key stages should have been followed. 

• The process of community involvement 
for the Plan in question should be in general 
accordance with the Statement of 
Community Involvement (SCI). 

• The Plan should comply with the Town 
and County Planning (Local Planning) 
(England) Regulations 2012 (the Regulations). 
On publication, the LPA must publish the 
documents prescribed in the Regulations; 
making them available on its website and at 
its principal offices. It must also notify the 
Local Plan bodies (as set out in the 
Regulations) and any persons who have 
requested to be notified. 

• The LPA must provide a Sustainability 
Appraisal Report. This should identify 
the process by which it has been carried out, 
baseline information used to inform the 
process and the outcomes of that  process. 

• LPAs will be expected to provide evidence of 
how they have complied with the Duty  to 

Section 2 Colchester 
Section 2 Tendring 
Section 2 Braintree 

These plans are 
specific to each 
authority. 

Co-operate. 

• Non-compliance with the duty to cooperate 
cannot be rectified after the Plan’s

Which part of the plan are you responding to 
(please use one form per submission): 

Paragraph:  for a representation on wording or 
paragraph content 

Policy: for a representation on the wording 
or inclusion or omission of a policy 

Other: for example a map inset number, 
site reference or the wording or 
content of tables or  appendices 

submission. Therefore the Inspector has no 
power to recommend modifications in this 
regard. Where the duty has not been 
complied with, the Inspector has no choice 
but to recommend non-adoption of the  Plan. 

} 



Soundness 
Soundness is explained in National Planning 
Policy Framework (NPPF) paragraph 182. The 
Inspector has to be satisfied that the Plan is 
positively prepared, justified, effective and 
consistent with national policy. 

More details and further guidance on what is 
meant by the term ‘soundness’ can be found 
below and at; www.planningportal.gov.uk 

Positively prepared 
This means that 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 reasonable alternatives, 
based on a proportionate, robust and credible 
evidence base. 

Effective 
The Plan should be deliverable over its period and 
based on effective joint working on cross- 
boundary strategic priorities, sound infrastructure 
delivery planning and no regulatory or national 
planning barriers. It should be flexible to changing 
circumstances 

Consistent with national policy 
The Plan should be consistent with national 
policy. Departure must be clearly justified. 

If you think the content of the Plan is not sound 
because it does not include a policy where it 
should do, you should go through the following 
steps before making representations: 

• Is the issue with which you are concerned 
already covered specifically by national 
planning policy? If so it does not need to be 
included? 

• Is what you are concerned with covered by 
any other policies in the Plan on which you 
are seeking to make representations or in any 
other Plan? 

• If the policy is not covered, how is the Plan 
unsound without the policy? 

• If the Plan is unsound without the policy, what 
should the policy say? 

Using the spaces provided please give details of 
why you think the Publication Draft Local Plan is 
not ‘sound having regard to the legal compliance, 
duty to cooperate and the four  requirements 
set out above. You should try to support your 
representation by evidence showing why the Plan 
should be modified. If your representation is 
over 100 words please include a summary of 
its main points in the box provided. 

It will be helpful if you also say precisely 
how you think the Plan should be modified. 
Representations should cover succinctly all 
information, evidence and supporting information 
necessary to support/justify the representation 
and suggested modification, as there will not 
normally be a further opportunity to make 
submissions based on the original representation 
made at publication. 

Where there are groups who share a common 
view on how they wish to see a Plan modified, 
it would be very helpful for that group to send 
a single representation which represents the 
view. In such cases the group should indicate 
how many people it is representing and how 
the representation has been authorised. 

All the formal representations received during this 
stage will be submitted to and considered by the 
appointed independent Planning Inspector at the 
public examination on the Plan. The process is 
likely to include public hearings. The Inspector 
will determine the most appropriate procedure to 
adopt to hear those who choose to participate at 
this stage. If you would like to appear and speak 
at the hearings, please state this and explain 
in the space provided why you consider it is 
necessary that you participate. 

Representations can be sent: 

• Via the Council’s online consultation portal: 
http://tendring-
consult.objective.co.uk/portal  

• Via a representation form which can 
be downloaded from the website and 
returned via email to 
planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.
uk 

• or by post to: 
Planning Policy, 
Tendring District Council 
Thorpe Road 
Weeley 
Essex 
CO16 9AJ 

http://www.planningportal.gov.uk/
http://tendring-consult.objective.co.uk/portal
http://tendring-consult.objective.co.uk/portal
mailto:planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk
mailto:planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk


   
 

 

For internal Use only ID: 
 

Rep No: 
 

     

 

 

Responses are encouraged via the council’s online consultation system available on the website, 
see http://tendring-consult.objective.co.uk/portal  However, this form can be returned electronically 
to planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk or in hard copy if necessary to: 

Planning Policy, Tendring District Council, Thorpe Road, Weeley, Essex, CO16 9AJ 
The consultation runs from 9am Friday, 16th June to 5pm on Friday, 28th July 2017 

This form has two parts: 
Part A - Personal Details and Part B - Your comments 

 
 

  PART A  
 

1. Personal Details 

Title 

First Name 

Last Name 

Organisation 
(Where relevant) 

 
Address Line 1 

 
Address Line 2 

 
Address Line 3 

Post Code 

E-mail Address 
 

Telephone 
Number 

2. Agent’s Details (if applicable) 

Title 
 

First Name 

Last Name 

Organisation 

Address Line 1 

Address Line 2 
 

Address Line 3 

Post Code 

E-mail Address 
 

Telephone 
Number 

 
 

 

http://tendring-consult.objective.co.uk/portal
mailto:planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk


  PART B  

REPRESENTATION FORM 
Please Note: If your representation relates to Section One of the North Essex Strategic Plan / Garden 
Communities you only need to respond to one of the Local Authorities. All representations received by 
Braintree, Colchester and Tendring relating to Section One of the Plan(s) will be submitted together. 

You do not need to return this form if you have completed a response using any of the Council’s online 
systems for this consultation. Duplicates will not be  considered 

Please specify which section of the Publication Draft Local Plan your comments relate to by 
choosing one of the following: 

Section 1 Section 2 Colchester Section 2 Tendring Section 2 Braintree 

Which part of the section are you responding to? 
e.g. Paragraph/Policy/Map/Other 

 
Do you consider the Local Plan is Legally compliant? 

Yes No 
 
Does it comply with the Duty to Co-operate? 

Yes No 
 
Do you consider the Local Plan is Sound? 

Yes No 
 
If you do not consider the Local Plan is sound, please specify on what grounds: 

Positively prepared Justified Effective Consistent with National Policy 
 
Enter your full representation here: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Continue onto next page 



 
 

If your representation is more than 100 words, please provide a brief summary here: 



Please specify the changes needed to be made to make the Plan sound / legally compliant 
 

 
Do you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination? 

Yes No 
 

If Yes - you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you 
consider this to be necessary 

Please note the inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear 
those who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination. 

 
Did you raise the matter that is the subject of your representation with the LPA earlier 
in the process of the preparation of the Local Plan 

Yes No 
 

If yes which stage 
Issues and Options Preferred Options 

 
Do you wish to be notified? 

When the document is submitted for independent examination? 

When the Inspectors Report is published? 

When document is adopted? 
 

Braintree & Tendring: Return by 5pm 28th July 2017 
(responses to section 2 Braintree and Tendring will not be accepted after this date. After 

this date responses to Section 1 should be sent to Colchester Borough Council) 

Colchester: Return by 5pm 11th August 2017 



Environment Agency 
Iceni House, Cobham Road, Ipswich, Suffolk, IP3 9JD. 
Customer services line: 03708 506 506 
www.gov.uk/environment-agency 
Cont/d.. 

 
creating a better place 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Tendring District Council 
Planning Department 
Thorpe Road 
Weeley 
Clacton-on-Sea 
CO16 9AJ 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Our ref: AE/2006/000294/CS-
10/SB1-L01 
Your ref:  
 
Date:  28 July 2017 
 
 

 
Dear Sir/Madam 
 
Tendring District Local Plan – Publication Draft Final Consultation 
 
Section 1 of the Tendring Local Plan Pre-submission 
 
The comments relating to Section 1 largely mirror the comments we have already made 
in our response to Section 1 of the Braintree Local Plan. 
 
Vision for North Essex 
We are supportive of the thrust of the Vision. We are encouraged by the Vision 
advocating that Green and blue infrastructure, among other things, will be planned and 
provided along with other facilities to support the development of substantial new 
growth.  
 
Objective 4  
We are happy with the inclusion of references to ensuring that flood defence 
infrastructure and foul sewage infrastructure are considered by developers of future 
developments. 
 
Objective 9 
The words are good, but we currently have a problem with the Strategic Flood Risk 
Assessment’s methodology for assessing the zonal extents of flood risk areas as a 
consequence of climate change as a means to support this objective. 
 
Policy SP 1 Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development 
We are supportive of the thrust of this policy.  
 
Policy SP 2 Spatial Strategy for North Essex 
We are supportive of the thrust of this policy and that the three Garden Communities will 
be planned and developed drawing on Garden City principles, with necessary 
infrastructure and facilities provided and a high quality of place-making and urban 

http://www.gov.uk/environment-agency
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design. There may be merit in reinforcing the desire to follow Garden City principles by 
making reference to the principles reflecting the Garden City principles espoused by the 
Town and Country Planning Association. See for instance ‘The Art of Building a Garden 
city: Designing New Communities for the 21st Century’. 
 
Policy SPL3 Sustainable Design 
We are pleased to see references to the integration of sustainable drainage and 
aspirations for the reduction of flood risk included within the practical requirements 
section of this policy 
 
Policy SP5 Infrastructure and Connectivity 
Whilst we acknowledge that this policy currently focuses principally on transport and 
broadband, we would highlight that there is no similar overarching policy that addresses 
other ‘environmental’ infrastructure requirements. For example, there is no reference to 
the need to provide further waste water or flood risk infrastructure to help accommodate 
the proposed growth. We suggest that the need for similar overarching policy 
references are considered. This is particularly the case given that the sustainability, in 
particular, of low lying coastal communities, will be ever more dependent on 
replacement and/or enlarged flood defence infrastructure to address sea level rises as a 
consequence of climate change over a development’s lifetime and that Tendring District 
Council or developers will need to help with Partnership funding to secure new flood 
defence infrastructure. 
 
Policy SP 6 Place Shaping Principles 
We are supportive of the thrust of this policy, in particular we are pleased to see that all 
new development should reflect place shaping principles that will, among other things: 
 

 Provide an integrated network of multi-functional public open space and green 
and blue infrastructure that connects with existing green infrastructure where 
possible; 

 Include measures to promote environmental sustainability including addressing 
energy and water efficiency, and provision of appropriate wastewater and flood 
mitigation measures. 

 
The supporting text makes reference to the ecological benefits of open space in 
paragraph 1.88, but there is no reference to the benefits of open space to sustainable 
drainage. It is noted though that the policy makes reference to “multifunctional” open 
space and identifies the provision of flood mitigation and wastewater measures as a 
principle requirement in place shaping. 
 
We recommend that point 11 should include a reference to the promotion of sustainable 
drainage systems along the following lines:  
 
‘Include measures to promote environmental sustainability including addressing energy 
and water efficiency, and provision of appropriate wastewater and flood mitigation 
measures, including use of open space for sustainable drainage systems’. 
 
Policy SP 7 Development & Delivery of New Garden Communities in North Essex 
We are supportive of this overarching policy. It is encouraging to see in relation to 
development and delivery, the Council’s intention under part xi of Policy SP 7 to secure, 
among other matters, water efficiency with the aim of being water neutral in areas of 
serious water stress. We do however consider that the supporting text in chapter 8 
should provide further elaboration or perhaps more ambitious wording in relation to 
compliance with the optional Building Regulation water efficiency standard of 110 litres 
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per occupier per day. Similar water efficiency measures should be adopted for non-
residential development.  
 

Furthermore, given the work done on the Integrated Water Management Strategy, it 
would be useful to explain, briefly, what water neutral actually means and how it can be 
met in terms of various techniques.  
 
Paragraph 154 in the National Planning Policy Framework advises that Local Plans 
should be aspirational. With this in mind, we recommend that short supporting text 
should be inserted under Chapter 8 as a replacement for the existing paragraph 8.7 
along the following lines: 
 

8.7 Water efficiency – in order to promote water efficiency in new residential 
developments in the Garden Communities, the optional Building Regulation water 
efficiency standard of 110 litres per occupier per day will be applied. Non-residential 
development should adopt BREEAM or similar standard for the application of water 
efficiency components and water recycling. 
 
The existing paragraphs from 8.7 onwards should be re-numbered such that the current 
wording in paragraph 8.7 becomes 8.8 et seq. 
 

The Local Plan does not arguably follow a strategy that is justified. To a large extent, 
given the Garden Communities are located in a water stressed area, we consider that 
the most appropriate strategy is for the optional Building Regulation water efficiency to 
be sought in new residential developments. Although we do not consider that the issue 
is significant enough to tip it into a soundness matter, we do consider that the Local 
Plan should show greater ambition. 
 
Policy SP 8 Tendring/Colchester Borders Garden Community 
We are largely supportive of the thrust of this Policy and its various components. 
However, we consider that it is important item 17 under sub-heading F. Other 
Requirements – this is concerned with an upgrade to Colchester Waste Water 
incorporates – includes a reference to the expected timetable/programme included 
under Table 13.1 in the Braintree Infrastructure Delivery Plan (BIDP). As matters stand 
there is, on the face of things, no reference to any requirement for essential waste water 
infrastructure to be delivered ahead of residential development. Delivery of 
infrastructure is an important component of the master planning process for the Garden 
Community.  
 
Item 17 should be re-worded along the following lines: 
 
‘Provision of improvements, ahead of development, to waste water treatment including 
an upgrade to the Colchester Waste Water Treatment Plan in accordance with the 
programme set out in the Braintree Infrastructure Delivery Plan and off-site drainage 
improvements’. 
 
The purpose here is to set out a clear signposting of infrastructure delivery requirements 
as evaluated under the BIDP. It should be noted that the priority for this infrastructure is 
described as ‘critical’ under Table 13.1 which is presumably a reflection of its 
importance. 
 
Policy SP 9 Colchester/Braintree Boarders Garden Community. 
We are largely supportive of the thrust of this Policy and its various components. 
However, as above we consider that it is important item 18 under sub-heading F. Other 
Requirements – this is concerned with an upgrade to Colchester Waste Water 
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incorporates – includes a reference to the expected timetable/programme included 
under Table 13.1 in the BIDP. As matters stand there is, on the face of things, no 
reference to any requirement for essential waste water infrastructure to be delivered 
ahead of residential development. Delivery of infrastructure is an important component 
of the master planning process for the Garden Community.  
 
Item 18 should be re-worded along the following lines: 
 
‘Provision of improvements, ahead of development, to waste water treatment including 
an upgrade to the Colchester Waste Water Treatment Plan in accordance with the 
programme set out in the Braintree Infrastructure Delivery Plan and off-site drainage 
improvements’. 
 
The purpose here is to set out a clear signposting of infrastructure delivery requirements 
as evaluated under the BIDP. It should be noted that the priority for this infrastructure 
type is described as ‘critical’ under Table 13.1, which is presumably a reflection of its 
importance. 
 
Policy SP 10 West of Braintree Garden Community 
We are largely supportive of the thrust of this Policy and its various components. With 
regard to item 17 under sub-heading F. Other Requirements, we note there is a 
reference to provision of improvements to waste water treatments. As with Policies SP 9 
and SP 10, there is, on the face of things, no reference to any requirement for essential 
waste water infrastructure to be delivered ahead of residential development. Delivery of 
infrastructure is an important component of the master planning process for the Garden 
Community.  
 
Item 17 should be re-worded along the following lines: 
 
‘Provision of improvements, ahead of development, to waste water treatment including 
an upgrade to the Colchester Waste Water Treatment Plan in accordance with the 
programme set out in the Braintree Infrastructure Delivery Plan and off-site drainage 
improvements’. 
 
The purpose here is to set out a clear signposting of infrastructure delivery requirements 
as evaluated under the BIDP. It should be noted that the priority for this infrastructure 
type is described as ‘critical’ under Table 13.1, which is presumably a reflection of its 
importance. 
 
We have been working with AECOM and Anglian Water on the preparation of an 
Integrated Water Management Strategy (IWMS) for the Garden Communities. We 
understand a draft IWMS stage 2 report is expected to be made available to us and 
Anglian Water in August 2017.  
 
The executive summary of the Stage 1 Report highlighted that the scale and location of 
development across the Garden Communities poses significant challenges around 
provision of water supply, wastewater services and management of flood risk. It goes on 
to add that the full potential quantum of growth that the garden communities could 
deliver does not have identified solutions for the treatment of wastewater, provision of 
water supply and assessment of impact and compliance with water based 
environmental legislation.  
 
The purpose of the strategy is to identify solutions which we consider should as a matter 
of course be sustainable. We understand the IWMS Stage 2 will develop a range of 
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delivery option strategies for each garden community based on a series of potential 
wastewater, water supply, and surface water and flood risk measures. Our expectation 
is that work on the IWMS Stage 2 will be completed and agreed sufficiently in advance 
of the submission of the respective local plans to the Planning Inspectorate for the 
examination in public. Ideally the IWMS Stage 2, and where considered necessary, an 
IWMS Stage 3 will provide the necessary evidence to support the development of the 
respective garden communities without impacting on the environment. 
 
We understand the Tendring Infrastructure Delivery Plan has already been published 
and whilst it does show a programme for water infrastructure, this appears to have been 
based on the water cycle studies carried out at the individual local planning authority 
level. Given this, it might be preferable for a standalone detailed IWMS delivery plan for 
the preferred strategy for the Garden Communities to be provided for evidence 
purposes in support of the water infrastructure requirements for Section 1 of the Local 
Plan. 
 
Section 2 of the Tendring Local Plan Pre-submission 
 
Vision 
We are largely supportive of the thrust of the Vision. Because of Tendring’s coastal 
aspects which are, to a degree, at the forefront of climate change (rising sea level, 
eroding shoreline), we would recommend that the Vision should make include a 
reference to adapting and mitigating against climate change through positive measures. 
Although there is already a reference under Rural Heartland to climate change and 
therefore recognition by the Council of this fundamental environmental issue, we 
consider the overarching Vision should also address the issue. The following wording 
should be added: 
 
Tendring District’s coastal area places economic, social and environmental 
considerations at the forefront of climate change and therefore there will be a need to 
place adaptation and mitigation against climate change at the centre of sustainable 
development. 
 
Policy SPL 3 SUSTAINABLE DESIGN 
We are supportive of the thrust of this policy. We particularly welcome under Part B: 
Practical Requirements, item d, which is concerned with minimising greenhouse gases 
and impact on climate change and item f which is concerned with reducing flood risk 
and integrating sustainable drainage.  
 
Policy HP3 Green Infrastructure 
We are pleased to see references to the functional benefits of green infrastructure for 
the purposes of flood mitigation. 
 
Policy LP9 Traveller sites 
We support the inclusion of point a) within this policy. With regards to flood risk, 
caravans, mobile homes and park homes intended for permanent residential use are 
considered to be ‘highly vulnerable’ land uses by table 2 of the Planning Practice 
Guidance document which supports the NPPF. Table 3 of this document advises this 
type of development is inappropriate in Flood Zone 3 and should therefore not be 
permitted. This is reinforced in paragraph 11 g) in Planning policy for traveller sites 
which should be read in conjunction with the NPPF. 
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It may well be appropriate to include a reference, possibly under the supporting text, to 
drainage aspects for sites, which are often rural in nature. This could be along the 
following lines: 
 

‘The provision for foul water drainage should be that the first presumption is to provide a 
system of foul drainage discharging into a public sewer for treatment at a public sewage 
treatment works. A private means of foul effluent disposal is only acceptable when foul 
mains drainage is not feasible (in terms of cost and/or practicality). An environmental 
permit may, depending on flow quantities and any adjacent sensitive area, be required 
from the Environment Agency.’ 
 
Policy PP10 Camping and Touring Caravan Sites 
This Policy states that ‘if the necessary tests are met in regard to any known flood risk, 
the Council will support proposals for..’  However, we note that there is little in planning 
policy that is prescriptive of season of operation for camping and touring caravan sites, 
but reference to sites proposed in recognised flood risk areas having to have availability 
of advance flood warning services in their locality and to have flood evacuation and 
response plans would have been useful additions to this policy. 
 
This policy does not have any detail about what may/may not be acceptable from a 
flood risk point of view. Land used for camping is particular vulnerable to flood risk, so 
this would be a useful opportunity for the council to highlight the risk and set out how 
future applications will take account of it. The final paragraph does not hint at what 
season the potential occupancy may be limited to. 
 
The previous local plan (adopted December 2007) contained a policy relating to 
caravan and camping sites which included the following: 
 
“The occupation of all types of holiday units, including chalets and caravans, will not be 
permitted between 14 January and 1 March in any year. Occupancy may be further 
restricted to the period 1 March to 31 October where the site: 
i. lacks the necessary and appropriate infrastructure and services for longer 

occupation; or 
ii. is located in an area of flood risk, or adjacent to a site designated for reasons of 

nature conservation.” 
 

This level of detail is not provided within this pre-submission document. Policy PP10 
does reference the council imposing holiday occupancy conditions but it is not specific 
on when and it is not with regards to flood risk. A generic mention of flood risk is 
included but is fairly ambiguous (“…if the necessary tests are met in regard to any 
known flood risk…”). 
 
The NPPF Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) classifies ‘sites used for holiday or short-
let caravans and camping’ as ‘more vulnerable’ and potentially appropriate development 
in Flood Zones 2 and 3a if the Sequential and Exception Tests are passed. The PPG 
also specifies that this type of development must be subject to an appropriate flood 
warning and evacuation plan. However the PPG classifies ‘caravans, mobile homes and 
park homes intended for permanent residential use’ as ‘highly vulnerable’ and considers 
them to be an in-appropriate land use within flood zone 3a and 3b.  
 
The Local Plan presents an opportunity for the Council to present a clear position on 
how this type of development should be considered in areas at risk of flooding. You 
should consider, in terms of the Test of Soundness covering consistency with national 
policy, whether the current text is sufficient in this respect, and whether further detail is 
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required? For example what is the council’s position on caravan parks showing a 
progression to all year round habitation? How should sites in locations at risk of flooding 
be managed? What level of flood risk might be considered acceptable on a caravan 
site? Will you require the site to be evacuated on receipt of a flood warning? 
 
Paragraph 6.7.5 
We strongly support the Council on the need for robust use of planning conditions and 
legal agreements to ensure that holiday accommodation is not displaced by permanent 
residential use, with our focus being on those sites in the high risk (flood zone 3) where 
park homes and static caravans for permanent residential use are deemed to be 
“inappropriate” land uses on the basis of their vulnerability to the impacts of flooding. 
 
Policy PP11 Holiday Parks 
Please see the comments we have made to Policy PP10 which also apply to this Policy.  
 
We are pleased to note that the supporting text references the need to restrict 
occupancy in winter months where a site is at risk of flooding, though it is disappointing 
that it is not specifically reaffirmed in the policy wording. However, we do support the 
recognition that holiday parks should not become home to permanent residential 
accommodation due in part to the possible flood risk implications.  
 
Policy PP 14 Priority Areas for Regeneration 
Our earlier letter dated 8 September 2017 written in response to the Local Plan 
Preferred Options consultation provided comments on certain Priority Areas. As matters 
stand, our comments on the application of the Sequential Test remain outstanding. 
Therefore, pending the finalisation of the updated Tendring Strategic Flood Risk 
Assessment and Sequential Test assessment report, our comments are repeated 
below.  
 
Brooklands, Grasslands and ‘The Village’ areas of Jaywick 
 
These areas include Flood Zone 3 extents, so any redevelopment (in common with any 
allocated development within Flood Zone 2 or 3) will need to pass the Sequential and 
Exception Tests as appropriate. We’ve not seen any evidence that the council have 
applied these Tests to the emerging plan. This evidence will need to support the 
submission version of the Plan. If this is not provided we will need to raise it as a 
soundness issue.  
 
We would also take this opportunity to highlight that regeneration of this area is likely to 
reduce the deprivation index. This will have the consequential effect of reducing the 
proportion of future flood defence infrastructure funding (when measured against the 
current day baseline), that central government can provide through Flood Defence 
Grant-in Aid.  
 
Furthermore, any plot level rebuilds may be considered as new developments. ‘New’ 
development in flood risk areas (post 2012) cannot be taken into account when the 
benefits of new flood defences for an area are calculated. This could mean that the bulk 
of funding for any new flood defence infrastructure would have to be met by local and 
partnership funding sources. Dependence on frontline flood defences and the 
affordability of that infrastructure (which will be required to be upgraded in due course), 
is a key issue for long-term sustainability of this community. The long-term infrastructure 
costs, affordability, sustainability and the lesser proportion of central government 
funding towards replacement  flood defence infrastructure through Flood Defence 
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Grant-in Aid should be carefully weighed up when considering short-term improvements 
to reduce the scale of deprivation through re-build initiatives.   
 
Harwich Old Town 
 
The Old Town all lies within Flood Zone 3 so any redevelopment will need to pass the 
Sequential and Exception Tests as appropriate. As above, we have not seen any 
evidence that the Council have applied these Tests to the emerging plan. This evidence 
will need to support the submission version of the Plan.  
 
Walton-on-the Naze 
 
The area for regeneration appears to lies mainly in Flood Zone 1, though there is a 
small area of the site to the south that is Flood Zone 2 and 3. A sequential approach to 
redevelopment of this area should therefore be taken, with the most vulnerable aspects 
of the proposal being located in the areas of Flood Zone 1. As mentioned above, the 
Sequential and Exception Test will also need to be applied, and evidence submitted 
alongside this Plan that they have been passed.  
 
At the time of writing this response we had received a further version of the SRFA and 
Sequential Test assessment report for our consideration and agreement. A formal 
response will be provided to the Council once we have completed our review, which is 
likely to happen within the course of the next week or so following the issue of this letter. 
 
Section 7.1 Development and Flood Risk 
With regard to paragraphs 7.1.1 and 7.1.2, we have recently advised the Council that 
the update addendum to the SFRA is currently not capable of providing an appropriate 
assessment of the impacts of climate change on flood risk zones. This means it is 
therefore at odds with the Local Plan’s strategic objective for Water and Climate 
Change which is “To reduce the risk of flooding by securing the appropriate location and 
design of new development, having regard to the likely impact of climate change.” 
 
Paragraph 7.1.3 
No reference has been included as to how a Sequential approach or the Sequential 
Test will be applied to new development at “Jaywick Sands”. 
 
Policy PPL1: Development and Flood Risk 
The Policy does not, in our view, fully engage with National Policy and the National 
Planning Practice Guidance. We consider it is not consistent with the National Policy 
position and is therefore unsound. We consider this unsoundness could be overcome 
by adding the following wording to the policy. 
 
All new development within Flood Zones 2 and 3 must not result in a net loss of flood 
storage capacity. 
 
New development in Flood Zone 3 must provide adequate flood storage and not result 
in a net loss of flood storage unless there is compensation on site or, rarely if not 
possible, adjacent off site capacity.  
 
Where possible opportunities must be sought to achieve an increase in floodplain 
storage. 
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All more Vulnerable and Highly Vulnerable development within Flood Zone 2 and 3 
should set finished floor levels 300mm above the known or modelled 1 in 100 annual 
probability (1% AEP) flood level including an allowance for climate change. 
 
As the Policy stands, it would have been better if both parts of the Exception test were 
referred to i.e. “safe” as well as meeting the wider “sustainability needs”. We 
recommend this part of the Policy be re-worded to read as follows: 
 
Where new development cannot be located in an area of lower flood risk and is 
otherwise sustainable, the Exception Test will be applied in accordance with the 
National Planning Policy Framework so that it is safe and meets wider sustainability 
needs. 
 
We would also recommend that the second sentence of the first paragraph of the Policy 
be deleted and replaced with the wording given below in order to highlight the 
requirement for more vulnerable development in particular to not be subject to internal 
flooding and the provision of refuge. 
 
It must be ensured that for new more vulnerable development (for example residential); 
there will be no internal flooding in the design event, refuge will be available above flood 
levels in excess of the design flood, or levels that could occur at the site in the event of 
a breach or failure of flood defence infrastructure, and that a means of escape is 
possible from first floor level. 
 
We consider that the following supporting text covering the provision of an emergency 
flood plan, as discussed in our earlier letter dated 8 September 2017 written in response 
to the Local Plan Preferred Options consultation, is included as a new paragraph 7.1.4. 
Where safe access cannot be achieved, or if the development would be at residual risk 
of flooding in a breach, an emergency flood plan that deals with matters of evacuation 
and refuge should demonstrate that people will not be exposed to flood hazards. The 
emergency flood plan should be submitted as part of a FRA and will need to be agreed 
with yourselves. Refuge should ideally be located 300mm above the 0.1% (1 in 1000) 
annual probability event flood level including allowances for climate change.  
 

This supporting text presents a good opportunity for you to set out your requirements for 
evacuation and refuge. 
 
We consider the following wording should be added as supporting text as a new 
paragraph 7.1.5. 
 
New development proposals should: 

- retain at least an 8m wide undeveloped buffer strip alongside Main Rivers and 
explore opportunities for riverside restoration. Any proposed development within 
8m of a main river will require an environmental permit from the Environment 
Agency. 

 
- retain at least a 3m buffer strip on at least one side of an Ordinary watercourse. 

Any development that could impact the flow within and ordinary watercourse will 
require consent from Essex County Council (as LLFA). 

 
Please note that the recommended additional supporting text items are not considered 
to be soundness matters. 
 
Policy PPL2: Coastal Protection Belt 
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As advised in our letter dated 8 September 2017 written in response to the Preferred 
Options consultation, this policy provides the Council with an opportunity to be more 
prescriptive about what type of development you consider would be acceptable in an 
area affected by coastal change.  
 
For example, paragraph 7-073-20140306 of the Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) 
provides guidance on what sort of development is appropriate in a Coastal Change 
Management Area. You could consider embedding the intention of this guidance into 
Policy PPL 2, or perhaps as supporting text along the following lines: 
 
‘National Planning Practice Guidance provides guidance on what sort of development is 
appropriate in a Coastal Change Management Area. This guidance is considered to 
have relevance to development proposals within the Tendring Coastal Protection Belt’. 
 
In addition, paragraph 7-076-20140306 states that formally allocating land in Local 
Plans for relocation of development and habitat affected by coastal change may be 
appropriate in some instances. Tendring may wish to consider this in order to help 
future decision making.  
 
Policy PPL 4 Biodiversity and Geodiversity 
We are largely supportive of the thrust of this Policy and supporting text. However, we 
would highlight that ‘harm’ to biodiversity can also arise as a result of development 
causing invasive species to be introduced. 6% of the water bodies within the Anglian 
River Basin Management Plan are classified as failing due to invasive species.  
 
We recommend that a biosecurity protocol method statement is required for all 
development proposals to ensure that an adequate means of preventing the 
introduction of non-native species is considered and implemented. This should help to 
prevent the spread of invasive non-native species which have a negative impact on 
biodiversity and ecosystem functioning. We recommend that this aspect be addressed 
within the Local Plan by adding the wording below to the final paragraph of Policy PPL 
4. 
 
‘A biosecurity protocol method statement is required for all development proposals to 
ensure the introduction of non-native species is prevented.’ 
 
Policy PPL5 WATER CONSERVATION, DRAINAGE AND SEWERAGE 
We welcome the reference to SuDs and for adding the reference in the policy to the 
“water quality” benefits of SuDs. We would however make the point that SuDS 
techniques may not be appropriate for sites within Source Protection Zones, where 
there are known pollutants/contamination or the site history indicates pollutants/ 
contamination, or where groundwater is relatively shallow and dispersion may not occur 
in an adequate manner. As matters stand, the Policy does not make any reference to 
the unsuitability of SuDS techniques in certain instances. We recommend that the 
wording set out below is added to the existing wording, or if preferred provided as 
supporting text. 
 
‘SuDS techniques based on infiltration of surface water into the ground may not be 
appropriate, in accordance with Environment Agency policy on the protection of 
groundwater, for: (i) sites within Groundwater Source Protection Zones, which aim to 
protect groundwater from pollutants: (ii) sites with known pollutants/contamination or 
where historical usage indicates the potential presence of pollutants/contamination: (iii) 
sites where the depth to the water table is shallow and there is the risk of harm to an 
aquifer used for drinking water supplies. 

http://planningguidance.communities.gov.uk/blog/guidance/flood-risk-and-coastal-change/coastal-change-management-areas/what-development-will-be-appropriate-in-a-coastal-change-management-area/
http://planningguidance.communities.gov.uk/blog/guidance/flood-risk-and-coastal-change/coastal-change-management-areas/what-approach-should-be-taken-to-making-provision-for-the-relocation-of-development-away-from-coastal-change-management-areas/
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The Environment Agency’s Source Protection Zone maps should be checked to ensure 
there is no risk to groundwater quality and before infiltration to groundwater is permitted 
there should be some level of treatment before surface water is infiltrated. 
A risk assessment should be undertaken when using Infiltration components in areas of 
contaminated land.’ 
 
Chapter 10 Delivering Infrastructure  
There is the need for new or replacement flood defences to be supported with other 
sources of funding where these are important to the continued sustainability of key 
settlements and developments. Community Infrastructure Levy and section 106 
agreements are useful means of raising sums to support the Partnership Funding of 
required flood defences to address asset deterioration and replacement to counter the 
envisaged effects of climate change (sea level rise and peakier river flows). 
 
Paragraph 10.2 Design Briefs 
We are keen to assist Tendring District Council with Design Briefs for any site where 
flood risk may be a concern. 
 
Policy LPP 55 Layout and Design of Development 
We support the thrust of this Policy and we are encouraged to see that new 
development will incorporate items such as energy conservation, water efficiency, waste 
separation (internal and external), climate change, flood resilience and resistant 
construction. 
 
Policy LPP 70 Protection, Enhancement, Management and Monitoring of 
Biodiversity 
Our earlier letter dated 18 August 2017 recommended the inclusion of wording covering 
the provision of ecological buffer strips along river corridors and seeking opportunities 
for de-culverting. With this in mind we recommend that the wording given below should 
be inserted as a new final sentence for Policy LPP 70. 
 
‘Development proposals with river frontages should make provision for ecological buffer 
strips with a view to protecting and where appropriate enhancing water dependant 
habitats and species. Where development proposals will be carried out on land with 
watercourse currently culverted, opportunities for de-culverting and restoration to an 
open watercourse should be sought as a means of creating blue infrastructure and 
enhancing the development site.’ 
 
Policy LPP 73 Protecting and Enhancing Natural Resources, Minimising Pollution 
and Safeguarding from Hazards 
We are supportive of the thrust of this policy and its various components. 
 
Policy LPP 74 Climate Change 
We are supportive of the thrust of this policy. 
 
Policy LPP 75 Energy Efficiency 
We are largely supportive of the thrust of this policy. However, with regard to water 
efficiency we consider that this should aim to be more ambitious and include a 
reference to the optional Building Regulation water efficiency standard. With this in mind 
we recommend the following sentence should be inserted between the existing first and 
second sentences to the Policy. 
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‘Residential developments in the area should comply with the Building Regulation water 
efficiency standard of 110 litres per occupier per day’ 
 
Yours faithfully 

 
 
 
Andrew Hunter 
Sustainable Places - Planning Advisor 
 
Direct dial 020 302 58346 
Direct e-mail planning.ipswich@environment-agency.gov.uk 
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Dear Sir/Madam, 

RE: DRAFT REPRESENTATIONS TO THE TENDRING DISTRICT LOCAL PLAN 
(2013 – 2033) AND BEYOND (JUNE 2017) 

On behalf of our client Britton Properties Ltd and its associated businesses, we submit 
representations to the above emerging Development Plan Document.  

Our client is a highly active development company focused in the Tendring area where it 
has been active over the last three decades.  As well as a developer with two recent 
major housing/mixed use schemes on the periphery of Clacton, it owns a significant 
employment estate providing accommodation for small to medium sized businesses.   

Our client also holds a substantial stock of freehold and other land and interests across 
the District.   

As a planning consultancy, we and our predecessor business have made representations 
to various Local Plan documents produced by Tendring District Council from the 1990’s 
onwards.   

One of our client’s most significant developments is the Brook Retail Park on the outskirts 
of Clacton, as part of the development our client provided the adjacent Country Park.   

Having acted for Britton Properties and related businesses for many years, we have a 
very good understanding of the social, economic and environmental issues affecting the 
District.  

PART ONE 

1.6 Vision for the Strategic Area 

We have reservations in respect of the manner in which the Vision has been 
expressed.  Whilst there may be “constraints in many existing urban areas” across 
North Essex, these are not so significant as to frustrate the greater proportion of future 
development needs that the respective districts face, in particular, in Tendring. 
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Indeed, at paragraph 1.41 and 1.42 the focus on growth is very fairly put in the context 
of “the urban area of Colchester” and in “Clacton and Harwich with Dovercourt are 
classified by Strategic Urban Settlements and…will accommodate around 5,000 new 
homes”. 

Indeed, Policy SP2 whilst recognising that the garden communities will be “part of the 
sustainable strategy for growth” it explains that they will accommodate around 7,500 
additional homes within the plan period.  In the context of the growth that existing 
settlements will be tasked with accommodating, this is a relatively modest proportion.   

The Vision therefore needs to better articulate the manner by which the existing urban 
areas will meet these challenges going forward.  Such a challenge is recognised in 
respect of the garden communities, for example later at paragraph 1.83 but that and 
the challenge for the existing urban areas could be better articulated as part of the 
Vision.  

In particular, the Vision needs to reflect the particular challenges and issues for 
delivery wherever development is to be located (see the reference at 1.30 in terms of 
providing growth in sustainable forms and at 1.83 where the garden communities will 
face particular “challenges”).    

The Vision also fails to address the needs to have secured economic success across 
the District particularly in light of the strategic objectives at paragraph 1.31 explaining 
the need to “foster economic development” which is defined as including the need to 
“strengthen and diversify local economies…”. 

Policy SP1: Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development  

Whilst this is largely a reproduction of the relevant policy text in the NPPF, we note 
that paragraphs 1.36 and 1.37 are inappropriately casted.  Paragraph 1.36 is written 
on the basis that there are “no policies relevant to (note the typographical error here) 
the application or relevant policies are out of date…”, yet in the following paragraph at 
1.37 the decision maker is asked to have regard to “…the Plan…” in terms of whether 
it “indicates that development should be restricted”.  This is clearly a non sequitur and 
should be amended in order to be consistent with National Policy.  

Policy SP2: Spatial Strategy for North Essex  

We generally support the approach set out in this policy but would recommend that 
the first sentence of the second paragraph includes reference to the ”improvement” of 
existing settlements through future growths.  The Plan would thus be more positively 
prepared.   

In addition, the Plan appears to limit itself unnecessarily to explaining how sustainable 
development principles can be best applied to achieving the spatial strategy by giving 
only one such example i.e. through ensuring that development locations are 
“accessible by a choice of means of travel”.  Ensuring sustainable growth and 
development has a number of other important principles that can usefully be 
expressed within such an important policy, for example improving the conditions in 
which people live, work, travel and take leisure.   

Whilst not part of the policy text, we are very concerned that at paragraph 1.38 there 
is a reference to “The countryside will be protected…”.  The NPPF/NPPG specifies the 
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extent to which the natural environment should be conserved and highlights the 
importance of protecting and enhancing valued landscapes, best agricultural land, 
AONB’s and wildlife, it however does not state that the countryside should not be 
protected for its own sake.  We consider that designations providing protection across 
rural areas need to be focused on achieving a particular task.  This approach is, in fact 
properly put at paragraph 1.23 of the Plan where it refers to protection of “natural and 
historic landscapes, areas of importance for nature conservation and heritage assets”.  
This is an important point because the approach to protection in the countryside is 
picked up by part 2 policies later and it is important that the part 1 approach is 
consistent with National Policy and properly justified.  

Policy SP4: Providing for Employment and Retail 

The reasoned justification focuses (e.g. at paragraph 1.50 on the Plan providing for 
“more jobs” and achieving a “better balance between their location i.e. with housing”.  
However, the Plan should make clear that the focus should also be on making the 
relevant districts attractive to inward investment, in that regard and in other respects 
securing economic success and performance across diverse sectors.  These 
important facets appear to be missing and in order for the Plan to be properly 
articulated in terms of the Plan being positively prepared, justified, effective and 
consistent with National Policy. 

In terms of the requirements for Employment Land it is wholly unacceptable that the 
future of these three districts are being planned on the basis of such wide differentials 
between the two scenarios for example nearly up to 154%.  This does not make for 
effective plan making because of the uncertainty that will result.  For example, if the 
higher growth scenario is adopted there could be considerable amounts of land 
identified for employment development that does not then come forward and could 
constrain sites that are otherwise suitable for development from being able to provide 
for housing, retail or for other purposes. 

Whilst the policy relates to the provision for Employment and Retail, nowhere in the 
policy are retail needs considered, assessed or planned for.  This is a fundamental 
flaw in the drafting of the Development Plan which as a result is ineffective, 
inconsistent with National Policy (the NPPF at paragraph 20 requiring Local Authorities 
to plan proactively to help achieve economic growth) and fails to be positively 
prepared.   

Policy SP6: Place Shaping Principles   

We are concerned that the policy starts by requiring that all new development “must 
meet the highest standards of urban and architectural design”.  The use of the 
superlative is inappropriate bearing in mind, for instance, paragraphs 50 and 57 of the 
NPPF requires “high quality” and paragraph 56 refers to “good design”.  Whilst our 
client always strives to ensure that development that is carried out is of such quality, 
the Development Plan must reflect National Policy i.e. in terms of consistency.   

We note that the Vision for the Strategic Area refers only to “residents will live in high 
quality…homes…” and that in the garden communities there is a recognition that and 
in what we understand to be Policy SP8 (Tendring/Colchester Borders Garden 
Community) the “placemaking and design quality policy refers also to, “…high 
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standards of design and layout”.  The policy should be amended to replace ‘highest’ 
with ‘high’. 

PART TWO  

2.1 Vision for Tendring District 

We support the general principles, structure and content of the Vision.  It will be 
challenging to secure this and it is thus important that the ensuing policies focus on 
the necessary delivery to achieve this.  We are not content that in several respects 
such policies do have the necessary focus and content to do this.   

We note in particular the improvements necessary to enhance Clacton-on-Sea to 
make its economy a success through investment in sectors including retail, leisure, 
hospitality and health.   

We also note and support that the smaller towns and larger villages will have secured 
“modest levels of new housing and employment development” for the latter 
settlements, the reasoning i.e. “to support local shops and services, address local 
issues, provide for local needs…” is a worthy and necessary ambition.   

2.2 Objectives for the Plan 

We have concern regarding how the Employment/Commercial and Retail 
Development objectives are cast.   

Objective Two: Employment/Commercial 

The objective focuses solely on using the provision of employment land to secure 
employment opportunities albeit it recognises that this should “support a diversity of 
employment opportunities”.  We identify later in respect of the specific policy that non-
traditional i.e. B Class employment is not addressed and the objective should ensure 
that the nature of these opportunities to be created are widely cast. That would be 
consistent with the Vision for the District for example within its paragraph 3 where 
Clacton principle urban settlement is seen as accommodating a significant resurgence 
in its economy with job opportunities in the retail, leisure, hospitality and health sectors 
too.   

Thus, the objective should not limit itself to the development of “Employment Land”, 
such jobs will be created through a variety of mechanisms and the objective should 
also recognise the need to foster economic success through inward investment.   

By way of example the Plan at paragraph 3.1.2.6 recognises that the visitor and 
tourism sector is worth more than £353m per annum to the economy and is estimated 
to provide 7,900 jobs across the District and that the majority of these are located in 
and around Clacton.   

Objective Three: Retail Development 

The objective is severely limited and will not be able to meet the stated Vision.  The 
NPPF explains that the promotion of the vitality and viability of town centres is 
predicated against the provision of “customer choice and a diverse retail offer”. There 
is considerable leakage of expenditure, primarily in comparison goods, to Colchester.  
Clacton town centre is identified as a major town centre in the hierarchy above Harwich 
and Dovercourt and thus is the focus for retail and related development across the 
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District.  In order to achieve the aims set out in the Vision the relevant objective here 
needs to be more widely cast in terms of how the centre can improve its 
competitiveness and attraction for its very broad catchment area which extends across 
much of the District and including its major towns.  

Objective Six: Sustainability  

This objective is too limited in its intent.  Tendring District has a population of 141,000 
(2015) and its main settlements are expected to provide a wide range of facilities for 
many of those residents, be it in terms of employment, shopping, education and 
otherwise.   

However, the objective is limited to satisfying “day-to-day” needs in these respects 
and that is clearly inconsistent with the designated role and function of not only 
Clacton-on-Sea but also Harwich and Dovercourt.  The objective as cast will not be 
able to achieve the Vision in terms of delivering the “significant resurgence” in retail, 
leisure and other sectors.   

As a consequence of change to the objective and other text in the Plan for example at 
paragraph 3.0.1 will need to be amended and for information the 2011 census 
population approximately 138,100 and the number of households 62,105 which is 
equivalent to the size of Cambridge. 

Objective Ten: Tourism Promotion 

The objective is too limited.  It focuses solely on the ability on the Council to work with 
relevant partners to provide an enhanced environment for tourism.  The tourism sector 
can be developed in accordance with the Vision by the private sector playing a key 
role in delivery new leisure and hospitality facilities.  The objective thus needs to be 
more widely cast in order to capture the need for qualitative change to improve facilities 
and make Tendring a more attractive destination.  The value of tourism in Tendring is 
highlighted in paragraph 3.1.2.6 of the Plan with the sector worth £353m per annum 
and providing 7,900 jobs across the District. 

3.1 Spatial Portrait  

The underplaying of the task being faced by the Council is also apparent in its 
approach to new retail development e.g. at paragraphs 3.1.2.7 to 3.1.2.9.  This focuses 
solely on quantitative requirement for floorspace i.e. in terms of continuing the status 
quo relationship between household expenditure and existing floorspace.  It has no 
regard to the need to improve the quality of existing floorspace and, make the District 
a “Sustainable Place”.  Such is to enhance reliance on local facilities and reduce the 
need to visit larger centres such as Colchester.  Indeed, the evidence base accepts 
that there is a need to improve the quality of retail floorspace across the District. 

The approach should draw from the explanation put at paragraph 3.2.1.1.1 explaining 
that the Strategic Urban Settlements are “…the most sustainable locations for growth 
as well as providing locations where” “…significant number of additional new 
jobs…and housing growth on a larger scale” will be achievable. We consider that the 
objective is ineffective and not positively prepared.   

Policy SPL 1: Settlement Hierarchy  

We support the approach set out to the settlement hierarchy.   
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Policy SPL 2: Settlement Development Boundaries  

We support the three-tier approach to development within settlement boundaries as 
predicated by the policy and explained in the text at paragraph 3.2.3.1.  

However, the text at paragraph 3.2.3.2 is not well cast.  It needs to be more clearly 
written in order to be effective. What we understand it is seeking to say is that any new 
residential development outside Settlement Development Boundary will be limited to 
small infill sites in villages. The paragraph cannot be interpreted as relating to 
settlements that have their own Development Boundaries. The policy has therefore 
not been positively prepared. 

Policy SPL 3: Sustainable Design 

Whilst we generally support the broad content of this policy, there would seem to be 
elements of it that could sensibly be delegated to a Supplementary Planning 
Document.   

Policy HP3: Green Infrastructure 

The policy explains that such Infrastructure is identified on the Policy Map.  This map 
includes a resource locally referred to as the Pickers Ditch Walkway.  This skirts much 
of the existing Clacton Urban Area from Holland-on-Sea in the east to Jaywick in the 
west. However, considerable lengths of the original initiative were never completed.  
Our client secured planning permission (16/0125/OUT) for a mixed-use development 
on a site known as Brook Park West, which provided a significant enhancement to this 
Green Infrastructure and this is shortly to be dedicated to the Local Authority. The 
Proposals Map relating to Clacton will thus need to be amended to reflect this 
extended area.  

Policy HP5: Open Space, Sports and Recreation Facilities 

Whilst we have no specific concern with the content of this policy, the detail and its 
explanation might be more appropriately put in related Standards or a SPD.   

The development industry will, however, be focused on how new residential 
development should provide appropriate open space.  That is dealt with in two 
paragraphs on page 106.  However, there is no heading to these two paragraphs of 
text.  

The policy text needs to recognise that as well as the exceptional cases where 
provision might be best met off-site, there can be circumstances where adjacent recent 
urban development has, for whatever reason, over provided public open space and 
thus there is a local net excess arising from recent development that can applied to 
new planning applications.  This would ensure that land is used sustainably and 
effectively whilst appropriate open space in accessible locations is provided.  We 
therefore consider that this part of the Policy is not justified.  

Policy LP4: Housing Layout 

The criteria (e and f) are not well expressed.  Indeed, there is confusion when they are 
read together.  It would seem to be wholly unsustainable for development within the 
urban area of Tendring’s towns to be at densities “in keeping with the semi-rural 
nature” of much of the District.  Indeed, criterion (f) appears to accept that the density 
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of new development within settlement boundaries should be “in keeping with the urban 
nature” of the District.   

The two criterions need to be recast to make them effective and consistent with 
National Policy.  

Policy LP5: Affordable and Council Housing   

The Council have added a reference to viability testing in the second paragraph of this 
policy but it needs to be made clear that the Council is not anticipating that planning 
applications proposing less than 30% as affordable or Council housing.  The text 
needs to clarify that development providing a lesser quantum can be acceptable 
subject to a viability appraisal demonstrating that 30% is not economic.  

The alternative of providing a minimum of 10% of new dwellings to the Council or its 
nominated partner likewise also needs, in relevant circumstances to be subject to 
viability testing.  The 10% provision (often at nominal cost to the recipient), will not 
always be financially viable yet the wider development will be desirable.   Thus, 
reference must be made to the need for viability testing for schemes that provide less 
than 10% of new dwellings. 

In the fourth paragraph of the policy there is a reference that the design of affordable 
and market housing should have “no noticeable difference”.  This would appear to 
create an unnecessarily constraining influence on the work of relevant designers.  The 
relevant products can quite subtly appear different and indeed meet with the objectives 
of Sustainable Design.  The policy should encourage good design, whatever the 
product and refer back to the criteria (whether in policy text or delegated to Standards, 
the content at policy SPL3).  

Section 6: Prosperous Places   

We have already raised concerns with the casting of the strategic objectives relating 
to Employment/Commercial and our concern needs to be repeated in the opening text 
of chapter 6 sets out only that objective which is based upon the provision of 
“Employment Land” which we understand (notwithstanding the lack of any definition 
in the Glossary as meaning the land to be used for B Class purposes (consistent with 
the requirement identified in the evidence base and referred to at paragraph 6.5.9 of 
the Plan).  That then translates into the opening text at policy PP 6: Employment Sites.  

Whilst the Plan deals with retail and tourism it fails to address the real “diversity of 
employment opportunities” that the District needs to foster.  This is recognised in the 
Vision in terms of a significant resurgence of the economy “with new job opportunities 
in the retail, leisure, hospitality and health sectors”.  However, there is little, if any 
analysis of the scale, role and function of jobs in terms of jobs in non-B Class sectors.  
This seems to be a fundamental deficiency in the preparation of the Plan through the 
various evidence basis.  This is notwithstanding the reference to the Council having 
undertaken “extensive consultation with residents and businesses” from whom it is 
said to be “…clear that delivering a strong economy that provides more jobs for local 
people is a high priority…” see paragraph 6.0.3. 
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Policy PP 1: New Retail Development  

We object to this policy since it is not well justified and unlikely to be effective. The 
opening paragraph of the policy seeks to maintain the existing market share between 
centres.  Yet it is clear including from the WYG evidence base that there is a need to 
rebalance the relationship between the District’s Main Town Centre, Clacton and the 
draw that residents of the District have towards, in particular, Colchester.  Indeed the 
WYG 2016 Retail Study at paragraph 7.31 – “this shows there is a qualitative need to 
improve the existing facilities in the District to attract residents to shop locally”.  Indeed, 
the evidence explains that “if no improvements are secured then this expenditure 
leakage could increase to £237.6m by 2020, this is comparable to the level of money 
that is currently retained within the District to 2015, demonstrating the scale and 
magnitude of the expenditure leakage currently occurring”. 

Furthermore, the policy refers only to the quantitative needs assessed by WYG not 
the qualitative requirements that come from deficiencies in the nature of existing 
floorspace in the existing towns as well as from the need to address the leakage of 
trade out of the area to higher order centres.   

The policy is therefore wholly unbalanced in terms of referring only to quantitative need 
and not encouraging the need for qualitative enhancements to improve consumer 
choice and competition.   

The final part of the policy relates to development being restricted in “scale”.  The 
concept of control over scale was removed from Government Policy prior to the 
publication of the NPPF. In the November 2010 version of PPS4.  

In light of the above we consider this policy is not effective, justified or consistent with 
National Policy. 

Policy PP 2: Retail Hierarchy  

We have no objection to the specific hierarchy set out at Policy PP 2 but object to 
reference to “scale” in its paragraph 2 (see representations to Policy PP1).   

We are very concerned at the drafting of paragraph 6.2.16.  National Policy does not 
state “avoid out of centre retail (and similar) developments” even on the basis that they 
might bring “positive economic growth and not impact negatively on nearby centres”.  
Government Policy is clear at paragraphs 23 – 27 of the NPPF.  The approach is that 
identified needs (whether quantitative or qualitative should be met) and that whilst 
preference should be given to accommodating them within defined centres, the impact 
and sequential tests operate to accommodate such development through a series of 
preferences – edge of centre and out of centre – unless there is significant harm to 
the impact test or a breach of the sequential approach.  Paragraph 6.2.16 should be 
redrafted to be in accordance with Government Policy.  

At paragraph 6.12, we would support Clacton being continued to be classified as a 
Major Town Centre but the Local Plan can helpfully serve to define what is expected 
of its role and function.  In this regard, we have already drawn attention to its role being 
substantially greater than serving “day to day needs” as inappropriately set out within 
Objective 6 to the Plan i.e. with regard to Healthy and Sustainable Places.  Indeed, 
the WYG Retail Study considers that Clacton performs well in terms of National 
Planning Policy Guidance health check indicators and is a vital and viable centre. 
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We refer to paragraph 6.3.6 where the test of impact is set out correctly. 

Policy PP 4 

We object to this policy. The NPPF Default Impact Threshold is 2,500 m2 gross.  This 
is a carefully considered threshold which is proportionate in terms of the relationship 
to most likely scenarios.  However, a threshold of 929 m2 for the District’s one and only 
Major Town Centre is wholly inappropriate.  

Whilst centres lower down the hierarchy i.e. those defined as “Town Centres” might 
benefit from having an impact threshold of lower than 2,500 m2  there is a logic in their 
being treated consistent with their status in the hierarchy.  Thus, the five Town Centres 
ought to have the same threshold which reflects their role and function.  Indeed, 
adopting that approach would lend further support to Clacton’s threshold being at the 
default level so that it is distinguished from Frinton, which the Plan suggests should 
share its impact threshold.  We therefore consider that Policy PP4 is not justified.  

Policy PP 5: Town Centre Uses 

It is noted that Primary and Secondary Shopping Frontages are defined on the Policy 
Maps.  The Primary and Secondary Shopping Frontage boundary to Clacton town 
centre has been drawn too widely.  The Primary area should be focused on the trading 
core of the centre as represented by main multiple retailers.  The Secondary frontage 
extends to include a wider diversity of uses but which are nevertheless functionally 
related to the Primary area.  The existing Waterglade Retail Park is functionally 
separate from the town centre and located beyond 300 meters from what ought to be 
considered a reasonable edge of the primary shopping area.  That is the defining factor 
for the consideration of sites that would then be regarded as “out of centre”.   

It is noted that there has been no attempt to draft a policy dealing with sequential 
assessment.  It is accepted that this is unnecessary because the policy as set out in 
the NPPF at paragraph 24 is wholly adequate.  However, if the Council wish to import 
in to the Local Plan (that policy as it is drafted) we would have no objection.   

Policy PP 6: Employment Sites 

This policy seeks to protect all existing employment sites and presumably these will 
be defined on the Policies’ Map.  However, it is noted that the sites are described as 
being “set out in the Council’s current Employment Land Review” it is wholly 
inappropriate for policy wording to refer to the identification of sites within an evidence 
base, rather than with the content of the Plan itself.   

The five criteria for assessing whether such sites can be used for other purposes all 
need to be met.  The criteria when combined clearly go well beyond the test set out at 
paragraph 22.  That relies upon the decision taker having regard to market signals (i.e. 
the supply of land and demand for it) as well as the need for the alternative use to 
come forward in order to meet sustainable development needs.  

The criteria therefore need to be considerably simplified and refer to whether the loss 
of the site or premises is justified in terms of the available stock (in quantitative and 
qualitative terms) of other existing floorspace and allocated land and the market take 
up of that supply. Whilst the Plan may well be informed by an evidence base dated 
May 2016 the relationship between supply and demand for employment land and 
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premises will vary over the length of the plan period to 2033 and beyond and thus 
there should be a recognition that the needs identified in 2016 will not be likely to 
remain those required throughout the plan period.  

Whilst some of the criteria e.g. C and D are relevant in terms of providing 
considerations that might be used to tip the balance in cases where the relationship 
between demand and supply is close the approach at paragraph 22 of the NPPF is 
preferred i.e. where the benefits of the alternative land use are fully taken into account.  

It is also wholly inappropriate for the Development Plan to require “evidence of 
prolonged marketing” before a vacant building can be re-used for some other 
beneficial purpose.  It is for the Local Plan to determine whether there is enough land 
and premises in business use and for appropriate action to be taken according to that 
research.  The Council have an evidence base that indicates that additional land is 
required and it is in contrast not for the Development Plan to defer decisions on the 
re-use of vacant (or indeed other buildings) to some future date but to use the Plan 
itself as the tool that will make decisions.  

The purpose of the Development Plan is to determine how much stock whether a 
premises or land, is required and to enable decisions to be made without delay 
(paragraph 14).  A lengthy marketing programme is therefore wholly contrary to the 
approach set out in the NPPF at paragraph 14 such an approach is also contrary to 
the NPPF’s approach at paragraphs 186 – 187). 

There is no need for the policy to refer to retail and town centre use proposals needing 
to be subject to other policies in the Plan.  

Policy PP 8: Tourism 

We support this policy.  The need to attract visitors to Tendring in order to reinforce 
the District’s economic growth is particularly important.  In that regard the second 
initiative to support “major new tourists’ attractions with good access to the A133 or 
A120, is supported”.   

Policy PPL 6: Strategic Green Gap 

We object to this policy which should be deleted.  

The Strategic Green Gap does not serve any purpose in terms of countryside 
protection. The single purpose of this policy is to maintain physical separation between 
settlements, however the Settlement Development Boundaries themselves provide 
policy protection against extending beyond the built limits. The needs for the various 
developments have been objectively assessed and the boundaries of the defined 
Settlement Development Boundaries throughout the district have been drawn to 
accommodate future growth throughout the planning period. As such the 
settlement boundaries already provide sufficient protection to prevent encroachment 
beyond the limits of these boundaries   

Furthermore, we consider that there is no support for other designations outside those 
defined in the NPPF (see at paragraphs 109-117) and NPPG and as such the 
designation of Strategic Green Gaps are not consistent with national policy.  Indeed, 
the Plan acknowledges at para 3.1.4.5 that the natural environment, including Local 
Wildlife Sites, meadowland, grasslands and ancient woodlands are already protected 
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by planning policy and accordingly there is no requirement for an additional policy 
designation which does not serve a necessary planning purpose.  

In addition, the Vision for Tendring District at paragraph 2.1 refers to a variety of 
important countryside designations in the district including wildlife areas and a diverse 
range of attractive historic settlements and landscapes and protected wildlife which 
will be conserved and enhanced.  However, the Strategic Green Gaps are not part of 
the tools necessary to secure or to the need for a specific policy to prevent the physical 
separation of settlements. 

On the basis of the above, we contend that the Strategic Green Gap policy is neither 
justified nor effective is inconsistent with national policy and is not positively prepared. 
The policy should be deleted. 

Policy PPL 7: Archaeology  

We consider that this policy is unduly onerous and where applications are submitted 
on sites where information indicates that there may be archaeological remains that a 
written scheme of investigation can be submitted following the grant of planning 
permission.  

The policy could be reworded to state ‘where the development is permitted on sites 
which may contain archaeological remains, any planning permission would be subject 
to a condition requiring a written scheme of investigation’.  

Policy SAMU 2: Development at Hartley Gardens, Clacton  

Our client owns land to the west of the mixed-use allocation shown on the Policies 
Map, a large part of which is now a commitment having been granted planning 
permission for mixed-use development including retail, leisure, business uses together 
with 200 residential dwellings and substantial enhancements to the Pickers Ditch 
recreational open space/route.  The land owned by our client is defined in terms of the 
field to the east of that mixed-use allocation but remaining within the defined 
settlement boundary which is coterminous with the A133, Little Clacton bypass.  As 
such the Policies Map correctly identifies the mixed-use allocation which is SAMU 2 
to which policy SAMU 2 refers.  Policy SAMU 2 cannot therefore relate to the balance 
of the land including the recently committed development.  Importantly we note that 
the 2016 Employment Land Study in Figure 6.16 shows our client’s site excluded from 
the wider allocation.  Any land within our client’s ownership that is outside the area 
now committed for development has been planned to be accessible from the existing 
commitment particularly in terms of transport and related infrastructure.  Our client 
understands that any land additional to the commitment is thus a site defined by 
paragraph 3.2.1 as an “…other suitable site within the Settlement Development 
Boundaries” rather than a site that is “specifically allocated or housing or mixed/use 
development”.  

Indeed, our clients also own land to the west of the Oakwood Park mixed-use 
allocation which is subject to Policy SAMU 3 (see below).  This land controlled by our 
client is described at paragraph 9.3.1 of the that policy and explains that the mixed-
use allocation is an “extension of a committed development site”.  Thus, the 
relationship between land owned by a developer that is in large part committed for 
development and thus not requiring to be the subject of a future allocation has been 
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correctly described within the text to Policy SAMU3 and the map relating to this in the 
Development Plan document correctly defines the area to be subject to the ensuing 
policy (SAMU 3).  The same approach needs to be taken to Map SAMU 2 – Hartley 
Gardens i.e. the boundary of the map area needs to follow the field boundary which is 
in fact already identified by the eastern extent of the blue coloured Mixed-Use 
Allocation shown there on the Policies Map.  We have attached an extract of Map 
SAMU 2 showing the area to be excluded from the allocation. 

It is clear that the mixed-use allocations relate to sites where there is intent by the 
developer(s) to deliver a site.  The NPPF states that to be considered deliverable sites 
should be available now, offer a suitable location for development now and be 
achievable with a realistic prospect that housing will be delivered on the site within five 
years and in particular that site is viable. 

On the basis that we have read the draft Development Plan correctly and that it is 
accepted that a minor change is made to the relevant boundary shown on map SAMU 
2 (to be consistent with similar circumstances as shown on Map SAMU 3) then we do 
not object to Policy SAMU 2.  However, we must reserve our right to make such 
objections should this minor change not be accepted which correctly defines the 
committed development proposals. 

Policy SAMU 3: Development at Oakwood Park, Clacton  

Our client owns land to the immediate west of the defined policy area which is the 
subject of a planning permission referred to at paragraph 9.3.1.  Negotiations are 
currently taking place with a housebuilder to take that site forward for the provision of 
250 homes.   

Our client has no objection to the mixed-use proposal on land to the east and has 
already provided the new roundabout access infrastructure referred to in criterion (i) 
of the Policy.   

We are willing to discuss the content of any of these representations in order to assist 
the Local Authority in the submission of the Plan to the Secretary of State and would like 
to reserve the right to appear at the Local Plan Examination.   

 

Yours sincerely, 

Martin Robeson 
martinrobeson@mrpp.co.uk  

mailto:martinrobeson@mrpp.co.uk
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STATEMENT 
 

Andrew Martin ‐ Planning Ltd (AM‐P) acts on behalf of G M Lord and Son, the owner of land to the south 

of Weeley Road on the eastern edge of Great Bentley (see site location plan at appendix 1).  

 

As the Local Plan  for Tendring has emerged  it has been recognised that around 11,000 new homes will 

need  to be provided over  the plan period  to 2033. Furthermore, a  large amount of greenfield  land will 

have to be identified to meet this target.  

 

The  Draft  Publication  Plan  proposes  a  spatial  strategy  for  growth  that  relies  upon  a  new  Garden 

Community on land that straddles the district boundary with Colchester, to meet a significant part of its 

housing need in the plan period and beyond, as well as other large sites principally in the strategic urban 

settlements such as Clacton‐on‐Sea, Harwich and Dovercourt. These  large‐scale proposals are subject to 

to long lead‐in times. There are significant constraints to development which will mean that they cannot 

deliver homes in the early years of the plan.  Consequently small and medium sized sites will need to be 

brought forward in order to ensure that the Council can demonstrate a 5‐year housing land supply. 

 

The Council’s housing trajectory indicates that some 5,015 homes can be built on large sites with planning 

permission. Many of  these  are historic permissions dating back over  the  last  six  years  or more.  In  its 

Authority Monitoring Report of  January 2017  the Council  considered  that  realistically  the  supply  from 

these sites in the next five years would be 2191 dwellings. As a result the Council concluded that it could 

only provide a 3 year housing supply against its five‐year housing requirement of 2,750. Some five months 

later  in  June 2017,  in advance of  the publication of  the Draft Local Plan,  the Council  concluded  that  it 

could  provide  over  five  years  supply.  This  stems  from  a  change  of  view  on  how much  of  the  5,015 

provision on large sites with planning permission will come forward in the next five years. The estimate is 

increased from 2191 to 3625 and results in the Council taking the view that there is now a 5.1 year supply. 

We submit that there is not sufficient evidence to support the Council’s assumptions for this change and 

more detailed analysis is required of the individual planning permissions to confirm a realistic figure, and 

consequently the true level of supply that exists against the housing target. 

 

In  the  interim  it  is  clear  that  small  and medium  size  sites  are  required  to  come  forward  to  assist  in 

meeting the Council’s needs in the early years of the plan. A proposed spatial hierarchy for growth set out 

in  the emerging plan,  includes smaller urban settlements as well as  rural service centres  such as Great 
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Bentley, where  development  is  encouraged  to  support  the  existing  community  and  encourage  young 

people to stay.  

 

There has been an influx of proposals for the small urban settlement of Weeley and this has attracted a 

disproportionate objection to the emerging Local Plan. We submit that the rural service centre of Great 

Bentley  represents an alternative highly sustainable  location  for growth  that  is well placed  to cater  for 

housing need  in  the  short  term.  It has a  railway  station and  is well  served by public  transport. A good 

range of services and facilities are provided in the centre including shops, employment, a primary school 

and  doctor’s  surgery.  A wider  range  of  facilities  are  available  in  the  larger  centres  of  Colchester  and 

Clacton, which are six to eight miles away and both are accessible by rail. The expansion of this settlement 

would accord with the National Planning Policy Framework, which encourages sustainable development 

in  the  rural areas  to maintain and enhance  their vitality. Growth  in Great Bentley would also meet  the 

objectives  of  the  emerging  Draft  Plan  which  promotes  new  development  “where  it  will  provide  the 

opportunity for people to satisfy their day‐to‐day needs for employment, shopping, education, and other 

services  locally or  in  locations which minimise  the need  to  travel and where  there are modes of  travel 

available in addition to the use of car”. 

 

The settlement of Great Bentley is a sustainable location for the accommodation of growth in housing and 

jobs  to meet  the objectives of  the  emerging  Local  Plan  for  Tendring.  It  is  classified  as  a  ‘rural  service 

centre’ where new housing will be appropriate to assist  in meeting the overall needs of the district, will 

address local housing needs and support the village economy. Land to the south of Weeley road, on the 

eastern edge of the settlement is well related to the existing pattern of development and is contained by 

defensible boundaries. The railway  line  lies to the south of the site, existing residential development to 

the west and further residential development to the north beyond Weeley Road. Proposed development 

on  this site would not  impact on  the strategic gap between  settlements. The  land  to  the east of Great 

Bentley has no function in terms of separating urban areas, and planned development would not lead to 

unchecked sprawl. As stated above the settlement contains a good range of services and facilities and is 

connected to larger centres by rail services.  

 

The  evidence  base  to  the  Local  Plan  (Strategic  Housing  Land  Availability  Assessment,  October  2014), 

found  that although  the  site has been promoted  for development,  there had been no  serious  interest 

from the landowner or a developer. Consequently doubts were raised over the site’s suitability regarding 

connections to the existing built up area and the provision of safe access to the site. At that time some 2.5 

hectares of this 13 hectare site was considered  for  the provision of 45 homes. A  larger scheme  for 235 

dwellings had previously been considered. The SHLAA found that there were “no  irresolvable  issues” to 

this  land coming forward for development. We advise that this site  is now actively being promoted and 

that development of the site is suitable, available and achievable. 

 

  

Section 1 – Strategic Plan for North Essex 
 

Policy SP1 – Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development 

 

Legally compliant – Yes 

Duty to Co‐operate compliant – Yes 

Sound – Yes 

If not sound, on what grounds?  n/a 
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Representation: 

 

Support  is  extended  for  the  presumption  in  favour  of  sustainable  development  and  the  Local  Plan's 

approach  towards  considering development proposals.   This  accords with  the National Planning Policy 

Framework (NPPF) (2012). 

 

Changes required: 

 

None. 
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Policy SP2 – Spatial Strategy for North Essex 

Legally compliant – Yes 

Duty to Co‐operate compliant – Yes 

Sound – Yes 

If not sound, on what grounds?  n/a  

 

Representation: 

 

Policy SP2 sets out a Spatial Strategy for North Essex and identifies that: 

 

"Existing  settlements will be  the principal  focus  for additional growth across North Essex within 

the  Local  Plan  period.    Development  will  be  accommodated  within  or  adjoining  settlements 

according  to  their  scale,  sustainability and existing  role both within each  individual district and, 

where relevant, across the wider strategic area..." 

 

“Each  local  authority will  identify  a  hierarchy  of  settlements  where  new  development will  be 

accommodated according  to  the  role of  the  settlement,  sustainability,  its physical  capacity and 

local needs…” 

 

Support is extended for this approach, which should ensure that the most sustainable settlements in the 

district accommodate the bulk of the additional growth envisaged in the Local Plan for Tendring.  

 

 

Change required: 

None. 
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Policy SP3 – Meeting Housing Needs 

Legally compliant – Yes 

Duty to Co‐operate compliant – Yes 

Sound – Yes 

If not sound, on what grounds?  n/a 

 

Representation: 

 

Support  is  extended  for  the  overall  objectively  assessed  housing  need  figure  (i.e.  11,000  dwellings 

between 2013 and 2033),  for Tendring District,  set out  in Policy SP3.   This  is  consistent with Tendring 

District Council’s evidence base. 

 

It  is also noteworthy that the second paragraph  in Policy SP3 expects each  local authority to maintain a 

sufficient supply of deliverable sites to provide for at  least five years’ worth of housing, consistent with 

paragraph 47 of the NPPF.  However, subsequent parts of the Tendring Local Plan Publication Draft and in 

particular Policy LP 1 (and supporting evidence base) fail to do this.   

 

This matter  is addressed  further  in separate representations made  to Part 2 of  the Tendring Local Plan 

Publication Draft. 

  

Change required: 

None. 
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Policy SP7 – Development & Delivery of New Garden Communities in North Essex 

Legally compliant – Yes 

Duty to Co‐operate compliant – Yes 

Sound – No  

If not sound, on what grounds? The principle of development and delivery of new Garden Communities is 

sound but specific objection is raised in respect of the new community proposed on the Colchester 

Borders. 

 

Representation: 

 

Support  is extended to the principle of new Garden Communities  in order to meet objectively assessed 

housing need  in the North Essex  local authority areas. Support  is extended on the basis that the spatial 

strategy  for growth  in Part 2 of  the Plan  for Tendring, directs growth  in accordance with a  settlement 

hierarchy that prioritises locations with access to the strategic road network, public transport and which 

have the potential to offer the widest range of services. Garden Communities will be required in the next 

tier of growth to cater for housing need in the plan period and beyond. 

 

However, specific objection  is  raised  to  the proposed Garden Community  that straddles  the districts of 

Tendring  and  Colchester  (the  Colchester  Borders  Garden  Community).  Given  the  long  lead  in  times 

expected, it is unlikely to deliver the projected number of dwellings that are proposed in the plan period.  

 

Change required: 

Improve the  flexibility of the plan by  identifying additional sustainable housing sites  in accordance with 

the spatial strategy for growth set out in Part 2 of the Plan for Tendring. 

 



Prepared by Andrew Martin – Planning Ltd 
On behalf of G & M Lord and Son 

AM‐P Ref. 17.018  ‐ 7 ‐  July 2017 

Policy SP8 –Tendring/Colchester Garden Community 

Legally compliant – Yes 

Duty to Co‐operate compliant – Yes 

Sound – No 

If not sound, on what grounds?  Not justified, not effective and not consistent with national policy 

 

Representation: 

 

Objection  is  raised  to  Policy  SP8,  which  identifies  a  broad  location  on  the  borders  of  Tendring  and 

Colchester for a new Garden Community of circa 7,000‐9,000 new homes, of which 2,500 dwellings are 

deemed to be deliverable within the plan period. The number of homes attributable to Tendring, within 

the plan period, is 1,250. 

 

The proposed new Garden Community will necessitate the preparation of a site‐specific DPD  in order to 

allocate the specific site and before any planning permission can be granted, free from the risk of call‐in 

by the Secretary of State.  This could lead to lengthy timescales and delay.  

 

Change required: 

 

Identify additional sustainable housing sites  in accordance with the spatial hierarchy for growth set 

out  in Part 2 of the Plan  for Tendring. This will boost housing supply  in  the early years of  the plan 

period. To achieve this a number of small to medium size sites will need to be identified, such as land 

to the south of Weeley Road in the settlement of Great Bentley.  
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Section 2 – Local Plan for Tendring 

Policy LP 1 ‐  Housing Supply 

Legally compliant – 

Duty to cooperate – 

Sound – No – Not justified, not effective and not consistent with national policy. 

If not sound, on what grounds?  

The Council has set a housing  target of 11,000 new homes to be provided over the plan period 2013 – 

2033. This is based on an annual housing requirement of 550 homes as advised by Peter Brett Associates 

in  the preparation of  a  joint  Strategic Housing Market Assessment  (SHMA)  for  the  local  authorities of 

Tendring, Colchester, Chelmsford and Braintree. The PBA assessment  finds  that a  range of dwellings  is 

required  from  550‐600 units. We  therefore  support  the policy, which  treats  the  figure of  11,000  as  a 

‘minimum’ dwelling requirement.  

Objection is raised to the proposed sources of supply. We submit that overly optimistic assumptions have 

been made about sites with planning consent (both large and small).  There is a lack of evidence to inform 

the assumption  that 6178 homes will  come  forward on  these  sites. These unreliable  sources  comprise 

51% of the housing supply over the plan period, and cast considerable doubt about the deliverability of 

the spatial strategy for growth in Tendring. 

There  is  also  a  failure  to  demonstrate  that  the  strategic  allocations,  which  include  very  large 

developments  on  the  periphery  of  Clacton,  Dovercourt  and  Weeley,  and  the  Garden  Community 

proposed for the Tendring/Colchester border (3480 units and 29% of the overall supply), can be delivered 

in the plan period. These are complex schemes that have been the subject of considerable objection as 

the Local Plan has emerged. By way of example the EDME site in Mistley (Policy SAMU1) is a thriving UK 

malted  ingredients producer. Policy  LP 1 assumes  that  this will become  vacant  in  the plan period and 

provide  at  least  150  homes.  The  site  is  beset  with  numerous  obstacles  to  development  including 

environmental  designations  such  as  its  location  in  the  Conservation  Area  and  impact  on  nature 

conservation including a Special Protection Area and Ramsar site based on the Stour and Orwell Estuaries. 

There is also currently insufficient capacity available in Clacton for the treatment of foul water, needed to 

support several large sites proposed for the development of 2,350 homes on the periphery of the urban 

area. Major  infrastructure works are required  to resolve  this  issue.  In addition  the sites have other key 

physical and environmental constraints to delivery. 

Change Required: 

Preparation of further evidence base assessment, to confirm that the sources of supply in Policy LP 1,  can 

genuinely be delivered in the plan period. The inclusion of a number and range of smaller sustainable sites 

such as  land to the south of Weeley Road  in Great Bentley, to  improve the flexibility and viability of the 

plan. 
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GUIDANCE NOTES 
& RESPONSE FORM 
to accompany the Publication Draft Local Plan (2017) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Please read these guidance notes before completing the response form 
 

Introduction 
Braintree District Council, Tendring District 
Council and Colchester Borough Council, have 
each published their own Publication Draft Local 
Plan for consultation. Section 1 is common to 
each plan. This response form can be used to 
respond to any part of the 3 Plans. It is important 
to specify which. 

The 3 Plans have been published in order for 
representations to be made prior to submission 
of the documents to the Planning Inspectorate 
for examination. All representations will be 
examined by a Planning Inspector. The purpose 
of the examination is to consider whether the Plan 
complies with the legal requirements, the duty to 
co-operate and is sound. 

Each Local Plan has two parts: 

Publication Draft Local Plan Section 1 - A set 
of strategic policies constructed in partnership 
between the three authorities and Essex 

County Council. This means that the Section 1 
policies are intended to apply across all three 
Local Authorities. These policies include those 
relating to Garden Communities, housing supply, 
employment, shopping and the environment. 
You can send your response to any one of the 
authorities as all responses to Section 1 will be 
collated. Only 1 response to the 3 authorities is 
required. 

Publication Draft Local Plan Section 2 - relates 
to the specific district, contains more detailed 
policies and is used to determine planning 
applications. If you wish to comment on the 
Tendring Publication Draft Local Plan Section 
2 you should send your comments to Tendring 
District Council. 

If you would like assistance in completing your 
representation or have any other questions 
about the Publication Draft Local Plan please 
contact the Planning Policy Team by email 
planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk or by phone 
on 01255686177 and ask for Planning Policy. 

 
 
 

    

mailto:planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk


Part A - Personal Details 
Please note that it is not possible for 
representations to be considered anonymously. 
Representations will be published on the 
Council’s websites and included as part of the 
Publication Draft Local Plan submissions to 
the Inspector. Address and contact details will 
removed from published responses. (Village/town 
shown). 

The Council reserves the right not to publish or 
take into account any representations which it 
considers offensive or defamatory. 

Please supply an email address if you have one 
as it will allow us to contact you electronically. 
Everyone who submits a representation will be 
added to the relevant consultation database (if 
not already included) so that we can keep you 
up to date with the plan. If you do not wish to be 
contacted in this way please state this clearly on 
the form. 

If an agent or consultant has been engaged to act 
on your behalf please fill in both sets of details in 
full. Correspondence will be sent to the agent. If 
you are a landowner with an agent acting on your 
behalf, please ensure that your agent knows the 
site name and reference number which your site 
has been given. 

 
Part B - Representation 
Please specify which section of the Publication 
Draft Local Plan your comments relate to, by 
choosing one of the following; 

Section 1 A response to this section will be 
reported to all 3 authorities. 

Legal Compliance and Duty 
to Co-operate 
If commenting on how the Publication Draft 
Local Plan has been prepared, it is likely that 
your comments will relate to a matter of legal 
compliance. 

The Inspector will check that the Plan meets the 
legal requirements 

You should consider the following before making 
a representation on legal compliance: 

• The Plan should be included in the current 
Local Development Scheme (LDS) and the 
key stages should have been followed. 

• The process of community involvement 
for the Plan in question should be in general 
accordance with the Statement of 
Community Involvement (SCI). 

• The Plan should comply with the Town 
and County Planning (Local Planning) 
(England) Regulations 2012 (the Regulations). 
On publication, the LPA must publish the 
documents prescribed in the Regulations; 
making them available on its website and at 
its principal offices. It must also notify the 
Local Plan bodies (as set out in the 
Regulations) and any persons who have 
requested to be notified. 

• The LPA must provide a Sustainability 
Appraisal Report. This should identify 
the process by which it has been carried out, 
baseline information used to inform the 
process and the outcomes of that  process. 

• LPAs will be expected to provide evidence of 
how they have complied with the Duty  to 

Section 2 Colchester 
Section 2 Tendring 
Section 2 Braintree 

These plans are 
specific to each 
authority. 

Co-operate. 

• Non-compliance with the duty to cooperate 
cannot be rectified after the Plan’s

Which part of the plan are you responding to 
(please use one form per submission): 

Paragraph:  for a representation on wording or 
paragraph content 

Policy: for a representation on the wording 
or inclusion or omission of a policy 

Other: for example a map inset number, 
site reference or the wording or 
content of tables or  appendices 

submission. Therefore the Inspector has no 
power to recommend modifications in this 
regard. Where the duty has not been 
complied with, the Inspector has no choice 
but to recommend non-adoption of the  Plan. 

} 



Soundness 
Soundness is explained in National Planning 
Policy Framework (NPPF) paragraph 182. The 
Inspector has to be satisfied that the Plan is 
positively prepared, justified, effective and 
consistent with national policy. 

More details and further guidance on what is 
meant by the term ‘soundness’ can be found 
below and at; www.planningportal.gov.uk 

Positively prepared 
This means that 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 reasonable alternatives, 
based on a proportionate, robust and credible 
evidence base. 

Effective 
The Plan should be deliverable over its period and 
based on effective joint working on cross- 
boundary strategic priorities, sound infrastructure 
delivery planning and no regulatory or national 
planning barriers. It should be flexible to changing 
circumstances 

Consistent with national policy 
The Plan should be consistent with national 
policy. Departure must be clearly justified. 

If you think the content of the Plan is not sound 
because it does not include a policy where it 
should do, you should go through the following 
steps before making representations: 

• Is the issue with which you are concerned 
already covered specifically by national 
planning policy? If so it does not need to be 
included? 

• Is what you are concerned with covered by 
any other policies in the Plan on which you 
are seeking to make representations or in any 
other Plan? 

• If the policy is not covered, how is the Plan 
unsound without the policy? 

• If the Plan is unsound without the policy, what 
should the policy say? 

Using the spaces provided please give details of 
why you think the Publication Draft Local Plan is 
not ‘sound having regard to the legal compliance, 
duty to cooperate and the four  requirements 
set out above. You should try to support your 
representation by evidence showing why the Plan 
should be modified. If your representation is 
over 100 words please include a summary of 
its main points in the box provided. 

It will be helpful if you also say precisely 
how you think the Plan should be modified. 
Representations should cover succinctly all 
information, evidence and supporting information 
necessary to support/justify the representation 
and suggested modification, as there will not 
normally be a further opportunity to make 
submissions based on the original representation 
made at publication. 

Where there are groups who share a common 
view on how they wish to see a Plan modified, 
it would be very helpful for that group to send 
a single representation which represents the 
view. In such cases the group should indicate 
how many people it is representing and how 
the representation has been authorised. 

All the formal representations received during this 
stage will be submitted to and considered by the 
appointed independent Planning Inspector at the 
public examination on the Plan. The process is 
likely to include public hearings. The Inspector 
will determine the most appropriate procedure to 
adopt to hear those who choose to participate at 
this stage. If you would like to appear and speak 
at the hearings, please state this and explain 
in the space provided why you consider it is 
necessary that you participate. 

Representations can be sent: 

• Via the Council’s online consultation portal: 
http://tendring-
consult.objective.co.uk/portal  

• Via a representation form which can 
be downloaded from the website and 
returned via email to 
planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.
uk 

• or by post to: 
Planning Policy, 
Tendring District Council 
Thorpe Road 
Weeley 
Essex 
CO16 9AJ 

http://www.planningportal.gov.uk/
http://tendring-consult.objective.co.uk/portal
http://tendring-consult.objective.co.uk/portal
mailto:planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk
mailto:planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk


   
 

 

For internal Use only ID: 
 

Rep No: 
 

     

 

 

Responses are encouraged via the council’s online consultation system available on the website, 
see http://tendring-consult.objective.co.uk/portal  However, this form can be returned electronically 
to planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk or in hard copy if necessary to: 

Planning Policy, Tendring District Council, Thorpe Road, Weeley, Essex, CO16 9AJ 
The consultation runs from 9am Friday, 16th June to 5pm on Friday, 28th July 2017 

This form has two parts: 
Part A - Personal Details and Part B - Your comments 

 
 

  PART A  
 

1. Personal Details 

Title 

First Name 

Last Name 

Organisation 
(Where relevant) 

 
Address Line 1 

 
Address Line 2 

 
Address Line 3 

Post Code 

E-mail Address 
 

Telephone 
Number 

2. Agent’s Details (if applicable) 

Title 
 

First Name 

Last Name 

Organisation 

Address Line 1 

Address Line 2 
 

Address Line 3 

Post Code 

E-mail Address 
 

Telephone 
Number 

 
 

 

http://tendring-consult.objective.co.uk/portal
mailto:planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk


  PART B  

REPRESENTATION FORM 
Please Note: If your representation relates to Section One of the North Essex Strategic Plan / Garden 
Communities you only need to respond to one of the Local Authorities. All representations received by 
Braintree, Colchester and Tendring relating to Section One of the Plan(s) will be submitted together. 

You do not need to return this form if you have completed a response using any of the Council’s online 
systems for this consultation. Duplicates will not be  considered 

Please specify which section of the Publication Draft Local Plan your comments relate to by 
choosing one of the following: 

Section 1 Section 2 Colchester Section 2 Tendring Section 2 Braintree 

Which part of the section are you responding to? 
e.g. Paragraph/Policy/Map/Other 

 
Do you consider the Local Plan is Legally compliant? 

Yes No 
 
Does it comply with the Duty to Co-operate? 

Yes No 
 
Do you consider the Local Plan is Sound? 

Yes No 
 
If you do not consider the Local Plan is sound, please specify on what grounds: 

Positively prepared Justified Effective Consistent with National Policy 
 
Enter your full representation here: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Continue onto next page 



 
 

If your representation is more than 100 words, please provide a brief summary here: 



Please specify the changes needed to be made to make the Plan sound / legally compliant 
 

 
Do you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination? 

Yes No 
 

If Yes - you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you 
consider this to be necessary 

Please note the inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear 
those who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination. 

 
Did you raise the matter that is the subject of your representation with the LPA earlier 
in the process of the preparation of the Local Plan 

Yes No 
 

If yes which stage 
Issues and Options Preferred Options 

 
Do you wish to be notified? 

When the document is submitted for independent examination? 

When the Inspectors Report is published? 

When document is adopted? 
 

Braintree & Tendring: Return by 5pm 28th July 2017 
(responses to section 2 Braintree and Tendring will not be accepted after this date. After 

this date responses to Section 1 should be sent to Colchester Borough Council) 

Colchester: Return by 5pm 11th August 2017 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 These Part One representations are submitted by Barton Willmore LLP on behalf of 

Bloor Homes Eastern, pursuant to their interest in land located to the west of Rush Green 

Road and east of Jaywick Lane, Clacton-on-Sea. 

 

1.2 Bloor Homes has been building new homes for over 45 years, and is one of the largest 

privately owned house b uilding gr oups in t he UK, b uilding i n e xcess o f three thousand 

homes each year. 

 

1.3 Bloor’s promoted site was originally allocated within the draft Tendring District Local Plan 

2012 P roposed Submission Draft a nd retained a s s uch w ithin t he a mended 2014 L ocal 

Plan: Pre-Submission Focused Changes as site COS13 Development South of Clacton 

Coastal Academy, Jaywick Lane/Rush Green Road. However it is now proposed to remain 

as Green Gap in the Draft Local Plan. 

 

1.4 Within the framework of this overarching consultation Bloor objects to the level of OAHN 

specified f or T endring a nd o bjects t o t he p roposed a llocation o f t he n ew B orders 

Community, east of Colchester. 

 

1.5 These representations are submitted in tandem with site-specific representations made in 

response to Part Two of the Draft Local Plan. 
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2.0 POLICY SP2 SPATIAL STRATEGY FOR NORTH ESSEX 

 

2.1 Bloor Homes are supportive of the need for existing settlements to be the principal focus 

for additional growth across North Essex as noted within Policy SP2. The need to identify 

a hierarchy of settlements will ensure that development is located within the correct 

location, and will ensure that the most sustainable sites come forward for development. 

Policy SPL1 of Part 2 of the draft Plan demonstrates that Clacton-on-Sea is within the top 

tier of the settlement hierarchy. 

 

2.2 This aspect of policy SP2 is considered sound and in accordance with paragraph 157 o f 

the National Planning Policy Framework 2012, which requires Local Plans to: 

 

“allocate sites to promote development and flexible use of 

land, bringing f orward new l and w here necessary, a nd 

provide d etail on f orm, s cale, a ccess a nd quantum of 

development where appropriate” 

 

2.3 Matters regarding the r eliance upon new garden communities t o a chieve the necessary 

scale of housing delivery are discussed later in these representations. 
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3.0 POLICY SP3 MEETING HOUSING NEEDS 

 

3.1 For the reasons set out below Bloor Homes consider policy SP3 “Meeting Housing Needs” 

to be unsound on the basis that this policy is not positively prepared or justified. 

 

3.2 A fundamental aspect of the North Essex draft Local Plan is the proposed Objectively 

Assessed Housing Need (OAHN). In relation to Tendring, the policy identifies an OAHN of 

550 per annum, equating to a total of 11,000 within the plan period of 2013-2033. 

 

3.3 The NPPF sets out the Government’s planning policies for England and seeks to increase 

the s upply o f h ousing a cross t he c ountry. I t s tates t hat i n o rder f or L ocal Pl ans to  b e 

“positively p repared”, t he P lan s hould be p repared based on a  s trategy which s eeks t o 

meet objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements. 

 

3.4 The Council’s progress towards providing an OAHN has been subject to a long and 

contrived m ethodology. The 2 014-based o fficial projection set a  “d emographic s tarting 

point” for Tendring District of 675 dwellings per annum (as noted in the Peter Brett 

Associates update 2016). 

 

3.5 The original Peter Brett Associates drafted OAHN Joint Study 2015 recommended 597 

dwellings per year for Tendring up to 2032. However, Members have sought to argue a 

lower f igure, without substantive e vidence a nd l argely for political e xpediency. The 

process of how the Council identified an OAHN of 550 dwellings is described below. 

 

3.6 This is evidenced by reference to the minutes of the Tendring Local Plan Committee held 

in N ovember 2015, w hich i ndicates the l engths the Pe ter B rett A ssociates OAHN Study 

went to, in October 2015, to explain the methodology behind the justification for the 

recommendation of an OAHN of 597 dwellings per a nnum in t he Housing Needs Study. 

The Local Plan minutes clearly record that, on 15 October 2015, Mr Richard Pestell of PBA 

had visited the Council to give a presentation to Members to explain the methodology and 

to answer Members’ questions. In this respect, the minutes confirm that Mr Pestell 

explained to Members t hat Tendring was  part o f a wi der housing market area and that 

the calculation of OAHN was essentially a ‘policy off’ requirement. 

 

3.7 He also explained to Members how the OAHN figure was calculated and what the key 

factors were which affected its calculation, such as downward trends in average household 

size and upward trends in longevity of life span. The Minutes further report that Mr Pestell 

explained to Members that, whilst a ‘starting point’ of 497 was justified, it would also be  



Policy SP3 Meeting Housing Needs 

23128/A5/P12/PD/SO Page 4 July 2017 

incumbent upon t he C ouncil t o a dd a  1 0%-20% uplift t o t his figure t o t ake a ccount o f 

market signals and economic evidence, in line with Government guidance. 

 

3.8 On this basis, the c lear recommendation of Peter Brett Associates was t hat an uplift t o 

597 homes would be needed to ‘ensure a better match between the number of working 

age residents in the District and projected jobs growth’. The Minutes also record that PBA 

considered t heir OAHN figure t o b e in a ccordance w ith G overnment g uidance and 

therefore defendable. Furthermore, PBA’s advice to Tendring was that, if they wished to 

adopt a lower OAHN figure, they would have to justify this by demonstrating that there 

were overriding constraints to delivery (Green Belt, AONB) and that any ‘unmet need’ 

would be provided for elsewhere in the housing market area, under the Duty to Cooperate. 

 

3.9 It is notable in this regard that it was also reported to Members that Braintree, Chelmsford 

and C olchester’s C ommittees h ad a ll e ndorsed t heir r espective OAHN figures. A s s uch, 

Members were warned by Officers that the adoption of a lower OAHN, without securing 

alternative provision of the unmet need in another Authority’s Local P lan, r isked making 

the Tendring Plan unsound. 

 

3.10 At the Local Plan Committee dated 21 January 2016, Members agreed the OAHN range to 

be between 500 and 600 dwellings, with 550 to be used as a midpoint. This was directly 

contrary t o t he r ecommendations o f the J oint St udy a nd a dvice o f t he Peter Br ett 

Associates representative. There was no ev idence base to j ustify this decision, and t he 

wording o f d raft policy LP1 confirms that the m idpoint i s t oo l ow. The p rocess t hat the 

Council have used to arrive at a figure of 550 dwellings per year is therefore fundamentally 

flawed. Whilst pe rhaps neat a nd convenient, t he a rrival a t t his m id-point figure i s n ot 

reflective of any reference in the NPPF that a deal may be cut and the difference can be 

split.  

 

3.11 It should be noted that Tendring District Local Plan 2013-2033 and Beyond Preferred 

Options Consultation D ocument (to w hich B loor Homes m ade r epresentations d ated 

September 2016) included policy LP1 Housing Supply. This policy made provision for 

housing supply requirements at both 550 dwellings per year and 600 dwellings per year.  

 

3.12 The wording of the policy itself confirmed that 550 dwellings per year would show a 

shortfall of 19 dwellings. Whilst this shortfall may only be small, it further demonstrates 

that reliance upon an OAHN figure of 550 dwellings per year is clearly unsound. The 

presence of s uch a  shortfall is a t odds w ith t he ce ntral t heme of t he NPPF w hich is t o 

boost significantly the supply of new homes. 
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3.13 The OAHN Study report Update by P eter Brett Associates November 2016 notes i n 

paragraph 8 .34 that the OAHN “should be used w ith great caution, because t he size o f 

the Unattributed Population Change (UPC) made all demographic analysis potentially 

subject to large error”.  

 

3.14 The recommendation by Peter Brett Associates that the OAHN should be used with ‘great 

caution’ must also be considered within its proper context. 

 

3.15 Clearly Peter Brett were not warning of the risk of an over-supply of housing, as this is a 

desirable o utcome w here i t can be a chieved. It i s patently o bvious, however, that 

Peter  Brett were warning that by relying on an OAHN subject to uncertainty in relation 

to UPC, a potential undersupply, with all its resultant complications, could easily accrue. 

 

3.16 The supporting text to policy SP2 in paragraph 1.47 confirms that the calculation of the 

housing need in Tendring is complicated b y u ncertainty a rising f rom UPC. The C ouncil 

however continue to proceed with the OAHN figure of 550 dwellings per annum despite 

the clear warning that they themselves acknowledge in the draft policy. 

 

3.17 By reducing the OAHN and the justification through the UPC, the Council are effectively 

basing f uture needs on past housing delivery rather t han r elying upon t he p rofessional 

advice that it has received. This is likely to result in a continued undersupply of housing, 

and cannot be considered sound in line with the guidance of the NPPF.  

 

3.18 We remain of the opinion that the historical use of 550 dwellings per year is clearly 

unsound and is not positively prepared. It is our assessment that the Council should 

continue to use the 675 per annum figure plus an appropriate uplift. 

 

3.19 With regard to our own calculations of the OAHN, we reserve the right to provide evidence 

to the future examination to provide an up-to-date calculation at the time of the relevant 

matter hearing. 
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4.0 POLICY SP8 T ENDRING/COLCHESTER B ORDERS G ARDEN 

COMMUNITY 

 

4.1 The policy set out a t paragraph 1.109 o f the document identifies the broad location for 

development of a new garden community on the Tendring/Colchester border. This garden 

community is intended to provide 2,500 dwellings within the plan period, of which 1,250 

would contribute towards housing numbers within Tending District up to 2033. 

 

4.2 However t here are a lot o f unknowns m oving f orward w ith this project, and t hese 

uncertainties combined with t he normal lead in t imes for such projects raise significant 

levels of uncertainty as to whether the numbers can be delivered within the allotted 

timescale.  

 

4.3 The first concern relates to the location. The policy itself confirms that only a broad 

location is provided at this time, with the requirement to provide a Strategic Growth 

Development P lan Document. It i s noted t hat “ strategic a reas” have been identified for 

both the Colchester/Braintree Borders Garden Community and the West of Braintree 

Garden Community. T his s uggests a n obvious delay until the strategic area is actually 

identified and assessed. 

 

4.4 There is also an inconsistency between the Garden Community location map on page 255 

of the Publication Draft, and the supporting Policies Map 1 West Tendring, which do not 

correlate in terms of the location of the Garden Community. It is a lso assumed that the 

key on the latter is also incorrect with regard the broad area of the Garden Community. 

 

4.5 Despite the precise location at the new settlement being unknown, what is known is that 

significant i nfrastructure w ould be  r equired t o br ing forward t he de velopment. The 

Tendring District Council Vision (within Part 2 of the Local Plan) notes “with major 

investment in rapid transit services to the town centre, pedestrian and cycle connections 

and a new l ink road between the A120 and A133, the management of traffic congestion 

will have improved”. 

 

4.6 The V ision t herefore p rovides a  gu ide a s t o t he level o f i nfrastructure r equired. A  l ink 

road between the two A -roads w ill r equire l arge j unctions o n bo th A -roads. The V ision 

also highlights the need for “major” i nvestment in t ransport in order to ensure the site 

becomes sustainable. The sources of this major investment are not outlined, nor are the 

delivery instruments. We do not accept the stated timeframe for providing this 

infrastructure, which will likely be needed prior to dwellings being occupied. 
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4.7 We have concerns regarding the context of the location of the Garden Community, 

particularly with its relationship with the east of Colchester. To the eastern side of 

Colchester is a ridge, with land rising eastwards. This has effectively dictated the ability 

for Colchester to expand in this direction given this ridge, Salary Brook and its associated 

flood zone 3 land, and the Salary Brook Local Nature Reserve.  

 

4.8 Land to the top of this ridge is likely to be highly sensitive in landscape terms given the 

longer views towards the plateau. The associated Colchester area includes an area of land 

along the r idge as part of the “broad area of search”. Given the views, the built form in 

this location is likely to appear somewhat overbearing to the adjacent lower lying areas. 

A full landscape assessment would be required to ensure the least harmful impact in this 

sensitive location, but a significant impact is likely. 

 

4.9 The Garden Community area w ithin Colchester Borough a lso includes t he Local W ildlife 

Site of Home Wood. Again, development in this location is an unlikely probability due to 

the significant potential impact upon this area. 

 

4.10 There a re also seven li sted b uildings w ithin t he b road a rea s earch f or t he Garden 

Community (as noted on Policies Map 1 West Tendring Map). These include Allen’s 

Farmhouse (Elmstead), Ivy Cottage (Ardleigh), and Lamberts (Ardleigh); all of which are 

grade II listed. There are a further our listed buildings within the site at the northwest of 

Churn W ood. T hese a re t he Cartlodge, Cow Byre and Hayloft, Stable, a nd Barn a t H ill 

Farm, all of which are grade II listed. The location of these listed buildings highlights the 

heritage sensitivities around Churn Wood, and the associated difficulties of development 

in this vicinity. 

 

4.11 We therefore question the western edge of the broad search area, including the land that 

falls within Colchester Borough, given its potential landscape impacts, as well as the 

relationship with Home Wood, Churn Wood, and the listed buildings at Home Farm. It is 

noted that a country park is proposed around Salary Brook and Churn Wood. As a result, 

it is envisaged that the built area would need to be moved further eastwards, where the 

Garden Community would distance itself further from Colchester.  

 

4.12 Within t he Tendring District, t he site a lso i ncludes a  Protected Lane, t hat being Turnip 

Lodge Lane. This Lane is very narrow, and with established hedgerows along the majority 

of its length. It is a very quaint and characterful area, with a strong rural character, yet 

it is set to be subsumed and located close to the centre of the new Garden Community. 
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4.13 A large portion of the Garden Community site is also within Nitrate Vulnerable Zones, 

those identified as zone S436 Salary Brook and zone G78 Sandlings and Chelmsford. The 

former relates to surface water, whilst the latter relates to groundwater. Again, significant 

drainage works would be needed to assess any impacts to this land. 

 

4.14 In summary, a s described above, t he site has numerous constraints that will a ffect the 

potential to develop across its entirety and which also indicate considerable uncertainty 

in terms of the timescale for delivery. 

 

4.15 We therefore question the potential delivery rates that the Garden Community would 

provide, and the factors discussed above contribute to concerns regarding when dwellings 

will be delivered and whether the ambitious target for significant delivery within 2023/24 

to 2027/8 can be met. 

 

4.16 Given that the strategic location of the Garden Community has yet to be established, it is 

likely that infrastructure design and specification, as well as ’sign off’ and implementation, 

will take some considerable period of years.  Finalisation of land agreements and purchase 

will add to pre-development timelines. 

 
4.17 The production of the necessary DPD and preparation of the subsequent application are 

lengthy processes, especially given the requirement for an Environmental Statement. The 

DPD is unlikely to be progressed to a later stage until the Tendring Local Plan is adopted. 

It and the future application(s) w ill require significant survey work, and the application 

will need to be submitted to both Colchester Borough and Tendring District Councils. The 

latter point adds further complexities to the determination of the scheme. 

 

4.18 Table LP2 of Part 2 of the consultation document confirms that the site would deliver 500 

dwellings b etween 2023/4 a nd 2027/8. E ven assuming a  high d elivery rate o f 100 

dwellings per year (note this is the Tendring provision only and doesn’t include a further 

100 for t he Colchester numbers), t his would mean the first dwellings would need t o be 

completed by 2023/4. Given the a forementioned works that need to take p lace p rior to 

any development, achieving this trajectory within the next 6 years would appear very 

ambitious and overly optimistic.  

 

4.19 When compared t o t he other s trategic d raft a llocations, t he d elivery r ates a lso a ppear 

inconsistent w ith other draft a llocations. For e xample, Oakwood Park and Rouses Farm 

allocations are all proposed to provide 600 dwellings in the plan period. These are urban 

extensions rather than a freestanding new settlement in the form of a new Garden 
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Community. Whilst the difference in size is noted, these smaller sites require by their very 

nature proportionally less up front infrastructure to commence development.  

 

4.20 We a re t herefore v ery c oncerned r egarding t he l evel of certainty t hat t he Garden 

Community can p rovide the 1 ,250 dwellings for Tendring w ithin t he p lan period (whilst 

also providing a further 1,250 dwellings for Colchester Borough Council). It is also highly 

assumptive that a phased implementation will g ive equal contributions of new dwellings 

to both authorities. As such, we do not believe that the plan is sound by reason that it is 

not effective or positively planned and that the housing trajectory is not deliverable over 

the plan period. 

 

4.21 We remain concerned that the Council’s reliance upon larger strategic sites has come at 

the expense of sustainable sites that could be delivered in the short or medium term. It 

is therefore c onsidered t he Council will r equire s uch smaller s ites i n o rder to meet t he 

OAHN. S uch new s ites s hould be l ocated w ithin the most sustainable l ocations s uch a s 

Clacton-on-Sea which is top of the settlement hierarchy (as confirmed in Policy SPL 1 in 

Part 2 of the draft Plan). 

 

4.22 The Rush Green Road, Clacton, site was previously considered worthy of allocation within 

the 2012 a nd 2014 L ocal P lans, a nd t herefore should a gain be considered a ppropriate 

given t he uncertainties elsewhere. Where the s ite has been de-selected in a  context of 

reducing t he OAHN, t hen i ts merit must, logically, be re-assessed i n delivering housing 

numbers. The tests applicable to the assessment of the Local Plan differ to those invoked 

for the purpose of a Section 78 Inquiry. Completion could take place within 5 years and 

therefore w ell w ithin t he pl an period gi ven t he l imited i nfrastructure r equirements. 

Clacton i s an ideal l ocation g iven i ts services and facilities, and i t would a lso assist the 

Councils Vision that within the plan period, “Clacton-on-Sea will have established itself as 

the place everyone wants to live”. 

 
4.23 These site-specific representations are expanded further in our responses to Part 2 of the 

Tendring District Local Plan. 
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GUIDANCE NOTES 
& RESPONSE FORM 
to accompany the Publication Draft Local Plan (2017) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Please read these guidance notes before completing the response form 
 

Introduction 
Braintree District Council, Tendring District 
Council and Colchester Borough Council, have 
each published their own Publication Draft Local 
Plan for consultation. Section 1 is common to 
each plan. This response form can be used to 
respond to any part of the 3 Plans. It is important 
to specify which. 

The 3 Plans have been published in order for 
representations to be made prior to submission 
of the documents to the Planning Inspectorate 
for examination. All representations will be 
examined by a Planning Inspector. The purpose 
of the examination is to consider whether the Plan 
complies with the legal requirements, the duty to 
co-operate and is sound. 

Each Local Plan has two parts: 

Publication Draft Local Plan Section 1 - A set 
of strategic policies constructed in partnership 
between the three authorities and Essex 

County Council. This means that the Section 1 
policies are intended to apply across all three 
Local Authorities. These policies include those 
relating to Garden Communities, housing supply, 
employment, shopping and the environment. 
You can send your response to any one of the 
authorities as all responses to Section 1 will be 
collated. Only 1 response to the 3 authorities is 
required. 

Publication Draft Local Plan Section 2 - relates 
to the specific district, contains more detailed 
policies and is used to determine planning 
applications. If you wish to comment on the 
Tendring Publication Draft Local Plan Section 
2 you should send your comments to Tendring 
District Council. 

If you would like assistance in completing your 
representation or have any other questions 
about the Publication Draft Local Plan please 
contact the Planning Policy Team by email 
planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk or by phone 
on 01255686177 and ask for Planning Policy. 

 
 
 

    

mailto:planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk


Part A - Personal Details 
Please note that it is not possible for 
representations to be considered anonymously. 
Representations will be published on the 
Council’s websites and included as part of the 
Publication Draft Local Plan submissions to 
the Inspector. Address and contact details will 
removed from published responses. (Village/town 
shown). 

The Council reserves the right not to publish or 
take into account any representations which it 
considers offensive or defamatory. 

Please supply an email address if you have one 
as it will allow us to contact you electronically. 
Everyone who submits a representation will be 
added to the relevant consultation database (if 
not already included) so that we can keep you 
up to date with the plan. If you do not wish to be 
contacted in this way please state this clearly on 
the form. 

If an agent or consultant has been engaged to act 
on your behalf please fill in both sets of details in 
full. Correspondence will be sent to the agent. If 
you are a landowner with an agent acting on your 
behalf, please ensure that your agent knows the 
site name and reference number which your site 
has been given. 

 
Part B - Representation 
Please specify which section of the Publication 
Draft Local Plan your comments relate to, by 
choosing one of the following; 

Section 1 A response to this section will be 
reported to all 3 authorities. 

Legal Compliance and Duty 
to Co-operate 
If commenting on how the Publication Draft 
Local Plan has been prepared, it is likely that 
your comments will relate to a matter of legal 
compliance. 

The Inspector will check that the Plan meets the 
legal requirements 

You should consider the following before making 
a representation on legal compliance: 

• The Plan should be included in the current 
Local Development Scheme (LDS) and the 
key stages should have been followed. 

• The process of community involvement 
for the Plan in question should be in general 
accordance with the Statement of 
Community Involvement (SCI). 

• The Plan should comply with the Town 
and County Planning (Local Planning) 
(England) Regulations 2012 (the Regulations). 
On publication, the LPA must publish the 
documents prescribed in the Regulations; 
making them available on its website and at 
its principal offices. It must also notify the 
Local Plan bodies (as set out in the 
Regulations) and any persons who have 
requested to be notified. 

• The LPA must provide a Sustainability 
Appraisal Report. This should identify 
the process by which it has been carried out, 
baseline information used to inform the 
process and the outcomes of that  process. 

• LPAs will be expected to provide evidence of 
how they have complied with the Duty  to 

Section 2 Colchester 
Section 2 Tendring 
Section 2 Braintree 

These plans are 
specific to each 
authority. 

Co-operate. 

• Non-compliance with the duty to cooperate 
cannot be rectified after the Plan’s

Which part of the plan are you responding to 
(please use one form per submission): 

Paragraph:  for a representation on wording or 
paragraph content 

Policy: for a representation on the wording 
or inclusion or omission of a policy 

Other: for example a map inset number, 
site reference or the wording or 
content of tables or  appendices 

submission. Therefore the Inspector has no 
power to recommend modifications in this 
regard. Where the duty has not been 
complied with, the Inspector has no choice 
but to recommend non-adoption of the  Plan. 

} 



Soundness 
Soundness is explained in National Planning 
Policy Framework (NPPF) paragraph 182. The 
Inspector has to be satisfied that the Plan is 
positively prepared, justified, effective and 
consistent with national policy. 

More details and further guidance on what is 
meant by the term ‘soundness’ can be found 
below and at; www.planningportal.gov.uk 

Positively prepared 
This means that 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 reasonable alternatives, 
based on a proportionate, robust and credible 
evidence base. 

Effective 
The Plan should be deliverable over its period and 
based on effective joint working on cross- 
boundary strategic priorities, sound infrastructure 
delivery planning and no regulatory or national 
planning barriers. It should be flexible to changing 
circumstances 

Consistent with national policy 
The Plan should be consistent with national 
policy. Departure must be clearly justified. 

If you think the content of the Plan is not sound 
because it does not include a policy where it 
should do, you should go through the following 
steps before making representations: 

• Is the issue with which you are concerned 
already covered specifically by national 
planning policy? If so it does not need to be 
included? 

• Is what you are concerned with covered by 
any other policies in the Plan on which you 
are seeking to make representations or in any 
other Plan? 

• If the policy is not covered, how is the Plan 
unsound without the policy? 

• If the Plan is unsound without the policy, what 
should the policy say? 

Using the spaces provided please give details of 
why you think the Publication Draft Local Plan is 
not ‘sound having regard to the legal compliance, 
duty to cooperate and the four  requirements 
set out above. You should try to support your 
representation by evidence showing why the Plan 
should be modified. If your representation is 
over 100 words please include a summary of 
its main points in the box provided. 

It will be helpful if you also say precisely 
how you think the Plan should be modified. 
Representations should cover succinctly all 
information, evidence and supporting information 
necessary to support/justify the representation 
and suggested modification, as there will not 
normally be a further opportunity to make 
submissions based on the original representation 
made at publication. 

Where there are groups who share a common 
view on how they wish to see a Plan modified, 
it would be very helpful for that group to send 
a single representation which represents the 
view. In such cases the group should indicate 
how many people it is representing and how 
the representation has been authorised. 

All the formal representations received during this 
stage will be submitted to and considered by the 
appointed independent Planning Inspector at the 
public examination on the Plan. The process is 
likely to include public hearings. The Inspector 
will determine the most appropriate procedure to 
adopt to hear those who choose to participate at 
this stage. If you would like to appear and speak 
at the hearings, please state this and explain 
in the space provided why you consider it is 
necessary that you participate. 

Representations can be sent: 

• Via the Council’s online consultation portal: 
http://tendring-
consult.objective.co.uk/portal  

• Via a representation form which can 
be downloaded from the website and 
returned via email to 
planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.
uk 

• or by post to: 
Planning Policy, 
Tendring District Council 
Thorpe Road 
Weeley 
Essex 
CO16 9AJ 

http://www.planningportal.gov.uk/
http://tendring-consult.objective.co.uk/portal
http://tendring-consult.objective.co.uk/portal
mailto:planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk
mailto:planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk


   
 

 

For internal Use only ID: 
 

Rep No: 
 

     

 

 

Responses are encouraged via the council’s online consultation system available on the website, 
see http://tendring-consult.objective.co.uk/portal  However, this form can be returned electronically 
to planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk or in hard copy if necessary to: 

Planning Policy, Tendring District Council, Thorpe Road, Weeley, Essex, CO16 9AJ 
The consultation runs from 9am Friday, 16th June to 5pm on Friday, 28th July 2017 

This form has two parts: 
Part A - Personal Details and Part B - Your comments 

 
 

  PART A  
 

1. Personal Details 

Title 

First Name 

Last Name 

Organisation 
(Where relevant) 

 
Address Line 1 

 
Address Line 2 

 
Address Line 3 

Post Code 

E-mail Address 
 

Telephone 
Number 

2. Agent’s Details (if applicable) 

Title 
 

First Name 

Last Name 

Organisation 

Address Line 1 

Address Line 2 
 

Address Line 3 

Post Code 

E-mail Address 
 

Telephone 
Number 

 
 

 

http://tendring-consult.objective.co.uk/portal
mailto:planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk


  PART B  

REPRESENTATION FORM 
Please Note: If your representation relates to Section One of the North Essex Strategic Plan / Garden 
Communities you only need to respond to one of the Local Authorities. All representations received by 
Braintree, Colchester and Tendring relating to Section One of the Plan(s) will be submitted together. 

You do not need to return this form if you have completed a response using any of the Council’s online 
systems for this consultation. Duplicates will not be  considered 

Please specify which section of the Publication Draft Local Plan your comments relate to by 
choosing one of the following: 

Section 1 Section 2 Colchester Section 2 Tendring Section 2 Braintree 

Which part of the section are you responding to? 
e.g. Paragraph/Policy/Map/Other 

 
Do you consider the Local Plan is Legally compliant? 

Yes No 
 
Does it comply with the Duty to Co-operate? 

Yes No 
 
Do you consider the Local Plan is Sound? 

Yes No 
 
If you do not consider the Local Plan is sound, please specify on what grounds: 

Positively prepared Justified Effective Consistent with National Policy 
 
Enter your full representation here: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Continue onto next page 



 
 

If your representation is more than 100 words, please provide a brief summary here: 



Please specify the changes needed to be made to make the Plan sound / legally compliant 
 

 
Do you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination? 

Yes No 
 

If Yes - you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you 
consider this to be necessary 

Please note the inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear 
those who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination. 

 
Did you raise the matter that is the subject of your representation with the LPA earlier 
in the process of the preparation of the Local Plan 

Yes No 
 

If yes which stage 
Issues and Options Preferred Options 

 
Do you wish to be notified? 

When the document is submitted for independent examination? 

When the Inspectors Report is published? 

When document is adopted? 
 

Braintree & Tendring: Return by 5pm 28th July 2017 
(responses to section 2 Braintree and Tendring will not be accepted after this date. After 

this date responses to Section 1 should be sent to Colchester Borough Council) 

Colchester: Return by 5pm 11th August 2017 



Environment Agency 
Iceni House, Cobham Road, Ipswich, Suffolk, IP3 9JD. 
Customer services line: 03708 506 506 
www.gov.uk/environment-agency 
Cont/d.. 

 
creating a better place 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Tendring District Council 
Planning Department 
Thorpe Road 
Weeley 
Clacton-on-Sea 
CO16 9AJ 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Our ref: AE/2006/000294/CS-
10/SB1-L01 
Your ref:  
 
Date:  28 July 2017 
 
 

 
Dear Sir/Madam 
 
Tendring District Local Plan – Publication Draft Final Consultation 
 
Section 1 of the Tendring Local Plan Pre-submission 
 
The comments relating to Section 1 largely mirror the comments we have already made 
in our response to Section 1 of the Braintree Local Plan. 
 
Vision for North Essex 
We are supportive of the thrust of the Vision. We are encouraged by the Vision 
advocating that Green and blue infrastructure, among other things, will be planned and 
provided along with other facilities to support the development of substantial new 
growth.  
 
Objective 4  
We are happy with the inclusion of references to ensuring that flood defence 
infrastructure and foul sewage infrastructure are considered by developers of future 
developments. 
 
Objective 9 
The words are good, but we currently have a problem with the Strategic Flood Risk 
Assessment’s methodology for assessing the zonal extents of flood risk areas as a 
consequence of climate change as a means to support this objective. 
 
Policy SP 1 Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development 
We are supportive of the thrust of this policy.  
 
Policy SP 2 Spatial Strategy for North Essex 
We are supportive of the thrust of this policy and that the three Garden Communities will 
be planned and developed drawing on Garden City principles, with necessary 
infrastructure and facilities provided and a high quality of place-making and urban 

http://www.gov.uk/environment-agency
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design. There may be merit in reinforcing the desire to follow Garden City principles by 
making reference to the principles reflecting the Garden City principles espoused by the 
Town and Country Planning Association. See for instance ‘The Art of Building a Garden 
city: Designing New Communities for the 21st Century’. 
 
Policy SPL3 Sustainable Design 
We are pleased to see references to the integration of sustainable drainage and 
aspirations for the reduction of flood risk included within the practical requirements 
section of this policy 
 
Policy SP5 Infrastructure and Connectivity 
Whilst we acknowledge that this policy currently focuses principally on transport and 
broadband, we would highlight that there is no similar overarching policy that addresses 
other ‘environmental’ infrastructure requirements. For example, there is no reference to 
the need to provide further waste water or flood risk infrastructure to help accommodate 
the proposed growth. We suggest that the need for similar overarching policy 
references are considered. This is particularly the case given that the sustainability, in 
particular, of low lying coastal communities, will be ever more dependent on 
replacement and/or enlarged flood defence infrastructure to address sea level rises as a 
consequence of climate change over a development’s lifetime and that Tendring District 
Council or developers will need to help with Partnership funding to secure new flood 
defence infrastructure. 
 
Policy SP 6 Place Shaping Principles 
We are supportive of the thrust of this policy, in particular we are pleased to see that all 
new development should reflect place shaping principles that will, among other things: 
 

 Provide an integrated network of multi-functional public open space and green 
and blue infrastructure that connects with existing green infrastructure where 
possible; 

 Include measures to promote environmental sustainability including addressing 
energy and water efficiency, and provision of appropriate wastewater and flood 
mitigation measures. 

 
The supporting text makes reference to the ecological benefits of open space in 
paragraph 1.88, but there is no reference to the benefits of open space to sustainable 
drainage. It is noted though that the policy makes reference to “multifunctional” open 
space and identifies the provision of flood mitigation and wastewater measures as a 
principle requirement in place shaping. 
 
We recommend that point 11 should include a reference to the promotion of sustainable 
drainage systems along the following lines:  
 
‘Include measures to promote environmental sustainability including addressing energy 
and water efficiency, and provision of appropriate wastewater and flood mitigation 
measures, including use of open space for sustainable drainage systems’. 
 
Policy SP 7 Development & Delivery of New Garden Communities in North Essex 
We are supportive of this overarching policy. It is encouraging to see in relation to 
development and delivery, the Council’s intention under part xi of Policy SP 7 to secure, 
among other matters, water efficiency with the aim of being water neutral in areas of 
serious water stress. We do however consider that the supporting text in chapter 8 
should provide further elaboration or perhaps more ambitious wording in relation to 
compliance with the optional Building Regulation water efficiency standard of 110 litres 
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per occupier per day. Similar water efficiency measures should be adopted for non-
residential development.  
 

Furthermore, given the work done on the Integrated Water Management Strategy, it 
would be useful to explain, briefly, what water neutral actually means and how it can be 
met in terms of various techniques.  
 
Paragraph 154 in the National Planning Policy Framework advises that Local Plans 
should be aspirational. With this in mind, we recommend that short supporting text 
should be inserted under Chapter 8 as a replacement for the existing paragraph 8.7 
along the following lines: 
 

8.7 Water efficiency – in order to promote water efficiency in new residential 
developments in the Garden Communities, the optional Building Regulation water 
efficiency standard of 110 litres per occupier per day will be applied. Non-residential 
development should adopt BREEAM or similar standard for the application of water 
efficiency components and water recycling. 
 
The existing paragraphs from 8.7 onwards should be re-numbered such that the current 
wording in paragraph 8.7 becomes 8.8 et seq. 
 

The Local Plan does not arguably follow a strategy that is justified. To a large extent, 
given the Garden Communities are located in a water stressed area, we consider that 
the most appropriate strategy is for the optional Building Regulation water efficiency to 
be sought in new residential developments. Although we do not consider that the issue 
is significant enough to tip it into a soundness matter, we do consider that the Local 
Plan should show greater ambition. 
 
Policy SP 8 Tendring/Colchester Borders Garden Community 
We are largely supportive of the thrust of this Policy and its various components. 
However, we consider that it is important item 17 under sub-heading F. Other 
Requirements – this is concerned with an upgrade to Colchester Waste Water 
incorporates – includes a reference to the expected timetable/programme included 
under Table 13.1 in the Braintree Infrastructure Delivery Plan (BIDP). As matters stand 
there is, on the face of things, no reference to any requirement for essential waste water 
infrastructure to be delivered ahead of residential development. Delivery of 
infrastructure is an important component of the master planning process for the Garden 
Community.  
 
Item 17 should be re-worded along the following lines: 
 
‘Provision of improvements, ahead of development, to waste water treatment including 
an upgrade to the Colchester Waste Water Treatment Plan in accordance with the 
programme set out in the Braintree Infrastructure Delivery Plan and off-site drainage 
improvements’. 
 
The purpose here is to set out a clear signposting of infrastructure delivery requirements 
as evaluated under the BIDP. It should be noted that the priority for this infrastructure is 
described as ‘critical’ under Table 13.1 which is presumably a reflection of its 
importance. 
 
Policy SP 9 Colchester/Braintree Boarders Garden Community. 
We are largely supportive of the thrust of this Policy and its various components. 
However, as above we consider that it is important item 18 under sub-heading F. Other 
Requirements – this is concerned with an upgrade to Colchester Waste Water 
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incorporates – includes a reference to the expected timetable/programme included 
under Table 13.1 in the BIDP. As matters stand there is, on the face of things, no 
reference to any requirement for essential waste water infrastructure to be delivered 
ahead of residential development. Delivery of infrastructure is an important component 
of the master planning process for the Garden Community.  
 
Item 18 should be re-worded along the following lines: 
 
‘Provision of improvements, ahead of development, to waste water treatment including 
an upgrade to the Colchester Waste Water Treatment Plan in accordance with the 
programme set out in the Braintree Infrastructure Delivery Plan and off-site drainage 
improvements’. 
 
The purpose here is to set out a clear signposting of infrastructure delivery requirements 
as evaluated under the BIDP. It should be noted that the priority for this infrastructure 
type is described as ‘critical’ under Table 13.1, which is presumably a reflection of its 
importance. 
 
Policy SP 10 West of Braintree Garden Community 
We are largely supportive of the thrust of this Policy and its various components. With 
regard to item 17 under sub-heading F. Other Requirements, we note there is a 
reference to provision of improvements to waste water treatments. As with Policies SP 9 
and SP 10, there is, on the face of things, no reference to any requirement for essential 
waste water infrastructure to be delivered ahead of residential development. Delivery of 
infrastructure is an important component of the master planning process for the Garden 
Community.  
 
Item 17 should be re-worded along the following lines: 
 
‘Provision of improvements, ahead of development, to waste water treatment including 
an upgrade to the Colchester Waste Water Treatment Plan in accordance with the 
programme set out in the Braintree Infrastructure Delivery Plan and off-site drainage 
improvements’. 
 
The purpose here is to set out a clear signposting of infrastructure delivery requirements 
as evaluated under the BIDP. It should be noted that the priority for this infrastructure 
type is described as ‘critical’ under Table 13.1, which is presumably a reflection of its 
importance. 
 
We have been working with AECOM and Anglian Water on the preparation of an 
Integrated Water Management Strategy (IWMS) for the Garden Communities. We 
understand a draft IWMS stage 2 report is expected to be made available to us and 
Anglian Water in August 2017.  
 
The executive summary of the Stage 1 Report highlighted that the scale and location of 
development across the Garden Communities poses significant challenges around 
provision of water supply, wastewater services and management of flood risk. It goes on 
to add that the full potential quantum of growth that the garden communities could 
deliver does not have identified solutions for the treatment of wastewater, provision of 
water supply and assessment of impact and compliance with water based 
environmental legislation.  
 
The purpose of the strategy is to identify solutions which we consider should as a matter 
of course be sustainable. We understand the IWMS Stage 2 will develop a range of 
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delivery option strategies for each garden community based on a series of potential 
wastewater, water supply, and surface water and flood risk measures. Our expectation 
is that work on the IWMS Stage 2 will be completed and agreed sufficiently in advance 
of the submission of the respective local plans to the Planning Inspectorate for the 
examination in public. Ideally the IWMS Stage 2, and where considered necessary, an 
IWMS Stage 3 will provide the necessary evidence to support the development of the 
respective garden communities without impacting on the environment. 
 
We understand the Tendring Infrastructure Delivery Plan has already been published 
and whilst it does show a programme for water infrastructure, this appears to have been 
based on the water cycle studies carried out at the individual local planning authority 
level. Given this, it might be preferable for a standalone detailed IWMS delivery plan for 
the preferred strategy for the Garden Communities to be provided for evidence 
purposes in support of the water infrastructure requirements for Section 1 of the Local 
Plan. 
 
Section 2 of the Tendring Local Plan Pre-submission 
 
Vision 
We are largely supportive of the thrust of the Vision. Because of Tendring’s coastal 
aspects which are, to a degree, at the forefront of climate change (rising sea level, 
eroding shoreline), we would recommend that the Vision should make include a 
reference to adapting and mitigating against climate change through positive measures. 
Although there is already a reference under Rural Heartland to climate change and 
therefore recognition by the Council of this fundamental environmental issue, we 
consider the overarching Vision should also address the issue. The following wording 
should be added: 
 
Tendring District’s coastal area places economic, social and environmental 
considerations at the forefront of climate change and therefore there will be a need to 
place adaptation and mitigation against climate change at the centre of sustainable 
development. 
 
Policy SPL 3 SUSTAINABLE DESIGN 
We are supportive of the thrust of this policy. We particularly welcome under Part B: 
Practical Requirements, item d, which is concerned with minimising greenhouse gases 
and impact on climate change and item f which is concerned with reducing flood risk 
and integrating sustainable drainage.  
 
Policy HP3 Green Infrastructure 
We are pleased to see references to the functional benefits of green infrastructure for 
the purposes of flood mitigation. 
 
Policy LP9 Traveller sites 
We support the inclusion of point a) within this policy. With regards to flood risk, 
caravans, mobile homes and park homes intended for permanent residential use are 
considered to be ‘highly vulnerable’ land uses by table 2 of the Planning Practice 
Guidance document which supports the NPPF. Table 3 of this document advises this 
type of development is inappropriate in Flood Zone 3 and should therefore not be 
permitted. This is reinforced in paragraph 11 g) in Planning policy for traveller sites 
which should be read in conjunction with the NPPF. 
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It may well be appropriate to include a reference, possibly under the supporting text, to 
drainage aspects for sites, which are often rural in nature. This could be along the 
following lines: 
 

‘The provision for foul water drainage should be that the first presumption is to provide a 
system of foul drainage discharging into a public sewer for treatment at a public sewage 
treatment works. A private means of foul effluent disposal is only acceptable when foul 
mains drainage is not feasible (in terms of cost and/or practicality). An environmental 
permit may, depending on flow quantities and any adjacent sensitive area, be required 
from the Environment Agency.’ 
 
Policy PP10 Camping and Touring Caravan Sites 
This Policy states that ‘if the necessary tests are met in regard to any known flood risk, 
the Council will support proposals for..’  However, we note that there is little in planning 
policy that is prescriptive of season of operation for camping and touring caravan sites, 
but reference to sites proposed in recognised flood risk areas having to have availability 
of advance flood warning services in their locality and to have flood evacuation and 
response plans would have been useful additions to this policy. 
 
This policy does not have any detail about what may/may not be acceptable from a 
flood risk point of view. Land used for camping is particular vulnerable to flood risk, so 
this would be a useful opportunity for the council to highlight the risk and set out how 
future applications will take account of it. The final paragraph does not hint at what 
season the potential occupancy may be limited to. 
 
The previous local plan (adopted December 2007) contained a policy relating to 
caravan and camping sites which included the following: 
 
“The occupation of all types of holiday units, including chalets and caravans, will not be 
permitted between 14 January and 1 March in any year. Occupancy may be further 
restricted to the period 1 March to 31 October where the site: 
i. lacks the necessary and appropriate infrastructure and services for longer 

occupation; or 
ii. is located in an area of flood risk, or adjacent to a site designated for reasons of 

nature conservation.” 
 

This level of detail is not provided within this pre-submission document. Policy PP10 
does reference the council imposing holiday occupancy conditions but it is not specific 
on when and it is not with regards to flood risk. A generic mention of flood risk is 
included but is fairly ambiguous (“…if the necessary tests are met in regard to any 
known flood risk…”). 
 
The NPPF Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) classifies ‘sites used for holiday or short-
let caravans and camping’ as ‘more vulnerable’ and potentially appropriate development 
in Flood Zones 2 and 3a if the Sequential and Exception Tests are passed. The PPG 
also specifies that this type of development must be subject to an appropriate flood 
warning and evacuation plan. However the PPG classifies ‘caravans, mobile homes and 
park homes intended for permanent residential use’ as ‘highly vulnerable’ and considers 
them to be an in-appropriate land use within flood zone 3a and 3b.  
 
The Local Plan presents an opportunity for the Council to present a clear position on 
how this type of development should be considered in areas at risk of flooding. You 
should consider, in terms of the Test of Soundness covering consistency with national 
policy, whether the current text is sufficient in this respect, and whether further detail is 
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required? For example what is the council’s position on caravan parks showing a 
progression to all year round habitation? How should sites in locations at risk of flooding 
be managed? What level of flood risk might be considered acceptable on a caravan 
site? Will you require the site to be evacuated on receipt of a flood warning? 
 
Paragraph 6.7.5 
We strongly support the Council on the need for robust use of planning conditions and 
legal agreements to ensure that holiday accommodation is not displaced by permanent 
residential use, with our focus being on those sites in the high risk (flood zone 3) where 
park homes and static caravans for permanent residential use are deemed to be 
“inappropriate” land uses on the basis of their vulnerability to the impacts of flooding. 
 
Policy PP11 Holiday Parks 
Please see the comments we have made to Policy PP10 which also apply to this Policy.  
 
We are pleased to note that the supporting text references the need to restrict 
occupancy in winter months where a site is at risk of flooding, though it is disappointing 
that it is not specifically reaffirmed in the policy wording. However, we do support the 
recognition that holiday parks should not become home to permanent residential 
accommodation due in part to the possible flood risk implications.  
 
Policy PP 14 Priority Areas for Regeneration 
Our earlier letter dated 8 September 2017 written in response to the Local Plan 
Preferred Options consultation provided comments on certain Priority Areas. As matters 
stand, our comments on the application of the Sequential Test remain outstanding. 
Therefore, pending the finalisation of the updated Tendring Strategic Flood Risk 
Assessment and Sequential Test assessment report, our comments are repeated 
below.  
 
Brooklands, Grasslands and ‘The Village’ areas of Jaywick 
 
These areas include Flood Zone 3 extents, so any redevelopment (in common with any 
allocated development within Flood Zone 2 or 3) will need to pass the Sequential and 
Exception Tests as appropriate. We’ve not seen any evidence that the council have 
applied these Tests to the emerging plan. This evidence will need to support the 
submission version of the Plan. If this is not provided we will need to raise it as a 
soundness issue.  
 
We would also take this opportunity to highlight that regeneration of this area is likely to 
reduce the deprivation index. This will have the consequential effect of reducing the 
proportion of future flood defence infrastructure funding (when measured against the 
current day baseline), that central government can provide through Flood Defence 
Grant-in Aid.  
 
Furthermore, any plot level rebuilds may be considered as new developments. ‘New’ 
development in flood risk areas (post 2012) cannot be taken into account when the 
benefits of new flood defences for an area are calculated. This could mean that the bulk 
of funding for any new flood defence infrastructure would have to be met by local and 
partnership funding sources. Dependence on frontline flood defences and the 
affordability of that infrastructure (which will be required to be upgraded in due course), 
is a key issue for long-term sustainability of this community. The long-term infrastructure 
costs, affordability, sustainability and the lesser proportion of central government 
funding towards replacement  flood defence infrastructure through Flood Defence 
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Grant-in Aid should be carefully weighed up when considering short-term improvements 
to reduce the scale of deprivation through re-build initiatives.   
 
Harwich Old Town 
 
The Old Town all lies within Flood Zone 3 so any redevelopment will need to pass the 
Sequential and Exception Tests as appropriate. As above, we have not seen any 
evidence that the Council have applied these Tests to the emerging plan. This evidence 
will need to support the submission version of the Plan.  
 
Walton-on-the Naze 
 
The area for regeneration appears to lies mainly in Flood Zone 1, though there is a 
small area of the site to the south that is Flood Zone 2 and 3. A sequential approach to 
redevelopment of this area should therefore be taken, with the most vulnerable aspects 
of the proposal being located in the areas of Flood Zone 1. As mentioned above, the 
Sequential and Exception Test will also need to be applied, and evidence submitted 
alongside this Plan that they have been passed.  
 
At the time of writing this response we had received a further version of the SRFA and 
Sequential Test assessment report for our consideration and agreement. A formal 
response will be provided to the Council once we have completed our review, which is 
likely to happen within the course of the next week or so following the issue of this letter. 
 
Section 7.1 Development and Flood Risk 
With regard to paragraphs 7.1.1 and 7.1.2, we have recently advised the Council that 
the update addendum to the SFRA is currently not capable of providing an appropriate 
assessment of the impacts of climate change on flood risk zones. This means it is 
therefore at odds with the Local Plan’s strategic objective for Water and Climate 
Change which is “To reduce the risk of flooding by securing the appropriate location and 
design of new development, having regard to the likely impact of climate change.” 
 
Paragraph 7.1.3 
No reference has been included as to how a Sequential approach or the Sequential 
Test will be applied to new development at “Jaywick Sands”. 
 
Policy PPL1: Development and Flood Risk 
The Policy does not, in our view, fully engage with National Policy and the National 
Planning Practice Guidance. We consider it is not consistent with the National Policy 
position and is therefore unsound. We consider this unsoundness could be overcome 
by adding the following wording to the policy. 
 
All new development within Flood Zones 2 and 3 must not result in a net loss of flood 
storage capacity. 
 
New development in Flood Zone 3 must provide adequate flood storage and not result 
in a net loss of flood storage unless there is compensation on site or, rarely if not 
possible, adjacent off site capacity.  
 
Where possible opportunities must be sought to achieve an increase in floodplain 
storage. 
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All more Vulnerable and Highly Vulnerable development within Flood Zone 2 and 3 
should set finished floor levels 300mm above the known or modelled 1 in 100 annual 
probability (1% AEP) flood level including an allowance for climate change. 
 
As the Policy stands, it would have been better if both parts of the Exception test were 
referred to i.e. “safe” as well as meeting the wider “sustainability needs”. We 
recommend this part of the Policy be re-worded to read as follows: 
 
Where new development cannot be located in an area of lower flood risk and is 
otherwise sustainable, the Exception Test will be applied in accordance with the 
National Planning Policy Framework so that it is safe and meets wider sustainability 
needs. 
 
We would also recommend that the second sentence of the first paragraph of the Policy 
be deleted and replaced with the wording given below in order to highlight the 
requirement for more vulnerable development in particular to not be subject to internal 
flooding and the provision of refuge. 
 
It must be ensured that for new more vulnerable development (for example residential); 
there will be no internal flooding in the design event, refuge will be available above flood 
levels in excess of the design flood, or levels that could occur at the site in the event of 
a breach or failure of flood defence infrastructure, and that a means of escape is 
possible from first floor level. 
 
We consider that the following supporting text covering the provision of an emergency 
flood plan, as discussed in our earlier letter dated 8 September 2017 written in response 
to the Local Plan Preferred Options consultation, is included as a new paragraph 7.1.4. 
Where safe access cannot be achieved, or if the development would be at residual risk 
of flooding in a breach, an emergency flood plan that deals with matters of evacuation 
and refuge should demonstrate that people will not be exposed to flood hazards. The 
emergency flood plan should be submitted as part of a FRA and will need to be agreed 
with yourselves. Refuge should ideally be located 300mm above the 0.1% (1 in 1000) 
annual probability event flood level including allowances for climate change.  
 

This supporting text presents a good opportunity for you to set out your requirements for 
evacuation and refuge. 
 
We consider the following wording should be added as supporting text as a new 
paragraph 7.1.5. 
 
New development proposals should: 

- retain at least an 8m wide undeveloped buffer strip alongside Main Rivers and 
explore opportunities for riverside restoration. Any proposed development within 
8m of a main river will require an environmental permit from the Environment 
Agency. 

 
- retain at least a 3m buffer strip on at least one side of an Ordinary watercourse. 

Any development that could impact the flow within and ordinary watercourse will 
require consent from Essex County Council (as LLFA). 

 
Please note that the recommended additional supporting text items are not considered 
to be soundness matters. 
 
Policy PPL2: Coastal Protection Belt 
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As advised in our letter dated 8 September 2017 written in response to the Preferred 
Options consultation, this policy provides the Council with an opportunity to be more 
prescriptive about what type of development you consider would be acceptable in an 
area affected by coastal change.  
 
For example, paragraph 7-073-20140306 of the Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) 
provides guidance on what sort of development is appropriate in a Coastal Change 
Management Area. You could consider embedding the intention of this guidance into 
Policy PPL 2, or perhaps as supporting text along the following lines: 
 
‘National Planning Practice Guidance provides guidance on what sort of development is 
appropriate in a Coastal Change Management Area. This guidance is considered to 
have relevance to development proposals within the Tendring Coastal Protection Belt’. 
 
In addition, paragraph 7-076-20140306 states that formally allocating land in Local 
Plans for relocation of development and habitat affected by coastal change may be 
appropriate in some instances. Tendring may wish to consider this in order to help 
future decision making.  
 
Policy PPL 4 Biodiversity and Geodiversity 
We are largely supportive of the thrust of this Policy and supporting text. However, we 
would highlight that ‘harm’ to biodiversity can also arise as a result of development 
causing invasive species to be introduced. 6% of the water bodies within the Anglian 
River Basin Management Plan are classified as failing due to invasive species.  
 
We recommend that a biosecurity protocol method statement is required for all 
development proposals to ensure that an adequate means of preventing the 
introduction of non-native species is considered and implemented. This should help to 
prevent the spread of invasive non-native species which have a negative impact on 
biodiversity and ecosystem functioning. We recommend that this aspect be addressed 
within the Local Plan by adding the wording below to the final paragraph of Policy PPL 
4. 
 
‘A biosecurity protocol method statement is required for all development proposals to 
ensure the introduction of non-native species is prevented.’ 
 
Policy PPL5 WATER CONSERVATION, DRAINAGE AND SEWERAGE 
We welcome the reference to SuDs and for adding the reference in the policy to the 
“water quality” benefits of SuDs. We would however make the point that SuDS 
techniques may not be appropriate for sites within Source Protection Zones, where 
there are known pollutants/contamination or the site history indicates pollutants/ 
contamination, or where groundwater is relatively shallow and dispersion may not occur 
in an adequate manner. As matters stand, the Policy does not make any reference to 
the unsuitability of SuDS techniques in certain instances. We recommend that the 
wording set out below is added to the existing wording, or if preferred provided as 
supporting text. 
 
‘SuDS techniques based on infiltration of surface water into the ground may not be 
appropriate, in accordance with Environment Agency policy on the protection of 
groundwater, for: (i) sites within Groundwater Source Protection Zones, which aim to 
protect groundwater from pollutants: (ii) sites with known pollutants/contamination or 
where historical usage indicates the potential presence of pollutants/contamination: (iii) 
sites where the depth to the water table is shallow and there is the risk of harm to an 
aquifer used for drinking water supplies. 

http://planningguidance.communities.gov.uk/blog/guidance/flood-risk-and-coastal-change/coastal-change-management-areas/what-development-will-be-appropriate-in-a-coastal-change-management-area/
http://planningguidance.communities.gov.uk/blog/guidance/flood-risk-and-coastal-change/coastal-change-management-areas/what-approach-should-be-taken-to-making-provision-for-the-relocation-of-development-away-from-coastal-change-management-areas/
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The Environment Agency’s Source Protection Zone maps should be checked to ensure 
there is no risk to groundwater quality and before infiltration to groundwater is permitted 
there should be some level of treatment before surface water is infiltrated. 
A risk assessment should be undertaken when using Infiltration components in areas of 
contaminated land.’ 
 
Chapter 10 Delivering Infrastructure  
There is the need for new or replacement flood defences to be supported with other 
sources of funding where these are important to the continued sustainability of key 
settlements and developments. Community Infrastructure Levy and section 106 
agreements are useful means of raising sums to support the Partnership Funding of 
required flood defences to address asset deterioration and replacement to counter the 
envisaged effects of climate change (sea level rise and peakier river flows). 
 
Paragraph 10.2 Design Briefs 
We are keen to assist Tendring District Council with Design Briefs for any site where 
flood risk may be a concern. 
 
Policy LPP 55 Layout and Design of Development 
We support the thrust of this Policy and we are encouraged to see that new 
development will incorporate items such as energy conservation, water efficiency, waste 
separation (internal and external), climate change, flood resilience and resistant 
construction. 
 
Policy LPP 70 Protection, Enhancement, Management and Monitoring of 
Biodiversity 
Our earlier letter dated 18 August 2017 recommended the inclusion of wording covering 
the provision of ecological buffer strips along river corridors and seeking opportunities 
for de-culverting. With this in mind we recommend that the wording given below should 
be inserted as a new final sentence for Policy LPP 70. 
 
‘Development proposals with river frontages should make provision for ecological buffer 
strips with a view to protecting and where appropriate enhancing water dependant 
habitats and species. Where development proposals will be carried out on land with 
watercourse currently culverted, opportunities for de-culverting and restoration to an 
open watercourse should be sought as a means of creating blue infrastructure and 
enhancing the development site.’ 
 
Policy LPP 73 Protecting and Enhancing Natural Resources, Minimising Pollution 
and Safeguarding from Hazards 
We are supportive of the thrust of this policy and its various components. 
 
Policy LPP 74 Climate Change 
We are supportive of the thrust of this policy. 
 
Policy LPP 75 Energy Efficiency 
We are largely supportive of the thrust of this policy. However, with regard to water 
efficiency we consider that this should aim to be more ambitious and include a 
reference to the optional Building Regulation water efficiency standard. With this in mind 
we recommend the following sentence should be inserted between the existing first and 
second sentences to the Policy. 
 



  

End 
 

12 

‘Residential developments in the area should comply with the Building Regulation water 
efficiency standard of 110 litres per occupier per day’ 
 
Yours faithfully 

 
 
 
Andrew Hunter 
Sustainable Places - Planning Advisor 
 
Direct dial 020 302 58346 
Direct e-mail planning.ipswich@environment-agency.gov.uk 
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Simon Meecham 
Tendring District Council 
Council Offices 
Thorpe Road 
Weeley 
Essex 
CO16 9AJ 

Our ref:  
Your ref: 
Date:  
 
Direct Dial:   

 
 
  
 
01223  582747 

 

By email only to planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk  
 
Dear Mr Meecham, 
 
Tendring Local Plan Publication Draft Consultation 
 
Thank you for consulting Historic England on Tendring’s publication draft local plan.  As the 
Government’s adviser on the historic environment Historic England is keen to ensure that 
the protection of the historic environment is fully taken into account at all stages and levels 
of the local planning process.  Therefore we welcome the opportunity to comment on the 
draft Plan. We have now had the opportunity to review the documents and can provide the 
following substantive comments.  

General comments 

Historic England has published a number of Good Practice Advice and Advice Notes which 
you may find useful in developing your local plan.  In particular:  

Good Practice Advice in Planning 1 - the historic environment in local plans: 
<https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/gpa1-historic-environment-
local-plans/>  

 

Good Practice Advice in Planning 3 - the setting of heritage assets: 
<https://content.historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/gpa3-setting-of-
heritage-assets/gpa3.pdf/>  

Advice Note 3 - site allocations in local plans: <https://historicengland.org.uk/images-

mailto:planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk
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books/publications/historic-environment-and-site-allocations-in-local-plans/>.  

We have made some brief comments on the Sustainability Appraisal Report. Please note 
that Historic England have produced advice entitled HE Advice Note 8 - Sustainability 
Appraisal and Strategic Environmental Assessment : https://historicengland.org.uk/images-
books/publications/sustainability-appraisal-and-strategic-environmental-assessment-
advice-note-8/ (01 Dec 2016) 

For the avoidance of doubt, we have not considered archaeological issues in this brief, desk 
based assessment but would refer you to the HER held by Essex County Council who should 
be able to advise in this regard. We have also not identified non-designated assets.  
 
General Comments 

Paragraph 126 of the NPPF requires Local Plans to set out a positive and clear strategy for 
the conservation, enjoyment and enhancement of the historic environment.  Ideally the 
strategy should offer a strategic overview including overarching heritage policies to deliver 
the conservation sand enhancement of the environment. 

A good strategy will offer a positive holistic approach throughout the whole plan whereby 
the historic environment is considered not just as a stand-alone topic but as an integral part 
of every aspect of the plan, being interwoven within the entire document.  So policies for 
housing, retail, and transport for example may need to be tailored to achieve the positive 
improvements that paragraph 8 of the NPPF demands.  Site allocations may need to refer 
to the historic environment, identifying opportunities to conserve and enhance the historic 
environment, avoid harming heritage assets and their settings and may also be able to 
positively address heritage assets at risk. The plan may need to include areas identified as 
being inappropriate for certain types of development due to the impact they would have on 
the historic environment.  

A good strategy will also be spatially specific, unique to the area, describing the local 
characteristics of the borough and responding accordingly with policies that address the 
local situation.  We would expect references to the historic environment in the local plan 
vision, the inclusion of a policy/ies for the historic environment and character of the 
landscape and built environment, and various other references to the historic environment 
through the plan relating to the unique characteristics of the area.  
 

Further opportunity should be sought to address the historic environment in every aspect of 
the Plan and to make the strategy more spatially specific and unique to Braintree.  
 
Specific Comments 
 

https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/sustainability-appraisal-and-strategic-environmental-assessment-advice-note-8/
https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/sustainability-appraisal-and-strategic-environmental-assessment-advice-note-8/
https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/sustainability-appraisal-and-strategic-environmental-assessment-advice-note-8/
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Section 1 – Shared Strategic Plan 
 
Para 1.31 - Strategic Objectives  
This paragraph contains objectives to support the development of the strategy for the 
North Essex area.  It is disappointing that there remains no reference to require 
development to respond to the distinctive character of North Essex and that there is no 
reference to protecting heritage assets and the character of existing settlements. Historic 
England’s comments on the June 2016 Draft Local Plan suggested that the Strategic 
Objectives could require    “developments to respond to the distinctive character of North 
Essex as part of providing sufficient new homes and ensuring high quality outcomes.” 
Historic England request that the Strategic Objectives be amended to include a 
requirement for new development to have regard to the historic environment, to reflect 
paragraph 7 of the NPPF (the three dimensions to sustainable development). 
 
Policy SP2: Spatial Strategy for North Essex 
The policy refers to Map 3.3 – but this is not apparent in the published documents.  
 
Paragraph 2 of the policy refers to maintaining distinctive character and role of settlements. 
However, the policy does not refer to the importance of the historic built environment in 
North Essex.  It is requested that the second paragraph is amended to ensure that reference 
is made to settlements maintaining their distinctive and historic character. It is also noted 
that the Policy no longer seeks to avoid coalescence between settlements.  This is a 
significant change from the June 2016 draft Local Plan and has potentially serious 
implications for the conservation and setting of heritage assets, especially the character of 
conservation areas. 
 
Historic England requests that the first sentence of paragraph 2 of the Policy is amended as 
follows:  
“Future growth will be planned to ensure settlements maintain their distinctive character 
and role, and to avoid coalescence between them.” 
 
Our comments on the June 2016 draft Local Plan suggested that the supporting text should 
set out what the policy means for North Essex in respect of high quality of built and urban 
design.  While the wording of the policy has been amended slightly, we remain of the view 
that the supporting text (paras 3.1 to 3.5) should be set out what this means for North Essex. 
 
SP4 Infrastructure and Connectivity 
We note the comments in respect of the A120 route improvements referred to in 
paragraphs 6.9 and 6.10 and the strategic priority for a dualled A120 between the A12 and 
Braintree.  Highways England were invited to participate in the Highways England 
Environmental Forum for the A12 & A120 improvements and we reiterate that the A120 is a 
historic route through Essex and as such there is great archaeological potential, alongside 
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the potential impacts on heritage assets, which may vary, depending on the options 
developed.  
 
Our comments on the August 2016 consultation, in respect of broadband provision, sought 
reference in what are now paragraphs 6.29 and 6.30, though not a hyperlink, to the Cabinet 
Siting and Pole Siting Code of Practice: 
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/205744/Fin
al_Cabinet_and_Pole_Siting_COP_Issue_1_2_.pdf  
We reiterate that comment in respect of the pre-submission draft local plan. 
 
Policy SP6 – Place Shaping Principles 
Historic England welcomes the reference to protecting and enhancing the historic assets.  
Our comments on Policy SP6 of the June 2016 draft local plan suggested that the first bullet 
point of the policy is clarified to read: “…enhance the quality of existing places”  rather than 
“communities.”  This bullet point has not been amended and we repeat our comment in this 
respect.  
 
In relation to the principle to “enhance the public realm….through additional street 
furniture….” there will need to be some caution in implementing the policy as worded to 
guard against the unmanaged and indiscriminate use of street furniture such as signs, 
benches, bins etc in the historic environment. Without careful control, there can be a 
detrimental impact on the setting of historic buildings and the character of conservation 
areas. 
 
Garden Communities 
Our concerns raised in the July 2016 consultation remain.   As far as we can see, there has 
not been a demonstrable consideration of the impact of any such policy on the historic 
environment. Whilst the local plan sets out that the proposed developments will follow 
TCPA Garden City Principles, there is no specific consideration for the historic environment 
within these principles. The Draft Sustainability Appraisal (SA): Environmental Report - June 
2017 (page 180) acknowledges that “it can be expected that Garden Communities and New 
Towns will have a greater possibility of impacting on a larger number of assets due to their 
scale.”  For this reason, it is essential that the local plan should contain a framework to 
guide how the boundaries and extent of the garden communities are determined in the 
subsequent development plan documents. Historic Impact  Assessments should be 
undertaken  in accordance with our advice note ‘Site allocations in Local Plans’ for each of 
the proposed broad locations to determine the  appropriateness or otherwise of the 
locations for development, the extent of the development and therefore potential capacity 
of the sites, the impacts upon the historic environment (considering each asset and its 
setting and its significance), impacts of development upon the asset and any potential 
mitigation measures necessary to accompany the proposals.  Appropriate criteria for the 

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/205744/Final_Cabinet_and_Pole_Siting_COP_Issue_1_2_.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/205744/Final_Cabinet_and_Pole_Siting_COP_Issue_1_2_.pdf
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protection of heritage assets and their settings need to be included in each of the policies 
and supporting text for the Garden Communities.  
 
Paras 8.11 and 8.14 
The first sentence of each of these paragraphs are the same. 
 
Paras 8.2 to 8.6 – These paragraphs do not refer to the potential for detrimental impacts 
on heritage assets despite the statement in para 5.8 of the Sustainability Appraisal Main 
Report (page 49) that identifies that the garden communities option could this option could 
“lead to negative effects on the settings of these assets, or the assets themselves, resulting 
in negative effects on SA Objective 10: ‘Historic environment’.”  Given the presence of 
heritage assets within or in the vicinity of the identified areas for garden communities it is 
considered that reference should be made in these paragraphs of the Plan to the need to 
have appropriate regard to the existence of heritage assets in the areas and the need for 
proposals to have no unacceptable impact on them.  It is considered that the location and 
design of garden communities should be informed in the first place by the potential to 
assimilate the proposals into the landscape without unacceptable detrimental impacts on 
designated historic and natural assets. See our comments regarding HIA for Garden 
Communities above. 
 
Policy SP7 - Development and Delivery of New Garden Communities in Essex 
The policy contains nothing about how the extent of the garden communities will be 
determined. It states that the garden communities will deliver a certain number of homes 
signaling that the new settlements will be housing led rather than considering the 
landscape and heritage assets and delivering development that has regard to these assets 
and which would not allow development in certain constrained areas.  As such the 
development plan documents for each settlement should be required, through inclusion of 
an additional criterion in Policy SP7, to undertake a Heritage Impact Assessment in 
accordance with our advice note 3 Site Allocations in Local Plans in order to assess impact 
of the proposed allocation upon the historic environment, to inform the appropriate extent 
of the development and establish any mitigation measures necessary.  This might include 
appropriate safeguarding buffers around heritage assets such as historic parks and gardens, 
scheduled monuments, conservation areas and listed buildings and identify how the historic 
environment and heritage assets can form part of the development of successful schemes. 
See our comments regarding HIA for Garden Communities above. 
 
Policy SP8 – Tendring/Colchester Borders Garden Community 
The policy contains no indication as to how the extent of the garden communities will be 
determined. It states that the garden communities will deliver a certain number of homes 
signaling that the new settlements will be housing led rather than considering the 
landscape and heritage assets and delivering development that has regard to these assets 
and which would not allow development in certain constrained areas.  As such the 
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development plan documents for each settlement should be required, through inclusion of 
an additional criterion in Policy SP8 to undertake a Heritage Impact Assessment in 
accordance with our advice note 3 Site Allocations in Local Plans in order to assess impact 
of the proposed allocation upon the historic environment, to inform the appropriate extent 
of the development and establish any mitigation measures necessary.  This might include 
appropriate safeguarding buffers around heritage assets such as historic parks and gardens, 
scheduled monuments, conservation areas and listed buildings and identify how the historic 
environment and heritage assets can form part of the development of successful schemes. 
See our comments regarding HIA for Garden Communities above. 
 
The site illustrated in Map 10.4A and Map 10.5 contains a number of listed buildings. The 
proposed garden community could have a significant detrimental impact on the setting of 
these heritage assets.  Part F (para 20) should be strengthened and amended to include 
reference to the heritage assets and the need to have regard to their setting when 
preparing more detailed planning frameworks for the site. 
 
 
Policy SP9 – Colchester / Braintree Borders Garden Community 
The policy contains no indication as to how the extent of the garden communities will be 
determined. It states that the garden communities will deliver a certain number of homes 
signaling that the new settlements will be housing led rather than considering the 
landscape and heritage assets and delivering development that has regard to these assets 
and which would not allow development in certain constrained areas.  As such the 
development plan documents for each settlement should be required, through inclusion of 
an additional criterion in Policy SP9, to undertake a Heritage Impact Assessment in 
accordance with our advice note 3 Site Allocations in Local Plans in order to assess impact 
of the proposed allocation upon the historic environment, to inform the appropriate extent 
of the development and establish any mitigation measures necessary.  This might include 
appropriate safeguarding buffers around heritage assets such as historic parks and gardens, 
scheduled monuments, conservation areas and listed buildings and identify how the historic 
environment and heritage assets can form part of the development of successful schemes. 
See our comments regarding HIA for Garden Communities above. 
 
The area identified for the garden community includes the A120, a Roman road known as 
Stane Street and the A12, also a Roman road.  As a consequence, there is the potential for 
significant archaeological interests in the vicinity of these roads. In addition, there are a 
number of listed buildings in the area, including Grade I listed buildings at Feering and Little 
Tey. 
 
Policy SP10 – West of Braintree Garden Community 
The site illustrated in Map 10.2A contains a number of listed buildings including groups of 
listed buildings in clusters of development within the area.  It also verges on the Registered 
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Park and Garden at Salling Grove. The proposed garden community could have a significant 
detrimental impact on the setting of these heritage assets.  Part F (para 20) should be 
strengthened and amended to include reference to the heritage assets and the need to 
have regard to their setting when preparing more detailed planning frameworks for the site. 
 
The policy contains no indication as to how the extent of the garden communities will be 
determined. It states that the garden communities will deliver a certain number of homes 
signaling that the new settlements will be housing led rather than considering the 
landscape and heritage assets and delivering development that has regard to these assets 
and which would not allow development in certain constrained areas.  As such the 
development plan documents for each settlement should be required, through inclusion of 
an additional criterion in Policy SP9, to define appropriate safeguarding buffers around 
heritage assets such as registered parks and gardens, scheduled monuments, conservation 
areas and listed buildings and identify how the historic environment and heritage assets can 
form part of the development of successful schemes.   
 
   
Section 2 
 
The incorporation of many of our comments submitted in response to the Preferred 
Options Draft Local Plan July 2016 are welcome and address many of our concerns about 
the overall balance of the Plan.  Some concerns have not been addressed and the 
comments below will highlight and reiterate the changes to the Plan that we feel necessary 
to ensure that the Plan has appropriate regard to the heritage assets of the district. 
 
As an overall comment on the draft Local Plan, it is impossible to link the allocations and 
designations in the Plan to the Local Maps as the latter do not contain links to relevant 
policies in the key and/or on the sites. For the reader unfamiliar with the area it makes it 
almost impossible to know which sites the Plan refers to. 
 
Local Plan Introduction 
We repeat our comment to the Preferred Options Draft Local Plan July 2016 that we are 
encouraged to see that the introduction to the local plan recognises that the district 
benefits from attractive landscapes, coastline and maritime heritage. However, we remain 
of the opinion that the districts diverse and distinctive historic environment should be 
acknowledged in paragraph 1.1.1. 
 
2. Vision & Objectives 
We welcome the amendments made to the Vision statement following our comments on 
the Preferred Options Draft Local Plan July 2016.  However, there are some recommended 
amendments that we made at the time that have not been picked up.  We therefore repeat 
those comments and ask that the Vision is amended as follows: 
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 In the second paragraph of the Vision, we suggest that “tidy coast” be reviewed to 
better reflect Tendring’s historic natural coastline. 

 Under Seaside towns, we request that there is an aspiration to preserve and enhance 
the special historic character of Clacton-on-Sea, particularly given the designated 
Clacton Seafront Conservation Area. 

 In the Rural Hinterland section, we request that bullet point 3 is amended to 
“historic” rather than “historical”.  

 
3. Sustainable Places 
 
Heritage Characteristics 
We note that most of our comments on this section in the Preferred Options Draft Local 
Plan July 2016 have been included in the Publication Plan.  However, we suggest that the 
following amendments are made: 
 
Para 3.1.5.2 – “Outside of these designated areas, the district’s largely rural character and 
long history of occupation results in many areas of high archaeological importance as well 
as a range of listed buildings, conservation areas and scheduled monuments.” 
 
Para 3.1.5.3 – We reiterate our comments on the Preferred Options Draft Local Plan July 
2016 in that, to avoid any later lack of clarity and any misunderstanding regarding the 
importance of St Osyth, the following changes to the paragraph should be made: 
 
These include the St Osyth Prior Gatehouse (Scheduled Monument, Grade 1 I listed 
building) an important example of monastic building of the Augustinian order whose façade 
is which has one of the best preserved examples of knapped flint and stone flushwork in 
East Anglia England. 
 
Policy SPL3 – Sustainable Design 
We support the amendment that has been made to Part A criterion d. of the policy that has 
replaced “incorporates” with “maintains”. 
 
5. Living Places 
 
Policy LP1 – Housing Supply 
We note that the table preceding this policy identifies a number of local plan housing 
allocations.  However, we can find no policy that specifically allocates some of the smaller 
housing sites referred to in this policy and, as previously highlighted, they are not 
referenced on the Policies Map.  It is also unclear as to whether some of these sites already 
have planning consent. These sites might have the potential to impact on heritage assets 
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either directly or due to their location within the setting of heritage assets.  Without further 
details of these sites it is impossible to confirm whether the allocations are acceptable to 
Historic England.  
 
Partly due to the difficulty in identifying allocations of the Proposals Map but also due to 
our own capacity constraints, we have not been able to check each and every site allocation.  
However, we include the following general advice re site allocations.  
 
Assessing sites 
Our advice note 3 on site allocations in local plans sets out a suggested approach to 
assessing sites and their impact on heritage assets.  It advocates a number of steps, 
including understanding what contribution a site, in its current form, makes to the 
significance of the heritage asset/s, and identifying what impact the allocation might have 
on significance.  This could be applied to the assessment and selecting of sites within a plan. 
 
In essence, it is important that you 
 

a) Identify any heritage assets that may be affected by the potential site allocation.  
 
b) Understand what contribution the site makes to the significance of the asset 
 
c) Identify what impact the allocation might have on that significance 
 
d) Consider maximising enhancements and avoiding harm 
 
e) Determine whether the proposed allocation is appropriate in light of the NPPFs 

tests of soundness 
 

In assessing sites it is important to identify those sites which are inappropriate for 
development and also to assess the potential capacity of the site in the light of any historic 
environment (and other) factors.  
 
If a site is allocated, we would expect to see reference in the policy and supporting text to 
the need to conserve and seek opportunities to enhance the on-site or nearby heritage 
assets and their setting, the need for high quality design and any other factors relevant to 
the historic environment and the site in question. 
  
Paragraph 157 of the National Planning Policy Framework requires Local Plans to provide  
detail with site allocations where appropriate (fifth bullet point), with the Planning Practice 
Guidance stating “where sites are proposed for allocation, sufficient detail should be given 
to provide clarity to developers, local communities and other interests about the nature and 
scale of development (addressing the ‘what, where, when and how’ questions)” (PPG 
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Reference ID: 12-010-20140306 (last revised 06/03/2014).  Paragraph 154 of the NPPF also 
states that only policies that provide a clear indication of how a decision maker should react 
to a development proposal should be included in the plan.  Conservation of the historic 
environment is a core planning principle (Paragraph 17) and Local Plans should set out a 
positive strategy in this respect (Paragraph 126). 
 
Assessment criteria 
 
Many authorities include a distance based criteria to assess impact on the historic 
environment.  It is important to understand the significance of any heritage assets, and their 
settings, that would be affected by a potential site allocation.  This involves more than 
identifying known heritage assets within a given distance, but rather a more holistic process 
which seeks to understand their significance and value.  Whilst a useful starting point, a 
focus on distance or visibility alone as a gauge is not appropriate.  Site allocations which 
include a heritage asset (for example a site within a Conservation Area) may offer 
opportunities for enhancement and tackling heritage at risk, while conversely, an allocation 
at a considerable distance away from a heritage asset may cause harm to its significance, 
reducing the suitability of the site allocation in sustainable development terms. 
 
Policy LP4 – Housing Layout 
We propose that criterion f should be amended as follows: 
 
f. respect the historical local historic character and settlement hierarchy of Tendring 
District by delivering housing development at densities in keeping with the character and 
densities of the local area and the urban nature of parts of the District including town 
centres. 
 
Policy LP6 – Rural Exception Sites 
We reiterate our comments on the Preferred Options Draft Local Plan July 2016 in that, in 
respect of the Location and Environmental Considerations, as well as the considerations 
listed there should be reference to having no significant material adverse impact on the 
historic environment. 
 
6. Prosperous Places 
 
Policy PP5 – Town Centre Uses 
We suggest that the current criterion g. should be a standalone sentence within the policy? 
 
Policy PP8 – Tourism 
We support the recognition that heritage can make a contribution to supporting tourism. 
We would additionally welcome particular emphasis of the historic environment and the 
wider social, cultural and economic benefit that heritage related tourism can bring. 
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Policy PP13 – The Rural Economy 
We support the wording of criterion a. and reference to the historic environment. 
 
Policy PP14 – Priority Areas for Regeneration 
We welcome reference to the need to preserve or enhance the historic environment as well 
as reference to conservation areas at risk.  We suggest that the term historic assets is 
replaced by either historic environment or heritage assets.  
 
7. Protected Places 
 
Policy PPL2 
We welcome the changes made to policy PPL2 in respect of the historic environment.  
 
 
 
Policy PPL3 – The Rural Landscape 
We welcome the amendments that have been made to the policy since the Preferred 
Options consultation but would expect to see the policy or supporting text acknowledge 
that the historic landscape is an integral part of the character of rural parts of the district 
that regard should be had to when considering development proposals.  
 
7.7 The Historic Environment 
We welcome the amendments that have been made to this section of the Plan since the 
Preferred Options consultation.  However, some concerns remain as detailed below. 
 
We request that an appropriate policy or policies are included in the Plan that address all 
elements of the historic environment including a local list of undesignated heritage assets, 
registered parks and gardens and wider definitions of the historic environment. As such we 
would like to highlight that the following elements of the historic environment are not 
adequately addressed in the Plan and should be given specific provision within the policies. 
 

• Non-designated heritage assets. 
• Provision for the allocation and management of non-designated heritage assets 

through a local list. 
• Heritage at Risk 
• Registered Parks and Gardens 

 
Scheduled Monuments should also be specifically mentioned in a policy.  
  
This would help to demonstrate that the Plan is based on an overall strategy for the Historic 
Environment in accordance with paragraph 126 of the NPPF. 
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Para. 7.7.5 We reiterate our comments on the Preferred Options Draft Local Plan July 2016. 
We request the deletion of the words “on occasion” with reference to when contemporary 
approaches to design might be appropriate.  However, we welcome the Council’s 
commitment to prepare new Conservation Area Management Plans as well as updates to 
the existing Conservation Area Character Appraisals.  
 
Policy PPL8 – Conservation Areas 
We support the amendments to the final paragraph of this policy to refer to demolitions in a 
conservation area and the need to demonstrate how the proposal would impact on the 
Conservation Area.  
However, we consider that this policy requires amendment in order to addresses the 
designation of new conservation areas over the plan period and the preparation of 
conservation area management plans, appraisals or other relevant document which defines 
the character of individual conservation areas 
 
Policy PPL11 – The Avenues Area of Special Character, Frinton-on-Sea 
We note that this policy is conservation area specific, similar to an adopted appraisal. 
Provided that the character of a conservation area is defined and the definition is given 
statutory weight (eg: adopted), we support any format preferred by the Council.  To make 
this section of the proposed policy clearer, we suggest that you re-order the policy so that it 
follows with Policy PPL8 (Conservation Areas). 
 
Policy PPL12 – The Gardens Area of Special Character, Clacton-on-Sea 
We note that this policy is conservation area specific, similar to an adopted appraisal. 
Provided that the character of a conservation area is defined and the definition is given 
statutory weight (eg: adopted), we support any format preferred by the Council.  To make 
this section of the proposed policy clearer, we suggest that you re-order the policy so that it 
follows with Policy PPL8 (Conservation Areas). 
 
Para 7.9 – Enabling Development 
We are pleased to note that this policy and supporting text has been removed from the 
Plan.  However, the heading remains and is clearly a typographical error. 
 
9. Delivering Places 
 
Policy SAMU1 – Development at Edme Maltings, Mistley 
We support the requirement in paragraph 9.1.4 for the emphasis to be placed on high 
quality of design and the integration of any development with the existing character and 
appearance of the village. 
Similarly, we support criterion i) of the Policy. 
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Policy SAMU2 – Development at Hartley Gardens, Clacton 
The proposed allocation is large and, without careful design, will significantly reduce the 
sense of Little Clacton as a settlement separate from Clacton and will potentially have a 
significant impact on the landscape setting of these settlements. If fully developed, 
remnants of open space would likely remain as artificial buffers rather than open 
countryside. 
 
There are a number of heritage assets in the vicinity of the site that proposals on this site 
will need to give careful consideration to.  Specifically, these are: 

• the Grade II listed farms or former farmhouses of Earls Hall Lodge and Duchess 
Farmhouse to the south and west of the site; 

• the Grade II listed buildings and archaeological remains centred around Bovill’s 
Hall to the north. These are agricultural in nature and have a setting that relates 
to the wider open landscape; 

• the Grade II listed Bluehouse Farm south of the site, which has been surrounded 
by twentieth century development. It would be expected that development would 
respect and reflect the materials, form and setting of this heritage asset, 
preferably improving its appreciation and setting. 

 
Reference should be made in the supporting text (para 9.2) to the proximity of these 
features and the need to take them into account in working up development proposals. 
 
In respect of the overall development, proposals would be expected to demonstrate how 
they relate to the setting and significance of these listed buildings and their wider landscape 
context.  
 
We propose a re-ordering and amendment to the policy as follows: 
“lk. Opportunities to preserve and enhance due regard should be given to the setting and 
significance of other heritage assets in the locality; 
kl. where an archaeological evaluation (trial trenching where necessary) identifies surviving 
archaeological deposits, an appropriate mitigation strategy for preservation in situ or by 
excavation should be submitted;” 
 
Policy SAMU3 – Development at Oakwood Park, Clacton 
The site is in close proximity to listed buildings including Grade II listed Oak House and 
Redhouse Farms to the west and the Grade II listed Sladbury’s Old House, Sladbury’s 
Cartlodge and Treasure Holt Farmhouse. These structures to the east are set a greater 
distance from the site allocation but are positioned across open farmland and are 
agricultural in origin, with a relationship to the wider landscape. Reference should be made 
in the supporting text (para 9.3) to the proximity of these features and the need to take 
them into account in working up development proposals. 
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The site also includes a bridleway across it. These routes can represent historic movement 
patterns in the area and can have a long history. We support criterion k. of the policy but 
need to be reassured that the rural character of the bridleway would not be lost because of 
the development to the east and west of it. 
 
Policy SAMU4 – Development at Rouses Farm, Jaywick Lane, Clacton 
The proposed allocation is large and, without careful design, will significantly reduce the 
sense of Jaywick as a settlement separate from Clacton and will potentially have a 
significant impact on the landscape setting of these settlements and result in the 
coalescence of the two. 
 
The Council should be aware that a Grade II listed building, Duchess Farmhouse, is located 
to the north of the site, on St John’s Road.  Proposals on this site will therefore need to have 
regard to the setting of this heritage asset. 
 
The site itself has been noted to support archaeological remains. We would expect 
archaeological assessment to be applied to developments within this site. 
 
Reference should be made in the supporting text (para 9.4) to the proximity of these 
features and the need to take them into account in working up development proposals. 
 
Policy SAMU5 – Development south of Thorpe Road, Weeley 
We are reassured to note that the larger expansion of  Weeley as proposed in the Preferred 
Options Draft Local Plan July 2016 have been scaled down to the allocation of this site.   
 
In the context of the site that is allocated in SAMU5, the site includes within it the Grade II 
Listed Ash Farmhouse at the north-west of the site adjoining Thorpe Road. Proposals on 
this site will therefore need to have specific regard to the preservation and, where necessary 
improvement of this heritage asset and its setting 
 
Reference should be made in the supporting text (para 9.5) to the presence of this feature 
on site and the need to take it into account in working up development proposals. 
 
Policy SAH1 – Development at Greenfield Farm, Dovercourt 
The Council should be aware that a Grade II listed building, Vicarage Farmhouse, is located 
adjacent to the south-west boundary of the site.  Therefore, proposals on this site will need 
to have regard to the setting of this heritage asset. We require a modification to this policy 
to include the an additional criterion as follows: 
 
delivery of opportunities for the protection and enhancement of the historic environment 
features and settings including the built and archaeological environment; 
 



 
 

 Historic England, Brooklands, 24 Brooklands Avenue, Cambridge CB2 8BU 

Telephone 01223 58 2749  HistoricEngland.org.uk 

Please note that Historic England operates an access to information policy. 

Correspondence or information which you send us may therefore become publicly available.  
 

Reference should also be included in the supporting paragraph to the need to protect the 
setting of Vicarage Farmhouse.  
 
Policy SAE2 – Land south of Long Road, Mistley 
This site is located in an open flat landscape and will be visible from some distance in many 
directions.  There is therefore the potential for development on this site to have a 
detrimental impact on the landscape and heritage assets.  As such, proposals on this site 
will need to have regard to the presence of the Grade II Listed Buildings at Mistley Hall to 
the north-east of the site.   
 
We request that Policy SAE2 is amended to require proposals to have regard to the historic 
environment and not harm the character and setting of nearby listed buildings. 
 
10. Delivering Infrastructure 
 
We reiterate our request that references to Heritage England are corrected to Historic 
England in this section and anywhere else within the document. 
 
 

Conclusion 
 
Finally, we should like to stress that this opinion is based on the information provided by the 
Council in its consultation. To avoid any doubt, this does not affect our obligation to provide 
further advice and, potentially, object to specific proposals, which may subsequently arise 
where we consider that these would have an adverse effect upon the historic environment.  
 
We hope that the above comments of assistance.  Please let me know of you have any 
queries.  We look forward to further engagement on the Local Plan review. 
 
Yours sincerely, 

Dr Natalie Gates 
Principal, Historic Places Team 
e-mail: natalie.gates@HistoricEngland.org.uk 
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Dear Sir/Madam, 

RE: DRAFT REPRESENTATIONS TO THE TENDRING DISTRICT LOCAL PLAN 
(2013 – 2033) AND BEYOND (JUNE 2017) 

On behalf of our client Britton Properties Ltd and its associated businesses, we submit 
representations to the above emerging Development Plan Document.  

Our client is a highly active development company focused in the Tendring area where it 
has been active over the last three decades.  As well as a developer with two recent 
major housing/mixed use schemes on the periphery of Clacton, it owns a significant 
employment estate providing accommodation for small to medium sized businesses.   

Our client also holds a substantial stock of freehold and other land and interests across 
the District.   

As a planning consultancy, we and our predecessor business have made representations 
to various Local Plan documents produced by Tendring District Council from the 1990’s 
onwards.   

One of our client’s most significant developments is the Brook Retail Park on the outskirts 
of Clacton, as part of the development our client provided the adjacent Country Park.   

Having acted for Britton Properties and related businesses for many years, we have a 
very good understanding of the social, economic and environmental issues affecting the 
District.  

PART ONE 

1.6 Vision for the Strategic Area 

We have reservations in respect of the manner in which the Vision has been 
expressed.  Whilst there may be “constraints in many existing urban areas” across 
North Essex, these are not so significant as to frustrate the greater proportion of future 
development needs that the respective districts face, in particular, in Tendring. 
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Indeed, at paragraph 1.41 and 1.42 the focus on growth is very fairly put in the context 
of “the urban area of Colchester” and in “Clacton and Harwich with Dovercourt are 
classified by Strategic Urban Settlements and…will accommodate around 5,000 new 
homes”. 

Indeed, Policy SP2 whilst recognising that the garden communities will be “part of the 
sustainable strategy for growth” it explains that they will accommodate around 7,500 
additional homes within the plan period.  In the context of the growth that existing 
settlements will be tasked with accommodating, this is a relatively modest proportion.   

The Vision therefore needs to better articulate the manner by which the existing urban 
areas will meet these challenges going forward.  Such a challenge is recognised in 
respect of the garden communities, for example later at paragraph 1.83 but that and 
the challenge for the existing urban areas could be better articulated as part of the 
Vision.  

In particular, the Vision needs to reflect the particular challenges and issues for 
delivery wherever development is to be located (see the reference at 1.30 in terms of 
providing growth in sustainable forms and at 1.83 where the garden communities will 
face particular “challenges”).    

The Vision also fails to address the needs to have secured economic success across 
the District particularly in light of the strategic objectives at paragraph 1.31 explaining 
the need to “foster economic development” which is defined as including the need to 
“strengthen and diversify local economies…”. 

Policy SP1: Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development  

Whilst this is largely a reproduction of the relevant policy text in the NPPF, we note 
that paragraphs 1.36 and 1.37 are inappropriately casted.  Paragraph 1.36 is written 
on the basis that there are “no policies relevant to (note the typographical error here) 
the application or relevant policies are out of date…”, yet in the following paragraph at 
1.37 the decision maker is asked to have regard to “…the Plan…” in terms of whether 
it “indicates that development should be restricted”.  This is clearly a non sequitur and 
should be amended in order to be consistent with National Policy.  

Policy SP2: Spatial Strategy for North Essex  

We generally support the approach set out in this policy but would recommend that 
the first sentence of the second paragraph includes reference to the ”improvement” of 
existing settlements through future growths.  The Plan would thus be more positively 
prepared.   

In addition, the Plan appears to limit itself unnecessarily to explaining how sustainable 
development principles can be best applied to achieving the spatial strategy by giving 
only one such example i.e. through ensuring that development locations are 
“accessible by a choice of means of travel”.  Ensuring sustainable growth and 
development has a number of other important principles that can usefully be 
expressed within such an important policy, for example improving the conditions in 
which people live, work, travel and take leisure.   

Whilst not part of the policy text, we are very concerned that at paragraph 1.38 there 
is a reference to “The countryside will be protected…”.  The NPPF/NPPG specifies the 
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extent to which the natural environment should be conserved and highlights the 
importance of protecting and enhancing valued landscapes, best agricultural land, 
AONB’s and wildlife, it however does not state that the countryside should not be 
protected for its own sake.  We consider that designations providing protection across 
rural areas need to be focused on achieving a particular task.  This approach is, in fact 
properly put at paragraph 1.23 of the Plan where it refers to protection of “natural and 
historic landscapes, areas of importance for nature conservation and heritage assets”.  
This is an important point because the approach to protection in the countryside is 
picked up by part 2 policies later and it is important that the part 1 approach is 
consistent with National Policy and properly justified.  

Policy SP4: Providing for Employment and Retail 

The reasoned justification focuses (e.g. at paragraph 1.50 on the Plan providing for 
“more jobs” and achieving a “better balance between their location i.e. with housing”.  
However, the Plan should make clear that the focus should also be on making the 
relevant districts attractive to inward investment, in that regard and in other respects 
securing economic success and performance across diverse sectors.  These 
important facets appear to be missing and in order for the Plan to be properly 
articulated in terms of the Plan being positively prepared, justified, effective and 
consistent with National Policy. 

In terms of the requirements for Employment Land it is wholly unacceptable that the 
future of these three districts are being planned on the basis of such wide differentials 
between the two scenarios for example nearly up to 154%.  This does not make for 
effective plan making because of the uncertainty that will result.  For example, if the 
higher growth scenario is adopted there could be considerable amounts of land 
identified for employment development that does not then come forward and could 
constrain sites that are otherwise suitable for development from being able to provide 
for housing, retail or for other purposes. 

Whilst the policy relates to the provision for Employment and Retail, nowhere in the 
policy are retail needs considered, assessed or planned for.  This is a fundamental 
flaw in the drafting of the Development Plan which as a result is ineffective, 
inconsistent with National Policy (the NPPF at paragraph 20 requiring Local Authorities 
to plan proactively to help achieve economic growth) and fails to be positively 
prepared.   

Policy SP6: Place Shaping Principles   

We are concerned that the policy starts by requiring that all new development “must 
meet the highest standards of urban and architectural design”.  The use of the 
superlative is inappropriate bearing in mind, for instance, paragraphs 50 and 57 of the 
NPPF requires “high quality” and paragraph 56 refers to “good design”.  Whilst our 
client always strives to ensure that development that is carried out is of such quality, 
the Development Plan must reflect National Policy i.e. in terms of consistency.   

We note that the Vision for the Strategic Area refers only to “residents will live in high 
quality…homes…” and that in the garden communities there is a recognition that and 
in what we understand to be Policy SP8 (Tendring/Colchester Borders Garden 
Community) the “placemaking and design quality policy refers also to, “…high 



4 

standards of design and layout”.  The policy should be amended to replace ‘highest’ 
with ‘high’. 

PART TWO  

2.1 Vision for Tendring District 

We support the general principles, structure and content of the Vision.  It will be 
challenging to secure this and it is thus important that the ensuing policies focus on 
the necessary delivery to achieve this.  We are not content that in several respects 
such policies do have the necessary focus and content to do this.   

We note in particular the improvements necessary to enhance Clacton-on-Sea to 
make its economy a success through investment in sectors including retail, leisure, 
hospitality and health.   

We also note and support that the smaller towns and larger villages will have secured 
“modest levels of new housing and employment development” for the latter 
settlements, the reasoning i.e. “to support local shops and services, address local 
issues, provide for local needs…” is a worthy and necessary ambition.   

2.2 Objectives for the Plan 

We have concern regarding how the Employment/Commercial and Retail 
Development objectives are cast.   

Objective Two: Employment/Commercial 

The objective focuses solely on using the provision of employment land to secure 
employment opportunities albeit it recognises that this should “support a diversity of 
employment opportunities”.  We identify later in respect of the specific policy that non-
traditional i.e. B Class employment is not addressed and the objective should ensure 
that the nature of these opportunities to be created are widely cast. That would be 
consistent with the Vision for the District for example within its paragraph 3 where 
Clacton principle urban settlement is seen as accommodating a significant resurgence 
in its economy with job opportunities in the retail, leisure, hospitality and health sectors 
too.   

Thus, the objective should not limit itself to the development of “Employment Land”, 
such jobs will be created through a variety of mechanisms and the objective should 
also recognise the need to foster economic success through inward investment.   

By way of example the Plan at paragraph 3.1.2.6 recognises that the visitor and 
tourism sector is worth more than £353m per annum to the economy and is estimated 
to provide 7,900 jobs across the District and that the majority of these are located in 
and around Clacton.   

Objective Three: Retail Development 

The objective is severely limited and will not be able to meet the stated Vision.  The 
NPPF explains that the promotion of the vitality and viability of town centres is 
predicated against the provision of “customer choice and a diverse retail offer”. There 
is considerable leakage of expenditure, primarily in comparison goods, to Colchester.  
Clacton town centre is identified as a major town centre in the hierarchy above Harwich 
and Dovercourt and thus is the focus for retail and related development across the 
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District.  In order to achieve the aims set out in the Vision the relevant objective here 
needs to be more widely cast in terms of how the centre can improve its 
competitiveness and attraction for its very broad catchment area which extends across 
much of the District and including its major towns.  

Objective Six: Sustainability  

This objective is too limited in its intent.  Tendring District has a population of 141,000 
(2015) and its main settlements are expected to provide a wide range of facilities for 
many of those residents, be it in terms of employment, shopping, education and 
otherwise.   

However, the objective is limited to satisfying “day-to-day” needs in these respects 
and that is clearly inconsistent with the designated role and function of not only 
Clacton-on-Sea but also Harwich and Dovercourt.  The objective as cast will not be 
able to achieve the Vision in terms of delivering the “significant resurgence” in retail, 
leisure and other sectors.   

As a consequence of change to the objective and other text in the Plan for example at 
paragraph 3.0.1 will need to be amended and for information the 2011 census 
population approximately 138,100 and the number of households 62,105 which is 
equivalent to the size of Cambridge. 

Objective Ten: Tourism Promotion 

The objective is too limited.  It focuses solely on the ability on the Council to work with 
relevant partners to provide an enhanced environment for tourism.  The tourism sector 
can be developed in accordance with the Vision by the private sector playing a key 
role in delivery new leisure and hospitality facilities.  The objective thus needs to be 
more widely cast in order to capture the need for qualitative change to improve facilities 
and make Tendring a more attractive destination.  The value of tourism in Tendring is 
highlighted in paragraph 3.1.2.6 of the Plan with the sector worth £353m per annum 
and providing 7,900 jobs across the District. 

3.1 Spatial Portrait  

The underplaying of the task being faced by the Council is also apparent in its 
approach to new retail development e.g. at paragraphs 3.1.2.7 to 3.1.2.9.  This focuses 
solely on quantitative requirement for floorspace i.e. in terms of continuing the status 
quo relationship between household expenditure and existing floorspace.  It has no 
regard to the need to improve the quality of existing floorspace and, make the District 
a “Sustainable Place”.  Such is to enhance reliance on local facilities and reduce the 
need to visit larger centres such as Colchester.  Indeed, the evidence base accepts 
that there is a need to improve the quality of retail floorspace across the District. 

The approach should draw from the explanation put at paragraph 3.2.1.1.1 explaining 
that the Strategic Urban Settlements are “…the most sustainable locations for growth 
as well as providing locations where” “…significant number of additional new 
jobs…and housing growth on a larger scale” will be achievable. We consider that the 
objective is ineffective and not positively prepared.   

Policy SPL 1: Settlement Hierarchy  

We support the approach set out to the settlement hierarchy.   
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Policy SPL 2: Settlement Development Boundaries  

We support the three-tier approach to development within settlement boundaries as 
predicated by the policy and explained in the text at paragraph 3.2.3.1.  

However, the text at paragraph 3.2.3.2 is not well cast.  It needs to be more clearly 
written in order to be effective. What we understand it is seeking to say is that any new 
residential development outside Settlement Development Boundary will be limited to 
small infill sites in villages. The paragraph cannot be interpreted as relating to 
settlements that have their own Development Boundaries. The policy has therefore 
not been positively prepared. 

Policy SPL 3: Sustainable Design 

Whilst we generally support the broad content of this policy, there would seem to be 
elements of it that could sensibly be delegated to a Supplementary Planning 
Document.   

Policy HP3: Green Infrastructure 

The policy explains that such Infrastructure is identified on the Policy Map.  This map 
includes a resource locally referred to as the Pickers Ditch Walkway.  This skirts much 
of the existing Clacton Urban Area from Holland-on-Sea in the east to Jaywick in the 
west. However, considerable lengths of the original initiative were never completed.  
Our client secured planning permission (16/0125/OUT) for a mixed-use development 
on a site known as Brook Park West, which provided a significant enhancement to this 
Green Infrastructure and this is shortly to be dedicated to the Local Authority. The 
Proposals Map relating to Clacton will thus need to be amended to reflect this 
extended area.  

Policy HP5: Open Space, Sports and Recreation Facilities 

Whilst we have no specific concern with the content of this policy, the detail and its 
explanation might be more appropriately put in related Standards or a SPD.   

The development industry will, however, be focused on how new residential 
development should provide appropriate open space.  That is dealt with in two 
paragraphs on page 106.  However, there is no heading to these two paragraphs of 
text.  

The policy text needs to recognise that as well as the exceptional cases where 
provision might be best met off-site, there can be circumstances where adjacent recent 
urban development has, for whatever reason, over provided public open space and 
thus there is a local net excess arising from recent development that can applied to 
new planning applications.  This would ensure that land is used sustainably and 
effectively whilst appropriate open space in accessible locations is provided.  We 
therefore consider that this part of the Policy is not justified.  

Policy LP4: Housing Layout 

The criteria (e and f) are not well expressed.  Indeed, there is confusion when they are 
read together.  It would seem to be wholly unsustainable for development within the 
urban area of Tendring’s towns to be at densities “in keeping with the semi-rural 
nature” of much of the District.  Indeed, criterion (f) appears to accept that the density 
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of new development within settlement boundaries should be “in keeping with the urban 
nature” of the District.   

The two criterions need to be recast to make them effective and consistent with 
National Policy.  

Policy LP5: Affordable and Council Housing   

The Council have added a reference to viability testing in the second paragraph of this 
policy but it needs to be made clear that the Council is not anticipating that planning 
applications proposing less than 30% as affordable or Council housing.  The text 
needs to clarify that development providing a lesser quantum can be acceptable 
subject to a viability appraisal demonstrating that 30% is not economic.  

The alternative of providing a minimum of 10% of new dwellings to the Council or its 
nominated partner likewise also needs, in relevant circumstances to be subject to 
viability testing.  The 10% provision (often at nominal cost to the recipient), will not 
always be financially viable yet the wider development will be desirable.   Thus, 
reference must be made to the need for viability testing for schemes that provide less 
than 10% of new dwellings. 

In the fourth paragraph of the policy there is a reference that the design of affordable 
and market housing should have “no noticeable difference”.  This would appear to 
create an unnecessarily constraining influence on the work of relevant designers.  The 
relevant products can quite subtly appear different and indeed meet with the objectives 
of Sustainable Design.  The policy should encourage good design, whatever the 
product and refer back to the criteria (whether in policy text or delegated to Standards, 
the content at policy SPL3).  

Section 6: Prosperous Places   

We have already raised concerns with the casting of the strategic objectives relating 
to Employment/Commercial and our concern needs to be repeated in the opening text 
of chapter 6 sets out only that objective which is based upon the provision of 
“Employment Land” which we understand (notwithstanding the lack of any definition 
in the Glossary as meaning the land to be used for B Class purposes (consistent with 
the requirement identified in the evidence base and referred to at paragraph 6.5.9 of 
the Plan).  That then translates into the opening text at policy PP 6: Employment Sites.  

Whilst the Plan deals with retail and tourism it fails to address the real “diversity of 
employment opportunities” that the District needs to foster.  This is recognised in the 
Vision in terms of a significant resurgence of the economy “with new job opportunities 
in the retail, leisure, hospitality and health sectors”.  However, there is little, if any 
analysis of the scale, role and function of jobs in terms of jobs in non-B Class sectors.  
This seems to be a fundamental deficiency in the preparation of the Plan through the 
various evidence basis.  This is notwithstanding the reference to the Council having 
undertaken “extensive consultation with residents and businesses” from whom it is 
said to be “…clear that delivering a strong economy that provides more jobs for local 
people is a high priority…” see paragraph 6.0.3. 
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Policy PP 1: New Retail Development  

We object to this policy since it is not well justified and unlikely to be effective. The 
opening paragraph of the policy seeks to maintain the existing market share between 
centres.  Yet it is clear including from the WYG evidence base that there is a need to 
rebalance the relationship between the District’s Main Town Centre, Clacton and the 
draw that residents of the District have towards, in particular, Colchester.  Indeed the 
WYG 2016 Retail Study at paragraph 7.31 – “this shows there is a qualitative need to 
improve the existing facilities in the District to attract residents to shop locally”.  Indeed, 
the evidence explains that “if no improvements are secured then this expenditure 
leakage could increase to £237.6m by 2020, this is comparable to the level of money 
that is currently retained within the District to 2015, demonstrating the scale and 
magnitude of the expenditure leakage currently occurring”. 

Furthermore, the policy refers only to the quantitative needs assessed by WYG not 
the qualitative requirements that come from deficiencies in the nature of existing 
floorspace in the existing towns as well as from the need to address the leakage of 
trade out of the area to higher order centres.   

The policy is therefore wholly unbalanced in terms of referring only to quantitative need 
and not encouraging the need for qualitative enhancements to improve consumer 
choice and competition.   

The final part of the policy relates to development being restricted in “scale”.  The 
concept of control over scale was removed from Government Policy prior to the 
publication of the NPPF. In the November 2010 version of PPS4.  

In light of the above we consider this policy is not effective, justified or consistent with 
National Policy. 

Policy PP 2: Retail Hierarchy  

We have no objection to the specific hierarchy set out at Policy PP 2 but object to 
reference to “scale” in its paragraph 2 (see representations to Policy PP1).   

We are very concerned at the drafting of paragraph 6.2.16.  National Policy does not 
state “avoid out of centre retail (and similar) developments” even on the basis that they 
might bring “positive economic growth and not impact negatively on nearby centres”.  
Government Policy is clear at paragraphs 23 – 27 of the NPPF.  The approach is that 
identified needs (whether quantitative or qualitative should be met) and that whilst 
preference should be given to accommodating them within defined centres, the impact 
and sequential tests operate to accommodate such development through a series of 
preferences – edge of centre and out of centre – unless there is significant harm to 
the impact test or a breach of the sequential approach.  Paragraph 6.2.16 should be 
redrafted to be in accordance with Government Policy.  

At paragraph 6.12, we would support Clacton being continued to be classified as a 
Major Town Centre but the Local Plan can helpfully serve to define what is expected 
of its role and function.  In this regard, we have already drawn attention to its role being 
substantially greater than serving “day to day needs” as inappropriately set out within 
Objective 6 to the Plan i.e. with regard to Healthy and Sustainable Places.  Indeed, 
the WYG Retail Study considers that Clacton performs well in terms of National 
Planning Policy Guidance health check indicators and is a vital and viable centre. 



9 

We refer to paragraph 6.3.6 where the test of impact is set out correctly. 

Policy PP 4 

We object to this policy. The NPPF Default Impact Threshold is 2,500 m2 gross.  This 
is a carefully considered threshold which is proportionate in terms of the relationship 
to most likely scenarios.  However, a threshold of 929 m2 for the District’s one and only 
Major Town Centre is wholly inappropriate.  

Whilst centres lower down the hierarchy i.e. those defined as “Town Centres” might 
benefit from having an impact threshold of lower than 2,500 m2  there is a logic in their 
being treated consistent with their status in the hierarchy.  Thus, the five Town Centres 
ought to have the same threshold which reflects their role and function.  Indeed, 
adopting that approach would lend further support to Clacton’s threshold being at the 
default level so that it is distinguished from Frinton, which the Plan suggests should 
share its impact threshold.  We therefore consider that Policy PP4 is not justified.  

Policy PP 5: Town Centre Uses 

It is noted that Primary and Secondary Shopping Frontages are defined on the Policy 
Maps.  The Primary and Secondary Shopping Frontage boundary to Clacton town 
centre has been drawn too widely.  The Primary area should be focused on the trading 
core of the centre as represented by main multiple retailers.  The Secondary frontage 
extends to include a wider diversity of uses but which are nevertheless functionally 
related to the Primary area.  The existing Waterglade Retail Park is functionally 
separate from the town centre and located beyond 300 meters from what ought to be 
considered a reasonable edge of the primary shopping area.  That is the defining factor 
for the consideration of sites that would then be regarded as “out of centre”.   

It is noted that there has been no attempt to draft a policy dealing with sequential 
assessment.  It is accepted that this is unnecessary because the policy as set out in 
the NPPF at paragraph 24 is wholly adequate.  However, if the Council wish to import 
in to the Local Plan (that policy as it is drafted) we would have no objection.   

Policy PP 6: Employment Sites 

This policy seeks to protect all existing employment sites and presumably these will 
be defined on the Policies’ Map.  However, it is noted that the sites are described as 
being “set out in the Council’s current Employment Land Review” it is wholly 
inappropriate for policy wording to refer to the identification of sites within an evidence 
base, rather than with the content of the Plan itself.   

The five criteria for assessing whether such sites can be used for other purposes all 
need to be met.  The criteria when combined clearly go well beyond the test set out at 
paragraph 22.  That relies upon the decision taker having regard to market signals (i.e. 
the supply of land and demand for it) as well as the need for the alternative use to 
come forward in order to meet sustainable development needs.  

The criteria therefore need to be considerably simplified and refer to whether the loss 
of the site or premises is justified in terms of the available stock (in quantitative and 
qualitative terms) of other existing floorspace and allocated land and the market take 
up of that supply. Whilst the Plan may well be informed by an evidence base dated 
May 2016 the relationship between supply and demand for employment land and 
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premises will vary over the length of the plan period to 2033 and beyond and thus 
there should be a recognition that the needs identified in 2016 will not be likely to 
remain those required throughout the plan period.  

Whilst some of the criteria e.g. C and D are relevant in terms of providing 
considerations that might be used to tip the balance in cases where the relationship 
between demand and supply is close the approach at paragraph 22 of the NPPF is 
preferred i.e. where the benefits of the alternative land use are fully taken into account.  

It is also wholly inappropriate for the Development Plan to require “evidence of 
prolonged marketing” before a vacant building can be re-used for some other 
beneficial purpose.  It is for the Local Plan to determine whether there is enough land 
and premises in business use and for appropriate action to be taken according to that 
research.  The Council have an evidence base that indicates that additional land is 
required and it is in contrast not for the Development Plan to defer decisions on the 
re-use of vacant (or indeed other buildings) to some future date but to use the Plan 
itself as the tool that will make decisions.  

The purpose of the Development Plan is to determine how much stock whether a 
premises or land, is required and to enable decisions to be made without delay 
(paragraph 14).  A lengthy marketing programme is therefore wholly contrary to the 
approach set out in the NPPF at paragraph 14 such an approach is also contrary to 
the NPPF’s approach at paragraphs 186 – 187). 

There is no need for the policy to refer to retail and town centre use proposals needing 
to be subject to other policies in the Plan.  

Policy PP 8: Tourism 

We support this policy.  The need to attract visitors to Tendring in order to reinforce 
the District’s economic growth is particularly important.  In that regard the second 
initiative to support “major new tourists’ attractions with good access to the A133 or 
A120, is supported”.   

Policy PPL 6: Strategic Green Gap 

We object to this policy which should be deleted.  

The Strategic Green Gap does not serve any purpose in terms of countryside 
protection. The single purpose of this policy is to maintain physical separation between 
settlements, however the Settlement Development Boundaries themselves provide 
policy protection against extending beyond the built limits. The needs for the various 
developments have been objectively assessed and the boundaries of the defined 
Settlement Development Boundaries throughout the district have been drawn to 
accommodate future growth throughout the planning period. As such the 
settlement boundaries already provide sufficient protection to prevent encroachment 
beyond the limits of these boundaries   

Furthermore, we consider that there is no support for other designations outside those 
defined in the NPPF (see at paragraphs 109-117) and NPPG and as such the 
designation of Strategic Green Gaps are not consistent with national policy.  Indeed, 
the Plan acknowledges at para 3.1.4.5 that the natural environment, including Local 
Wildlife Sites, meadowland, grasslands and ancient woodlands are already protected 
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by planning policy and accordingly there is no requirement for an additional policy 
designation which does not serve a necessary planning purpose.  

In addition, the Vision for Tendring District at paragraph 2.1 refers to a variety of 
important countryside designations in the district including wildlife areas and a diverse 
range of attractive historic settlements and landscapes and protected wildlife which 
will be conserved and enhanced.  However, the Strategic Green Gaps are not part of 
the tools necessary to secure or to the need for a specific policy to prevent the physical 
separation of settlements. 

On the basis of the above, we contend that the Strategic Green Gap policy is neither 
justified nor effective is inconsistent with national policy and is not positively prepared. 
The policy should be deleted. 

Policy PPL 7: Archaeology  

We consider that this policy is unduly onerous and where applications are submitted 
on sites where information indicates that there may be archaeological remains that a 
written scheme of investigation can be submitted following the grant of planning 
permission.  

The policy could be reworded to state ‘where the development is permitted on sites 
which may contain archaeological remains, any planning permission would be subject 
to a condition requiring a written scheme of investigation’.  

Policy SAMU 2: Development at Hartley Gardens, Clacton  

Our client owns land to the west of the mixed-use allocation shown on the Policies 
Map, a large part of which is now a commitment having been granted planning 
permission for mixed-use development including retail, leisure, business uses together 
with 200 residential dwellings and substantial enhancements to the Pickers Ditch 
recreational open space/route.  The land owned by our client is defined in terms of the 
field to the east of that mixed-use allocation but remaining within the defined 
settlement boundary which is coterminous with the A133, Little Clacton bypass.  As 
such the Policies Map correctly identifies the mixed-use allocation which is SAMU 2 
to which policy SAMU 2 refers.  Policy SAMU 2 cannot therefore relate to the balance 
of the land including the recently committed development.  Importantly we note that 
the 2016 Employment Land Study in Figure 6.16 shows our client’s site excluded from 
the wider allocation.  Any land within our client’s ownership that is outside the area 
now committed for development has been planned to be accessible from the existing 
commitment particularly in terms of transport and related infrastructure.  Our client 
understands that any land additional to the commitment is thus a site defined by 
paragraph 3.2.1 as an “…other suitable site within the Settlement Development 
Boundaries” rather than a site that is “specifically allocated or housing or mixed/use 
development”.  

Indeed, our clients also own land to the west of the Oakwood Park mixed-use 
allocation which is subject to Policy SAMU 3 (see below).  This land controlled by our 
client is described at paragraph 9.3.1 of the that policy and explains that the mixed-
use allocation is an “extension of a committed development site”.  Thus, the 
relationship between land owned by a developer that is in large part committed for 
development and thus not requiring to be the subject of a future allocation has been 
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correctly described within the text to Policy SAMU3 and the map relating to this in the 
Development Plan document correctly defines the area to be subject to the ensuing 
policy (SAMU 3).  The same approach needs to be taken to Map SAMU 2 – Hartley 
Gardens i.e. the boundary of the map area needs to follow the field boundary which is 
in fact already identified by the eastern extent of the blue coloured Mixed-Use 
Allocation shown there on the Policies Map.  We have attached an extract of Map 
SAMU 2 showing the area to be excluded from the allocation. 

It is clear that the mixed-use allocations relate to sites where there is intent by the 
developer(s) to deliver a site.  The NPPF states that to be considered deliverable sites 
should be available now, offer a suitable location for development now and be 
achievable with a realistic prospect that housing will be delivered on the site within five 
years and in particular that site is viable. 

On the basis that we have read the draft Development Plan correctly and that it is 
accepted that a minor change is made to the relevant boundary shown on map SAMU 
2 (to be consistent with similar circumstances as shown on Map SAMU 3) then we do 
not object to Policy SAMU 2.  However, we must reserve our right to make such 
objections should this minor change not be accepted which correctly defines the 
committed development proposals. 

Policy SAMU 3: Development at Oakwood Park, Clacton  

Our client owns land to the immediate west of the defined policy area which is the 
subject of a planning permission referred to at paragraph 9.3.1.  Negotiations are 
currently taking place with a housebuilder to take that site forward for the provision of 
250 homes.   

Our client has no objection to the mixed-use proposal on land to the east and has 
already provided the new roundabout access infrastructure referred to in criterion (i) 
of the Policy.   

We are willing to discuss the content of any of these representations in order to assist 
the Local Authority in the submission of the Plan to the Secretary of State and would like 
to reserve the right to appear at the Local Plan Examination.   

 

Yours sincerely, 

Martin Robeson 
martinrobeson@mrpp.co.uk  

mailto:martinrobeson@mrpp.co.uk
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Tendring District Council Publication Draft Local Plan 

 

Representations on behalf of G & M Lord and Son – Land to the south of Weeley 

Road, on the eastern edge of Great Bentley. 

 

 

 

STATEMENT 
 

Andrew Martin ‐ Planning Ltd (AM‐P) acts on behalf of G M Lord and Son, the owner of land to the south 

of Weeley Road on the eastern edge of Great Bentley (see site location plan at appendix 1).  

 

As the Local Plan  for Tendring has emerged  it has been recognised that around 11,000 new homes will 

need  to be provided over  the plan period  to 2033. Furthermore, a  large amount of greenfield  land will 

have to be identified to meet this target.  

 

The  Draft  Publication  Plan  proposes  a  spatial  strategy  for  growth  that  relies  upon  a  new  Garden 

Community on land that straddles the district boundary with Colchester, to meet a significant part of its 

housing need in the plan period and beyond, as well as other large sites principally in the strategic urban 

settlements such as Clacton‐on‐Sea, Harwich and Dovercourt. These  large‐scale proposals are subject to 

to long lead‐in times. There are significant constraints to development which will mean that they cannot 

deliver homes in the early years of the plan.  Consequently small and medium sized sites will need to be 

brought forward in order to ensure that the Council can demonstrate a 5‐year housing land supply. 

 

The Council’s housing trajectory indicates that some 5,015 homes can be built on large sites with planning 

permission. Many of  these  are historic permissions dating back over  the  last  six  years  or more.  In  its 

Authority Monitoring Report of  January 2017  the Council  considered  that  realistically  the  supply  from 

these sites in the next five years would be 2191 dwellings. As a result the Council concluded that it could 

only provide a 3 year housing supply against its five‐year housing requirement of 2,750. Some five months 

later  in  June 2017,  in advance of  the publication of  the Draft Local Plan,  the Council  concluded  that  it 

could  provide  over  five  years  supply.  This  stems  from  a  change  of  view  on  how much  of  the  5,015 

provision on large sites with planning permission will come forward in the next five years. The estimate is 

increased from 2191 to 3625 and results in the Council taking the view that there is now a 5.1 year supply. 

We submit that there is not sufficient evidence to support the Council’s assumptions for this change and 

more detailed analysis is required of the individual planning permissions to confirm a realistic figure, and 

consequently the true level of supply that exists against the housing target. 

 

In  the  interim  it  is  clear  that  small  and medium  size  sites  are  required  to  come  forward  to  assist  in 

meeting the Council’s needs in the early years of the plan. A proposed spatial hierarchy for growth set out 

in  the emerging plan,  includes smaller urban settlements as well as  rural service centres  such as Great 
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Bentley, where  development  is  encouraged  to  support  the  existing  community  and  encourage  young 

people to stay.  

 

There has been an influx of proposals for the small urban settlement of Weeley and this has attracted a 

disproportionate objection to the emerging Local Plan. We submit that the rural service centre of Great 

Bentley  represents an alternative highly sustainable  location  for growth  that  is well placed  to cater  for 

housing need  in  the  short  term.  It has a  railway  station and  is well  served by public  transport. A good 

range of services and facilities are provided in the centre including shops, employment, a primary school 

and  doctor’s  surgery.  A wider  range  of  facilities  are  available  in  the  larger  centres  of  Colchester  and 

Clacton, which are six to eight miles away and both are accessible by rail. The expansion of this settlement 

would accord with the National Planning Policy Framework, which encourages sustainable development 

in  the  rural areas  to maintain and enhance  their vitality. Growth  in Great Bentley would also meet  the 

objectives  of  the  emerging  Draft  Plan  which  promotes  new  development  “where  it  will  provide  the 

opportunity for people to satisfy their day‐to‐day needs for employment, shopping, education, and other 

services  locally or  in  locations which minimise  the need  to  travel and where  there are modes of  travel 

available in addition to the use of car”. 

 

The settlement of Great Bentley is a sustainable location for the accommodation of growth in housing and 

jobs  to meet  the objectives of  the  emerging  Local  Plan  for  Tendring.  It  is  classified  as  a  ‘rural  service 

centre’ where new housing will be appropriate to assist  in meeting the overall needs of the district, will 

address local housing needs and support the village economy. Land to the south of Weeley road, on the 

eastern edge of the settlement is well related to the existing pattern of development and is contained by 

defensible boundaries. The railway  line  lies to the south of the site, existing residential development to 

the west and further residential development to the north beyond Weeley Road. Proposed development 

on  this site would not  impact on  the strategic gap between  settlements. The  land  to  the east of Great 

Bentley has no function in terms of separating urban areas, and planned development would not lead to 

unchecked sprawl. As stated above the settlement contains a good range of services and facilities and is 

connected to larger centres by rail services.  

 

The  evidence  base  to  the  Local  Plan  (Strategic  Housing  Land  Availability  Assessment,  October  2014), 

found  that although  the  site has been promoted  for development,  there had been no  serious  interest 

from the landowner or a developer. Consequently doubts were raised over the site’s suitability regarding 

connections to the existing built up area and the provision of safe access to the site. At that time some 2.5 

hectares of this 13 hectare site was considered  for  the provision of 45 homes. A  larger scheme  for 235 

dwellings had previously been considered. The SHLAA found that there were “no  irresolvable  issues” to 

this  land coming forward for development. We advise that this site  is now actively being promoted and 

that development of the site is suitable, available and achievable. 

 

  

Section 1 – Strategic Plan for North Essex 
 

Policy SP1 – Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development 

 

Legally compliant – Yes 

Duty to Co‐operate compliant – Yes 

Sound – Yes 

If not sound, on what grounds?  n/a 
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Representation: 

 

Support  is  extended  for  the  presumption  in  favour  of  sustainable  development  and  the  Local  Plan's 

approach  towards  considering development proposals.   This  accords with  the National Planning Policy 

Framework (NPPF) (2012). 

 

Changes required: 

 

None. 
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Policy SP2 – Spatial Strategy for North Essex 

Legally compliant – Yes 

Duty to Co‐operate compliant – Yes 

Sound – Yes 

If not sound, on what grounds?  n/a  

 

Representation: 

 

Policy SP2 sets out a Spatial Strategy for North Essex and identifies that: 

 

"Existing  settlements will be  the principal  focus  for additional growth across North Essex within 

the  Local  Plan  period.    Development  will  be  accommodated  within  or  adjoining  settlements 

according  to  their  scale,  sustainability and existing  role both within each  individual district and, 

where relevant, across the wider strategic area..." 

 

“Each  local  authority will  identify  a  hierarchy  of  settlements  where  new  development will  be 

accommodated according  to  the  role of  the  settlement,  sustainability,  its physical  capacity and 

local needs…” 

 

Support is extended for this approach, which should ensure that the most sustainable settlements in the 

district accommodate the bulk of the additional growth envisaged in the Local Plan for Tendring.  

 

 

Change required: 

None. 
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Policy SP3 – Meeting Housing Needs 

Legally compliant – Yes 

Duty to Co‐operate compliant – Yes 

Sound – Yes 

If not sound, on what grounds?  n/a 

 

Representation: 

 

Support  is  extended  for  the  overall  objectively  assessed  housing  need  figure  (i.e.  11,000  dwellings 

between 2013 and 2033),  for Tendring District,  set out  in Policy SP3.   This  is  consistent with Tendring 

District Council’s evidence base. 

 

It  is also noteworthy that the second paragraph  in Policy SP3 expects each  local authority to maintain a 

sufficient supply of deliverable sites to provide for at  least five years’ worth of housing, consistent with 

paragraph 47 of the NPPF.  However, subsequent parts of the Tendring Local Plan Publication Draft and in 

particular Policy LP 1 (and supporting evidence base) fail to do this.   

 

This matter  is addressed  further  in separate representations made  to Part 2 of  the Tendring Local Plan 

Publication Draft. 

  

Change required: 

None. 
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Policy SP7 – Development & Delivery of New Garden Communities in North Essex 

Legally compliant – Yes 

Duty to Co‐operate compliant – Yes 

Sound – No  

If not sound, on what grounds? The principle of development and delivery of new Garden Communities is 

sound but specific objection is raised in respect of the new community proposed on the Colchester 

Borders. 

 

Representation: 

 

Support  is extended to the principle of new Garden Communities  in order to meet objectively assessed 

housing need  in the North Essex  local authority areas. Support  is extended on the basis that the spatial 

strategy  for growth  in Part 2 of  the Plan  for Tendring, directs growth  in accordance with a  settlement 

hierarchy that prioritises locations with access to the strategic road network, public transport and which 

have the potential to offer the widest range of services. Garden Communities will be required in the next 

tier of growth to cater for housing need in the plan period and beyond. 

 

However, specific objection  is  raised  to  the proposed Garden Community  that straddles  the districts of 

Tendring  and  Colchester  (the  Colchester  Borders  Garden  Community).  Given  the  long  lead  in  times 

expected, it is unlikely to deliver the projected number of dwellings that are proposed in the plan period.  

 

Change required: 

Improve the  flexibility of the plan by  identifying additional sustainable housing sites  in accordance with 

the spatial strategy for growth set out in Part 2 of the Plan for Tendring. 
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Policy SP8 –Tendring/Colchester Garden Community 

Legally compliant – Yes 

Duty to Co‐operate compliant – Yes 

Sound – No 

If not sound, on what grounds?  Not justified, not effective and not consistent with national policy 

 

Representation: 

 

Objection  is  raised  to  Policy  SP8,  which  identifies  a  broad  location  on  the  borders  of  Tendring  and 

Colchester for a new Garden Community of circa 7,000‐9,000 new homes, of which 2,500 dwellings are 

deemed to be deliverable within the plan period. The number of homes attributable to Tendring, within 

the plan period, is 1,250. 

 

The proposed new Garden Community will necessitate the preparation of a site‐specific DPD  in order to 

allocate the specific site and before any planning permission can be granted, free from the risk of call‐in 

by the Secretary of State.  This could lead to lengthy timescales and delay.  

 

Change required: 

 

Identify additional sustainable housing sites  in accordance with the spatial hierarchy for growth set 

out  in Part 2 of the Plan  for Tendring. This will boost housing supply  in  the early years of  the plan 

period. To achieve this a number of small to medium size sites will need to be identified, such as land 

to the south of Weeley Road in the settlement of Great Bentley.  
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Section 2 – Local Plan for Tendring 

Policy LP 1 ‐  Housing Supply 

Legally compliant – 

Duty to cooperate – 

Sound – No – Not justified, not effective and not consistent with national policy. 

If not sound, on what grounds?  

The Council has set a housing  target of 11,000 new homes to be provided over the plan period 2013 – 

2033. This is based on an annual housing requirement of 550 homes as advised by Peter Brett Associates 

in  the preparation of  a  joint  Strategic Housing Market Assessment  (SHMA)  for  the  local  authorities of 

Tendring, Colchester, Chelmsford and Braintree. The PBA assessment  finds  that a  range of dwellings  is 

required  from  550‐600 units. We  therefore  support  the policy, which  treats  the  figure of  11,000  as  a 

‘minimum’ dwelling requirement.  

Objection is raised to the proposed sources of supply. We submit that overly optimistic assumptions have 

been made about sites with planning consent (both large and small).  There is a lack of evidence to inform 

the assumption  that 6178 homes will  come  forward on  these  sites. These unreliable  sources  comprise 

51% of the housing supply over the plan period, and cast considerable doubt about the deliverability of 

the spatial strategy for growth in Tendring. 

There  is  also  a  failure  to  demonstrate  that  the  strategic  allocations,  which  include  very  large 

developments  on  the  periphery  of  Clacton,  Dovercourt  and  Weeley,  and  the  Garden  Community 

proposed for the Tendring/Colchester border (3480 units and 29% of the overall supply), can be delivered 

in the plan period. These are complex schemes that have been the subject of considerable objection as 

the Local Plan has emerged. By way of example the EDME site in Mistley (Policy SAMU1) is a thriving UK 

malted  ingredients producer. Policy  LP 1 assumes  that  this will become  vacant  in  the plan period and 

provide  at  least  150  homes.  The  site  is  beset  with  numerous  obstacles  to  development  including 

environmental  designations  such  as  its  location  in  the  Conservation  Area  and  impact  on  nature 

conservation including a Special Protection Area and Ramsar site based on the Stour and Orwell Estuaries. 

There is also currently insufficient capacity available in Clacton for the treatment of foul water, needed to 

support several large sites proposed for the development of 2,350 homes on the periphery of the urban 

area. Major  infrastructure works are required  to resolve  this  issue.  In addition  the sites have other key 

physical and environmental constraints to delivery. 

Change Required: 

Preparation of further evidence base assessment, to confirm that the sources of supply in Policy LP 1,  can 

genuinely be delivered in the plan period. The inclusion of a number and range of smaller sustainable sites 

such as  land to the south of Weeley Road  in Great Bentley, to  improve the flexibility and viability of the 

plan. 
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For internal Use only ID: 
 

Rep No: 
 

     

 

 

Responses are encouraged via the council’s online consultation system available on the website, 
see http://tendring-consult.objective.co.uk/portal  However, this form can be returned electronically 
to planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk or in hard copy if necessary to: 

Planning Policy, Tendring District Council, Thorpe Road, Weeley, Essex, CO16 9AJ 
The consultation runs from 9am Friday, 16th June to 5pm on Friday, 28th July 2017 

This form has two parts: 
Part A - Personal Details and Part B - Your comments 

 
 

  PART A  
 

1. Personal Details 

Title 

First Name 

Last Name 

Organisation 
(Where relevant) 

 
Address Line 1 

 
Address Line 2 

 
Address Line 3 

Post Code 

E-mail Address 
 

Telephone 
Number 

2. Agent’s Details (if applicable) 

Title 
 

First Name 

Last Name 

Organisation 

Address Line 1 

Address Line 2 
 

Address Line 3 

Post Code 

E-mail Address 
 

Telephone 
Number 

 
 

 

Hopkins Homes Limited 

C/o Agent 

Mr 

Geoff 

Armstrong 

Armstrong Rigg Planning 

The Exchange 

Colworth Science Park 
 

 Sharnbrook, Bedford 

geoff.armstrong@arplanning.co.uk 

MK44 1LQ 

01234 867135 

http://tendring-consult.objective.co.uk/portal
mailto:planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk


  PART B  

REPRESENTATION FORM 
Please Note: If your representation relates to Section One of the North Essex Strategic Plan / Garden 
Communities you only need to respond to one of the Local Authorities. All representations received by 
Braintree, Colchester and Tendring relating to Section One of the Plan(s) will be submitted together. 

You do not need to return this form if you have completed a response using any of the Council’s online 
systems for this consultation. Duplicates will not be considered 

Please specify which section of the Publication Draft Local Plan your comments relate to by 

choosing one of the following: 

Section 1 Section 2 Colchester Section 2 Tendring Section 2 Braintree 

Which part of the section are you responding to? 

e.g. Paragraph/Policy/Map/Other 
 
 
Do you consider the Local Plan is Legally compliant? 

Yes No 
 
Does it comply with the Duty to Co-operate? 

Yes No 
 
Do you consider the Local Plan is Sound? 

Yes No 
 
If you do not consider the Local Plan is sound, please specify on what grounds: 

Positively prepared Justified Effective Consistent with National Policy 
 
Enter your full representation here:  

 

Please see cover letter 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Continue onto next page 

X X 

Section 1: Policies SP3, SP7 and SP8 
Section 2: Policies SAH3, LP1 and Section 2 – Vision and Objectives 

X 

X 

X 

X X X X 



 
 

If your representation is more than 100 words, please provide a brief summary here: 

Please see cover letter 



Please specify the changes needed to be made to make the Plan sound / legally compliant 
 

 
Do you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination? 

Yes No 
 

If Yes - you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you 

consider this to be necessary 

Please note the inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear 

those who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination. 

 
Did you raise the matter that is the subject of your representation with the LPA earlier 

in the process of the preparation of the Local Plan 

Yes No 
 

If yes which stage 

Issues and Options Preferred Options 
 

Do you wish to be notified? 

When the document is submitted for independent examination? 

When the Inspectors Report is published? 

When document is adopted? 
 

Braintree & Tendring: Return by 5pm 28th July 2017 
(responses to section 2 Braintree and Tendring will not be accepted after this date. After 

this date responses to Section 1 should be sent to Colchester Borough Council) 

Colchester: Return by 5pm 11th August 2017 

Please see cover letter 

X 

To ensure points raised are adequately discussed. 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 



 

 

  

Ref: GA/DJ/01017/L0001 

 

Sent by email to planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk 

 

27 July 2017 

 

Simon Meecham 

Planning Policy 

Tendring District Council 

Thorpe Road 

Weeley 

Essex 

CO16 9AJ 

 

Dear Mr Meecham 

 

Representations to Tendring District Council Publication Draft Local Plan Consultation 

Robinson Road, Brightlingsea on behalf of Hopkins Homes Limited 

 

On behalf of our client Hopkins Homes Limited we wish to make representations to the current Tendring District 

Council Publication Draft Local Plan Consultation.  

 

Previous representations were made directly by Hopkins Homes to the Tendring District Local Plan – Preferred 

Options 2016 Consultation in September 2016. These representations supported the emerging policy map for 

Brightlingsea (Map 9), which showed Hopkins Homes’ site at Robinson Road, Brightlingsea as a preferred housing 

allocation, but raised concern regarding: the classification of Brightlingsea as part of the rural heartland as 

opposed to a seaside town; and the reliance solely on additional housing growth at Weeley in the scenario that 

600 homes a year as opposed to 550 were needed.  

 

Robinson Road, Brightlingsea – Support Policy SAH3 with small change requested  

 

Hopkins Homes support the allocation of land at Robinson Road, Brightlingsea and are pleased to confirm that 

this land is deliverable for residential development in the short-term over the next 5 years. Hopkins Homes are 

nearing completion on their highly regarded development at Robinson Road for 77 dwellings (approved by 

application reference 13/01470/FUL) and the proposed allocation would form a natural second phase to this 

development. Following a positive pre-application response from Tendring District Council in August 2016 

(reference 16/30056/PREAPP) and positive discussions with Brightlingsea Town Council, a planning application 

for 115 dwellings is currently being finalised for the site for submission at the end of July 2017. 

 

The only element of Policy SAH3 that we wish to raise concern over is the wording of point which requires the 

allocation to provide at least 115 new homes. This wording places an unduly strict minimum level of development 

on the site. As outlined, the forthcoming planning application on the site proposes 115 dwellings. This would meet 

the emerging policy requirement, but it does not leave a lot a room for flexibility during the consideration of the 



application should the Council wish to see any changes to the proposals that would necessitate changes to the 

layout or mix of housing proposed. A more positively worded policy requirement would be for the site to provide 

approximately 115 new homes. We therefore request that the wording of point a. is re-worded as follows: 

 

“a. at least approximately 115 new homes of a mixed size and type to include affordable 

housing as per the Council’s requirements” 

   

Housing Need – Objection to Policies SP3 and LP1 

 

We object to the housing requirement for Tendring District set-out at Policy SP3 – Meeting Housing Needs 

and Policy LP 1 – Housing Supply. These policies set the Objectively Assessed Housing Need (OAHN) for 

Tendring District as 11,000 new homes (550 per annum) between 1st April 2013 and 31st March 2033, but on 

further investigation of the method used to calculate this OAHN it is clear that the figure should actually be 15,520 

new homes (776 per annum) during this period. 

 

We fundamentally disagree with the Council’s decision to reduce the starting point for calculating Tendring’s 

OAHN based on Unattributable Population Change (UPC) between the 2001-2011 censuses.  We understand that 

official population projections between 2001 and 2011 overestimated the actual population growth in the district, 

but in light of the Office for National Statistics decision to not make any adjustment to the 2012 or 2014-based 

Sub-National Population Projections (SNPP) to account for UPC (since it could not be demonstrated that UPC 

measured a bias in the trend data that will continue in the future), we consider the Council’s approach wholly 

unjustified. In reducing the starting point for their OAHN based on UPC, the Council ignores the Government’s 

official published projections in the 2014 SNPP of 675 dwellings per annum, which accounting for the 15% uplift 

applied by the Council to populations projections gives an OAHN of 776 dwellings per annum or 15,520 dwellings 

across the plan period. 

  

Given that the plan period for the emerging Tendring Local Plan continues to 2033 and planning policy requires 

regular reviews of this plan, it is considered that there is no reason not to use the SNPP for calculating OAHN. 

The next Census will take place in 2021 and if this reveals a lower level of population growth than that contained 

in the 2014 SNPP, then future reviews of the plan can take account of this. At this stage, not using the SNPP as 

the OAHN starting point risks severely underestimating the housing need in the district and would lead to a 

significant undersupply in housing of over 4,500 dwellings. 

 

Policy SP3 and Policy LP1 should therefore be amended to require 15,520 new homes in Tendring District over 

the plan period, or 776 new homes per annum, and additional sites should be found to accommodate this housing 

growth.  

 

Housing Supply – Objection to Policies SP7, SP8 and LP1 

 

We wish to raise concern regarding the level of housing supply the Council is predicting to come from the Tendring 

Colchester Borders Garden Community by 2033.  

 

Policy SP7 – Garden Communities and Policy SP8 Tendring Colchester Borders Garden Community 

identify the proposed Tendring Colchester Borders Garden Community as delivering 2,500 new homes within the 

plan period (as part of an overall total of between 7,000-9,000 homes to be delivered beyond 2033) and Policy 

LP1 – Housing Supply identifies that 1,250 of these new homes will be delivered in Tendring (with the 

remaining 1,250 coming forward in Colchester). 

 

The supporting text to Policy SP7 states at that Development Plan Documents (DPD) will be developed for each 

of the 3 new garden communities planned in North Essex and Policy SP8 states that a Strategic Growth DPD will 

set out the nature, form and boundary of the new community, together with a phasing and implementation 

strategy to ensure that the respective phases of the development do not come forward until the necessary 

infrastructure has been secured. The DPD will provide the framework for the subsequent development of more 

detailed masterplans and other design and planning guidance. 



 

The Council’s current Local Development Scheme (LDS, January 2017) predicts that the Local Plan will be adopted 

in September 2018 and that following this the Tendring Colchester Borders Garden Community Strategic Growth 

Development Plan Document (DPD) will be adopted in March 2019. No details of the proposed DPD are currently 

in the public domain and the first planned consultation (Preferred Options) is planned for October 2017. Following 

this it is planned that a publication version will be published in June 2018 ahead of submission in October 2018, 

examination will take place between October 2018 and February 2019 and adoption will be in March 2019. This 

is a very tight timescale for the production of any development plan document, not least a document for which 

the boundaries of the proposed settlement have not yet been finalised and which has to agree a phasing and 

implementation strategy for 9,000 new homes across two local authority areas. 

 

In the context of the unrealistic policy development timeline for the Tendring Colchester Borders Garden 

Community, it recommended that the predicted delivery rates are reduced accordingly. A more realistic timescale 

for the development of the DPD is considered to be adoption by mid-2020. Following this, the project would need 

to secure planning permission before it starts to deliver housing. A recent report from Lichfields 

(http://lichfields.uk/media/1728/start-to-finish.pdf) identifies that the average period from the submission of a 

planning application to the start of delivery is 6.9 years (6.1 years for approval and 0.8 years between approval 

and start on site for discharge of conditions) for schemes of 2,000+ dwellings following which the average annual 

build out rate is 161 dwellings. Based on the above, the scheme is predicted to deliver the following numbers 

during the plan period: 

 

Year Delivery 

2020 Adoption of DPD 

2021 Planning Application 

2022 Planning Application 

2023 Planning Application 

2024 Planning Application 

2025 Planning Application 

2026 Planning Consent  

2027 Conditions Discharge + delivery of 81 dwellings 

2028 161 dwellings 

2029 161 dwellings 

2030 161 dwellings 

2031 161 dwellings 

2032 161 dwellings 

2033 161 dwellings 

Total 1,047 dwellings 

   

The above figure is far below the Local Plan’s predicted delivery of 2,500 dwellings during the plan period and 

would result in just over 500 dwellings to contribute to Tendring’s housing supply against a prediction of 1,250.  

Policies SP7 and SP8 should therefore be amended to identify a predicted delivery of 1,000 homes from the 

Tendring Colchester Borders Garden Communnity during the plan period and Policy LP1 should be amended to 

identify a delivery of 500 homes in Tendring. 

 

It is clear from the above that there will be a need for several hundred new homes to be planned for in Tendring’s 

emerging Local Plan as a result of overly ambitious housing supply forecasts at the Tendring Colchester Borders 

Garden Community. This is in addition to the additional homes needed as a result of the currently far too low 

OAHN. 

 

Seaside Towns – Objection to Vision for Tendring District 

  

We are concerned that Hopkins Homes’ previous representations regarding the classification of Brightlingsea as 

part of the rural heartland as opposed to a seaside town have been ignored. Not only is Brightlingsea clearly a 

http://lichfields.uk/media/1728/start-to-finish.pdf


seaside town with its long history as a port and its role as a popular tourist and recreation destination. It is 

comparable in size to the seaside towns of Jaywick Sands, Walton on the Naze and Frinton-on-Sea that are 

recognised as such in the emerging Local Plan and it shares many of the same opportunities and threats facing 

these other seaside towns in the district such as a need for regeneration and investment in the town centre and 

recreational/tourist facilities. 

 

The policy approach to seaside towns and the rural heartland is contained in the Vision and Objectives part of 

the plan at Section 2. The Vision states that towns in the rural heartland will see modest levels of new housing 

and employment development to support local shops and services, address local issues, provide for local needs 

and facilitate investment by local businesses in job opportunities. The vision for seaside towns, however, is much 

more positive and includes a specific vision for each town setting out how the Council will seek to regenerate the 

area through additional housing development and a focus on improving town centres and recreational/tourist 

facilities. 

 

It is clear that there is a need for such a positive vision to be developed for Brightlingsea and other comparably 

sized towns in the district, such as Manningtree, Lawford and Mistley, alongside a strategy for how development 

can be the catalyst for positive change. In the context of the above identified additional housing need and shortfall 

in supply, we consider there to be a unique opportunity to develop a new Vision for Tendring District that 

recognises the opportunities and threats facing the district’s towns that have not been classified as ‘seaside towns’ 

(e.g. Brightlingsea and Manningtree, Lawford and Mistley) and most importantly the opportunity to use well 

planned residential development to deliver much needed regeneration and investment. 

 

We trust that these comments will be given the due consideration and look forward to participating further as 

the Local Plan preparation progresses. Should you have any further queries or questions then please do not 

hesitate to contact either myself or my colleague David Jones.  

 

Yours sincerely 

 
Geoff Armstrong (geoff.armstrong@arplanning.co.uk) 

Director 

Armstrong Rigg Planning 

Tel: 01234 867135

mailto:geoff.armstrong@arplanning.co.uk


 

 
  

 





GUIDANCE NOTES 
& RESPONSE FORM 
to accompany the Publication Draft Local Plan (2017) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Please read these guidance notes before completing the response form 
 

Introduction 
Braintree District Council, Tendring District 
Council and Colchester Borough Council, have 
each published their own Publication Draft Local 
Plan for consultation. Section 1 is common to 
each plan. This response form can be used to 
respond to any part of the 3 Plans. It is important 
to specify which. 

The 3 Plans have been published in order for 
representations to be made prior to submission 
of the documents to the Planning Inspectorate 
for examination. All representations will be 
examined by a Planning Inspector. The purpose 
of the examination is to consider whether the Plan 
complies with the legal requirements, the duty to 
co-operate and is sound. 

Each Local Plan has two parts: 

Publication Draft Local Plan Section 1 - A set 
of strategic policies constructed in partnership 
between the three authorities and Essex 

County Council. This means that the Section 1 
policies are intended to apply across all three 
Local Authorities. These policies include those 
relating to Garden Communities, housing supply, 
employment, shopping and the environment. 
You can send your response to any one of the 
authorities as all responses to Section 1 will be 
collated. Only 1 response to the 3 authorities is 
required. 

Publication Draft Local Plan Section 2 - relates 
to the specific district, contains more detailed 
policies and is used to determine planning 
applications. If you wish to comment on the 
Tendring Publication Draft Local Plan Section 
2 you should send your comments to Tendring 
District Council. 

If you would like assistance in completing your 
representation or have any other questions 
about the Publication Draft Local Plan please 
contact the Planning Policy Team by email 
planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk or by phone 
on 01255686177 and ask for Planning Policy. 

 
 
 

    

mailto:planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk


Part A - Personal Details 
Please note that it is not possible for 
representations to be considered anonymously. 
Representations will be published on the 
Council’s websites and included as part of the 
Publication Draft Local Plan submissions to 
the Inspector. Address and contact details will 
removed from published responses. (Village/town 
shown). 

The Council reserves the right not to publish or 
take into account any representations which it 
considers offensive or defamatory. 

Please supply an email address if you have one 
as it will allow us to contact you electronically. 
Everyone who submits a representation will be 
added to the relevant consultation database (if 
not already included) so that we can keep you 
up to date with the plan. If you do not wish to be 
contacted in this way please state this clearly on 
the form. 

If an agent or consultant has been engaged to act 
on your behalf please fill in both sets of details in 
full. Correspondence will be sent to the agent. If 
you are a landowner with an agent acting on your 
behalf, please ensure that your agent knows the 
site name and reference number which your site 
has been given. 

 
Part B - Representation 
Please specify which section of the Publication 
Draft Local Plan your comments relate to, by 
choosing one of the following; 

Section 1 A response to this section will be 
reported to all 3 authorities. 

Legal Compliance and Duty 
to Co-operate 
If commenting on how the Publication Draft 
Local Plan has been prepared, it is likely that 
your comments will relate to a matter of legal 
compliance. 

The Inspector will check that the Plan meets the 
legal requirements 

You should consider the following before making 
a representation on legal compliance: 

• The Plan should be included in the current 
Local Development Scheme (LDS) and the 
key stages should have been followed. 

• The process of community involvement 
for the Plan in question should be in general 
accordance with the Statement of 
Community Involvement (SCI). 

• The Plan should comply with the Town 
and County Planning (Local Planning) 
(England) Regulations 2012 (the Regulations). 
On publication, the LPA must publish the 
documents prescribed in the Regulations; 
making them available on its website and at 
its principal offices. It must also notify the 
Local Plan bodies (as set out in the 
Regulations) and any persons who have 
requested to be notified. 

• The LPA must provide a Sustainability 
Appraisal Report. This should identify 
the process by which it has been carried out, 
baseline information used to inform the 
process and the outcomes of that  process. 

• LPAs will be expected to provide evidence of 
how they have complied with the Duty  to 

Section 2 Colchester 
Section 2 Tendring 
Section 2 Braintree 

These plans are 
specific to each 
authority. 

Co-operate. 

• Non-compliance with the duty to cooperate 
cannot be rectified after the Plan’s

Which part of the plan are you responding to 
(please use one form per submission): 

Paragraph:  for a representation on wording or 
paragraph content 

Policy: for a representation on the wording 
or inclusion or omission of a policy 

Other: for example a map inset number, 
site reference or the wording or 
content of tables or  appendices 

submission. Therefore the Inspector has no 
power to recommend modifications in this 
regard. Where the duty has not been 
complied with, the Inspector has no choice 
but to recommend non-adoption of the  Plan. 

} 



Soundness 
Soundness is explained in National Planning 
Policy Framework (NPPF) paragraph 182. The 
Inspector has to be satisfied that the Plan is 
positively prepared, justified, effective and 
consistent with national policy. 

More details and further guidance on what is 
meant by the term ‘soundness’ can be found 
below and at; www.planningportal.gov.uk 

Positively prepared 
This means that 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 reasonable alternatives, 
based on a proportionate, robust and credible 
evidence base. 

Effective 
The Plan should be deliverable over its period and 
based on effective joint working on cross- 
boundary strategic priorities, sound infrastructure 
delivery planning and no regulatory or national 
planning barriers. It should be flexible to changing 
circumstances 

Consistent with national policy 
The Plan should be consistent with national 
policy. Departure must be clearly justified. 

If you think the content of the Plan is not sound 
because it does not include a policy where it 
should do, you should go through the following 
steps before making representations: 

• Is the issue with which you are concerned 
already covered specifically by national 
planning policy? If so it does not need to be 
included? 

• Is what you are concerned with covered by 
any other policies in the Plan on which you 
are seeking to make representations or in any 
other Plan? 

• If the policy is not covered, how is the Plan 
unsound without the policy? 

• If the Plan is unsound without the policy, what 
should the policy say? 

Using the spaces provided please give details of 
why you think the Publication Draft Local Plan is 
not ‘sound having regard to the legal compliance, 
duty to cooperate and the four  requirements 
set out above. You should try to support your 
representation by evidence showing why the Plan 
should be modified. If your representation is 
over 100 words please include a summary of 
its main points in the box provided. 

It will be helpful if you also say precisely 
how you think the Plan should be modified. 
Representations should cover succinctly all 
information, evidence and supporting information 
necessary to support/justify the representation 
and suggested modification, as there will not 
normally be a further opportunity to make 
submissions based on the original representation 
made at publication. 

Where there are groups who share a common 
view on how they wish to see a Plan modified, 
it would be very helpful for that group to send 
a single representation which represents the 
view. In such cases the group should indicate 
how many people it is representing and how 
the representation has been authorised. 

All the formal representations received during this 
stage will be submitted to and considered by the 
appointed independent Planning Inspector at the 
public examination on the Plan. The process is 
likely to include public hearings. The Inspector 
will determine the most appropriate procedure to 
adopt to hear those who choose to participate at 
this stage. If you would like to appear and speak 
at the hearings, please state this and explain 
in the space provided why you consider it is 
necessary that you participate. 

Representations can be sent: 

• Via the Council’s online consultation portal: 
http://tendring-
consult.objective.co.uk/portal  

• Via a representation form which can 
be downloaded from the website and 
returned via email to 
planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.
uk 

• or by post to: 
Planning Policy, 
Tendring District Council 
Thorpe Road 
Weeley 
Essex 
CO16 9AJ 

http://www.planningportal.gov.uk/
http://tendring-consult.objective.co.uk/portal
http://tendring-consult.objective.co.uk/portal
mailto:planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk
mailto:planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk
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Responses are encouraged via the council’s online consultation system available on the website, 
see http://tendring-consult.objective.co.uk/portal  However, this form can be returned electronically 
to planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk or in hard copy if necessary to: 

Planning Policy, Tendring District Council, Thorpe Road, Weeley, Essex, CO16 9AJ 
The consultation runs from 9am Friday, 16th June to 5pm on Friday, 28th July 2017 

This form has two parts: 
Part A - Personal Details and Part B - Your comments 

 
 

  PART A  
 

1. Personal Details 

Title 

First Name 

Last Name 

Organisation 
(Where relevant) 

 
Address Line 1 

 
Address Line 2 

 
Address Line 3 

Post Code 

E-mail Address 
 

Telephone 
Number 

2. Agent’s Details (if applicable) 

Title 
 

First Name 

Last Name 

Organisation 

Address Line 1 

Address Line 2 
 

Address Line 3 

Post Code 

E-mail Address 
 

Telephone 
Number 
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  PART B  

REPRESENTATION FORM 
Please Note: If your representation relates to Section One of the North Essex Strategic Plan / Garden 
Communities you only need to respond to one of the Local Authorities. All representations received by 
Braintree, Colchester and Tendring relating to Section One of the Plan(s) will be submitted together. 

You do not need to return this form if you have completed a response using any of the Council’s online 
systems for this consultation. Duplicates will not be  considered 

Please specify which section of the Publication Draft Local Plan your comments relate to by 
choosing one of the following: 

Section 1 Section 2 Colchester Section 2 Tendring Section 2 Braintree 

Which part of the section are you responding to? 
e.g. Paragraph/Policy/Map/Other 

 
Do you consider the Local Plan is Legally compliant? 

Yes No 
 
Does it comply with the Duty to Co-operate? 

Yes No 
 
Do you consider the Local Plan is Sound? 

Yes No 
 
If you do not consider the Local Plan is sound, please specify on what grounds: 

Positively prepared Justified Effective Consistent with National Policy 
 
Enter your full representation here: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Continue onto next page 



 
 

If your representation is more than 100 words, please provide a brief summary here: 



Please specify the changes needed to be made to make the Plan sound / legally compliant 
 

 
Do you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination? 

Yes No 
 

If Yes - you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you 
consider this to be necessary 

Please note the inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear 
those who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination. 

 
Did you raise the matter that is the subject of your representation with the LPA earlier 
in the process of the preparation of the Local Plan 

Yes No 
 

If yes which stage 
Issues and Options Preferred Options 

 
Do you wish to be notified? 

When the document is submitted for independent examination? 

When the Inspectors Report is published? 

When document is adopted? 
 

Braintree & Tendring: Return by 5pm 28th July 2017 
(responses to section 2 Braintree and Tendring will not be accepted after this date. After 

this date responses to Section 1 should be sent to Colchester Borough Council) 

Colchester: Return by 5pm 11th August 2017 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 These Part One representations are submitted by Barton Willmore LLP on behalf of 

Bloor Homes Eastern, pursuant to their interest in land located to the west of Rush Green 

Road and east of Jaywick Lane, Clacton-on-Sea. 

 

1.2 Bloor Homes has been building new homes for over 45 years, and is one of the largest 

privately owned house building groups in the UK, building in excess of three thousand 

homes each year. 

 

1.3 Bloor’s promoted site was originally allocated within the draft Tendring District Local Plan 

2012 Proposed Submission Draft and retained as such within the amended 2014 Local 

Plan: Pre-Submission Focused Changes as site COS13 Development South of Clacton 

Coastal Academy, Jaywick Lane/Rush Green Road. However it is now proposed to remain 

as Green Gap in the Draft Local Plan. 

 

1.4 Within the framework of this overarching consultation Bloor objects to the level of OAHN 

specified for Tendring and objects to the proposed allocation of the new Borders 

Community, east of Colchester. 

 

1.5 These representations are submitted in tandem with site-specific representations made in 

response to Part Two of the Draft Local Plan. 
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2.0 POLICY SP2 SPATIAL STRATEGY FOR NORTH ESSEX 

 

2.1 Bloor Homes are supportive of the need for existing settlements to be the principal focus 

for additional growth across North Essex as noted within Policy SP2. The need to identify 

a hierarchy of settlements will ensure that development is located within the correct 

location, and will ensure that the most sustainable sites come forward for development. 

Policy SPL1 of Part 2 of the draft Plan demonstrates that Clacton-on-Sea is within the top 

tier of the settlement hierarchy. 

 

2.2 This aspect of policy SP2 is considered sound and in accordance with paragraph 157 of 

the National Planning Policy Framework 2012, which requires Local Plans to: 

 

“allocate sites to promote development and flexible use of 

land, bringing forward new land where necessary, and 

provide detail on form, scale, access and quantum of 

development where appropriate” 

 

2.3 Matters regarding the reliance upon new garden communities to achieve the necessary 

scale of housing delivery are discussed later in these representations. 
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3.0 POLICY SP3 MEETING HOUSING NEEDS 

 

3.1 For the reasons set out below Bloor Homes consider policy SP3 “Meeting Housing Needs” 

to be unsound on the basis that this policy is not positively prepared or justified. 

 

3.2 A fundamental aspect of the North Essex draft Local Plan is the proposed Objectively 

Assessed Housing Need (OAHN). In relation to Tendring, the policy identifies an OAHN of 

550 per annum, equating to a total of 11,000 within the plan period of 2013-2033. 

 

3.3 The NPPF sets out the Government’s planning policies for England and seeks to increase 

the supply of housing across the country. It states that in order for Local Plans to be 

“positively prepared”, the Plan should be prepared based on a strategy which seeks to 

meet objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements. 

 

3.4 The Council’s progress towards providing an OAHN has been subject to a long and 

contrived methodology. The 2014-based official projection set a “demographic starting 

point” for Tendring District of 675 dwellings per annum (as noted in the Peter Brett 

Associates update 2016). 

 

3.5 The original Peter Brett Associates drafted OAHN Joint Study 2015 recommended 597 

dwellings per year for Tendring up to 2032. However, Members have sought to argue a 

lower figure, without substantive evidence and largely for political expediency. The 

process of how the Council identified an OAHN of 550 dwellings is described below. 

 

3.6 This is evidenced by reference to the minutes of the Tendring Local Plan Committee held 

in November 2015, which indicates the lengths the Peter Brett Associates OAHN Study 

went to, in October 2015, to explain the methodology behind the justification for the 

recommendation of an OAHN of 597 dwellings per annum in the Housing Needs Study. 

The Local Plan minutes clearly record that, on 15 October 2015, Mr Richard Pestell of PBA 

had visited the Council to give a presentation to Members to explain the methodology and 

to answer Members’ questions. In this respect, the minutes confirm that Mr Pestell 

explained to Members that Tendring was part of a wider housing market area and that 

the calculation of OAHN was essentially a ‘policy off’ requirement. 

 

3.7 He also explained to Members how the OAHN figure was calculated and what the key 

factors were which affected its calculation, such as downward trends in average household 

size and upward trends in longevity of life span. The Minutes further report that Mr Pestell 

explained to Members that, whilst a ‘starting point’ of 497 was justified, it would also be  
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incumbent upon the Council to add a 10%-20% uplift to this figure to take account of 

market signals and economic evidence, in line with Government guidance. 

 

3.8 On this basis, the clear recommendation of Peter Brett Associates was that an uplift to 

597 homes would be needed to ‘ensure a better match between the number of working 

age residents in the District and projected jobs growth’. The Minutes also record that PBA 

considered their OAHN figure to be in accordance with Government guidance and 

therefore defendable. Furthermore, PBA’s advice to Tendring was that, if they wished to 

adopt a lower OAHN figure, they would have to justify this by demonstrating that there 

were overriding constraints to delivery (Green Belt, AONB) and that any ‘unmet need’ 

would be provided for elsewhere in the housing market area, under the Duty to Cooperate. 

 

3.9 It is notable in this regard that it was also reported to Members that Braintree, Chelmsford 

and Colchester’s Committees had all endorsed their respective OAHN figures. As such, 

Members were warned by Officers that the adoption of a lower OAHN, without securing 

alternative provision of the unmet need in another Authority’s Local Plan, risked making 

the Tendring Plan unsound. 

 

3.10 At the Local Plan Committee dated 21 January 2016, Members agreed the OAHN range to 

be between 500 and 600 dwellings, with 550 to be used as a midpoint. This was directly 

contrary to the recommendations of the Joint Study and advice of the Peter Brett 

Associates representative. There was no evidence base to justify this decision, and the 

wording of draft policy LP1 confirms that the midpoint is too low. The process that the 

Council have used to arrive at a figure of 550 dwellings per year is therefore fundamentally 

flawed. Whilst perhaps neat and convenient, the arrival at this mid-point figure is not 

reflective of any reference in the NPPF that a deal may be cut and the difference can be 

split.  

 

3.11 It should be noted that Tendring District Local Plan 2013-2033 and Beyond Preferred 

Options Consultation Document (to which Bloor Homes made representations dated 

September 2016) included policy LP1 Housing Supply. This policy made provision for 

housing supply requirements at both 550 dwellings per year and 600 dwellings per year.  

 

3.12 The wording of the policy itself confirmed that 550 dwellings per year would show a 

shortfall of 19 dwellings. Whilst this shortfall may only be small, it further demonstrates 

that reliance upon an OAHN figure of 550 dwellings per year is clearly unsound. The 

presence of such a shortfall is at odds with the central theme of the NPPF which is to 

boost significantly the supply of new homes. 
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3.13 The OAHN Study report Update by Peter Brett Associates November 2016 notes in 

paragraph 8.34 that the OAHN “should be used with great caution, because the size of 

the Unattributed Population Change (UPC) made all demographic analysis potentially 

subject to large error”.  

 

3.14 The recommendation by Peter Brett Associates that the OAHN should be used with ‘great 

caution’ must also be considered within its proper context. 

 

3.15 Clearly Peter Brett were not warning of the risk of an over-supply of housing, as this is a 

desirable outcome where it can be achieved. It is patently obvious, however, that 

Peter  Brett were warning that by relying on an OAHN subject to uncertainty in relation 

to UPC, a potential undersupply, with all its resultant complications, could easily accrue. 

 

3.16 The supporting text to policy SP2 in paragraph 1.47 confirms that the calculation of the 

housing need in Tendring is complicated by uncertainty arising from UPC. The Council 

however continue to proceed with the OAHN figure of 550 dwellings per annum despite 

the clear warning that they themselves acknowledge in the draft policy. 

 

3.17 By reducing the OAHN and the justification through the UPC, the Council are effectively 

basing future needs on past housing delivery rather than relying upon the professional 

advice that it has received. This is likely to result in a continued undersupply of housing, 

and cannot be considered sound in line with the guidance of the NPPF.  

 

3.18 We remain of the opinion that the historical use of 550 dwellings per year is clearly 

unsound and is not positively prepared. It is our assessment that the Council should 

continue to use the 675 per annum figure plus an appropriate uplift. 

 

3.19 With regard to our own calculations of the OAHN, we reserve the right to provide evidence 

to the future examination to provide an up-to-date calculation at the time of the relevant 

matter hearing. 
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4.0 POLICY SP8 TENDRING/COLCHESTER BORDERS GARDEN 

COMMUNITY 

 

4.1 The policy set out at paragraph 1.109 of the document identifies the broad location for 

development of a new garden community on the Tendring/Colchester border. This garden 

community is intended to provide 2,500 dwellings within the plan period, of which 1,250 

would contribute towards housing numbers within Tending District up to 2033. 

 

4.2 However there are a lot of unknowns moving forward with this project, and these 

uncertainties combined with the normal lead in times for such projects raise significant 

levels of uncertainty as to whether the numbers can be delivered within the allotted 

timescale.  

 

4.3 The first concern relates to the location. The policy itself confirms that only a broad 

location is provided at this time, with the requirement to provide a Strategic Growth 

Development Plan Document. It is noted that “strategic areas” have been identified for 

both the Colchester/Braintree Borders Garden Community and the West of Braintree 

Garden Community. This suggests an obvious delay until the strategic area is actually 

identified and assessed. 

 

4.4 There is also an inconsistency between the Garden Community location map on page 255 

of the Publication Draft, and the supporting Policies Map 1 West Tendring, which do not 

correlate in terms of the location of the Garden Community. It is also assumed that the 

key on the latter is also incorrect with regard the broad area of the Garden Community. 

 

4.5 Despite the precise location at the new settlement being unknown, what is known is that 

significant infrastructure would be required to bring forward the development. The 

Tendring District Council Vision (within Part 2 of the Local Plan) notes “with major 

investment in rapid transit services to the town centre, pedestrian and cycle connections 

and a new link road between the A120 and A133, the management of traffic congestion 

will have improved”. 

 

4.6 The Vision therefore provides a guide as to the level of infrastructure required. A link 

road between the two A-roads will require large junctions on both A-roads. The Vision 

also highlights the need for “major” investment in transport in order to ensure the site 

becomes sustainable. The sources of this major investment are not outlined, nor are the 

delivery instruments. We do not accept the stated timeframe for providing this 

infrastructure, which will likely be needed prior to dwellings being occupied. 
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4.7 We have concerns regarding the context of the location of the Garden Community, 

particularly with its relationship with the east of Colchester. To the eastern side of 

Colchester is a ridge, with land rising eastwards. This has effectively dictated the ability 

for Colchester to expand in this direction given this ridge, Salary Brook and its associated 

flood zone 3 land, and the Salary Brook Local Nature Reserve.  

 

4.8 Land to the top of this ridge is likely to be highly sensitive in landscape terms given the 

longer views towards the plateau. The associated Colchester area includes an area of land 

along the ridge as part of the “broad area of search”. Given the views, the built form in 

this location is likely to appear somewhat overbearing to the adjacent lower lying areas. 

A full landscape assessment would be required to ensure the least harmful impact in this 

sensitive location, but a significant impact is likely. 

 

4.9 The Garden Community area within Colchester Borough also includes the Local Wildlife 

Site of Home Wood. Again, development in this location is an unlikely probability due to 

the significant potential impact upon this area. 

 

4.10 There are also seven listed buildings within the broad area search for the Garden 

Community (as noted on Policies Map 1 West Tendring Map). These include Allen’s 

Farmhouse (Elmstead), Ivy Cottage (Ardleigh), and Lamberts (Ardleigh); all of which are 

grade II listed. There are a further our listed buildings within the site at the northwest of 

Churn Wood. These are the Cartlodge, Cow Byre and Hayloft, Stable, and Barn at Hill 

Farm, all of which are grade II listed. The location of these listed buildings highlights the 

heritage sensitivities around Churn Wood, and the associated difficulties of development 

in this vicinity. 

 

4.11 We therefore question the western edge of the broad search area, including the land that 

falls within Colchester Borough, given its potential landscape impacts, as well as the 

relationship with Home Wood, Churn Wood, and the listed buildings at Home Farm. It is 

noted that a country park is proposed around Salary Brook and Churn Wood. As a result, 

it is envisaged that the built area would need to be moved further eastwards, where the 

Garden Community would distance itself further from Colchester.  

 

4.12 Within the Tendring District, the site also includes a Protected Lane, that being Turnip 

Lodge Lane. This Lane is very narrow, and with established hedgerows along the majority 

of its length. It is a very quaint and characterful area, with a strong rural character, yet 

it is set to be subsumed and located close to the centre of the new Garden Community. 
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4.13 A large portion of the Garden Community site is also within Nitrate Vulnerable Zones, 

those identified as zone S436 Salary Brook and zone G78 Sandlings and Chelmsford. The 

former relates to surface water, whilst the latter relates to groundwater. Again, significant 

drainage works would be needed to assess any impacts to this land. 

 

4.14 In summary, as described above, the site has numerous constraints that will affect the 

potential to develop across its entirety and which also indicate considerable uncertainty 

in terms of the timescale for delivery. 

 

4.15 We therefore question the potential delivery rates that the Garden Community would 

provide, and the factors discussed above contribute to concerns regarding when dwellings 

will be delivered and whether the ambitious target for significant delivery within 2023/24 

to 2027/8 can be met. 

 

4.16 Given that the strategic location of the Garden Community has yet to be established, it is 

likely that infrastructure design and specification, as well as ’sign off’ and implementation, 

will take some considerable period of years.  Finalisation of land agreements and purchase 

will add to pre-development timelines. 

 
4.17 The production of the necessary DPD and preparation of the subsequent application are 

lengthy processes, especially given the requirement for an Environmental Statement. The 

DPD is unlikely to be progressed to a later stage until the Tendring Local Plan is adopted. 

It and the future application(s) will require significant survey work, and the application 

will need to be submitted to both Colchester Borough and Tendring District Councils. The 

latter point adds further complexities to the determination of the scheme. 

 

4.18 Table LP2 of Part 2 of the consultation document confirms that the site would deliver 500 

dwellings between 2023/4 and 2027/8. Even assuming a high delivery rate of 100 

dwellings per year (note this is the Tendring provision only and doesn’t include a further 

100 for the Colchester numbers), this would mean the first dwellings would need to be 

completed by 2023/4. Given the aforementioned works that need to take place prior to 

any development, achieving this trajectory within the next 6 years would appear very 

ambitious and overly optimistic.  

 

4.19 When compared to the other strategic draft allocations, the delivery rates also appear 

inconsistent with other draft allocations. For example, Oakwood Park and Rouses Farm 

allocations are all proposed to provide 600 dwellings in the plan period. These are urban 

extensions rather than a freestanding new settlement in the form of a new Garden 
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Community. Whilst the difference in size is noted, these smaller sites require by their very 

nature proportionally less up front infrastructure to commence development.  

 

4.20 We are therefore very concerned regarding the level of certainty that the Garden 

Community can provide the 1,250 dwellings for Tendring within the plan period (whilst 

also providing a further 1,250 dwellings for Colchester Borough Council). It is also highly 

assumptive that a phased implementation will give equal contributions of new dwellings 

to both authorities. As such, we do not believe that the plan is sound by reason that it is 

not effective or positively planned and that the housing trajectory is not deliverable over 

the plan period. 

 

4.21 We remain concerned that the Council’s reliance upon larger strategic sites has come at 

the expense of sustainable sites that could be delivered in the short or medium term. It 

is therefore considered the Council will require such smaller sites in order to meet the 

OAHN. Such new sites should be located within the most sustainable locations such as 

Clacton-on-Sea which is top of the settlement hierarchy (as confirmed in Policy SPL 1 in 

Part 2 of the draft Plan). 

 

4.22 The Rush Green Road, Clacton, site was previously considered worthy of allocation within 

the 2012 and 2014 Local Plans, and therefore should again be considered appropriate 

given the uncertainties elsewhere. Where the site has been de-selected in a context of 

reducing the OAHN, then its merit must, logically, be re-assessed in delivering housing 

numbers. The tests applicable to the assessment of the Local Plan differ to those invoked 

for the purpose of a Section 78 Inquiry. Completion could take place within 5 years and 

therefore well within the plan period given the limited infrastructure requirements. 

Clacton is an ideal location given its services and facilities, and it would also assist the 

Councils Vision that within the plan period, “Clacton-on-Sea will have established itself as 

the place everyone wants to live”. 

 
4.23 These site-specific representations are expanded further in our responses to Part 2 of the 

Tendring District Local Plan. 
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REPRESENTATION FORM 
Please Note: If your representation relates to Section One of the North Essex Strategic Plan / Garden 
Communities you only need to respond to one of the Local Authorities. All representations received by 
Braintree, Colchester and Tendring relating to Section One of the Plan(s) will be submitted together. 

You do not need to return this form if you have completed a response using any of the Council’s online 
systems for this consultation. Duplicates will not be  considered 

Please specify which section of the Publication Draft Local Plan your comments relate to by 
choosing one of the following: 

Section 1 Section 2 Colchester Section 2 Tendring Section 2 Braintree 

Which part of the section are you responding to? 
e.g. Paragraph/Policy/Map/Other 

 
Do you consider the Local Plan is Legally compliant? 

Yes No 
 
Does it comply with the Duty to Co-operate? 

Yes No 
 
Do you consider the Local Plan is Sound? 

Yes No 
 
If you do not consider the Local Plan is sound, please specify on what grounds: 

Positively prepared Justified Effective Consistent with National Policy 
 
Enter your full representation here: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Continue onto next page 



 
 

If your representation is more than 100 words, please provide a brief summary here: 



Please specify the changes needed to be made to make the Plan sound / legally compliant 
 

 
Do you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination? 

Yes No 
 

If Yes - you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you 
consider this to be necessary 

Please note the inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear 
those who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination. 

 
Did you raise the matter that is the subject of your representation with the LPA earlier 
in the process of the preparation of the Local Plan 

Yes No 
 

If yes which stage 
Issues and Options Preferred Options 

 
Do you wish to be notified? 

When the document is submitted for independent examination? 

When the Inspectors Report is published? 

When document is adopted? 
 

Braintree & Tendring: Return by 5pm 28th July 2017 
(responses to section 2 Braintree and Tendring will not be accepted after this date. After 

this date responses to Section 1 should be sent to Colchester Borough Council) 

Colchester: Return by 5pm 11th August 2017 
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Representations on behalf of St Osyth Beach Estate Ltd 
 

The following representations are made on behalf of St Osyth Beach Estate Ltd. in respect of their sites in 
both Weeley and Weeley Heath.   

Submissions have been previously been made under the names of Mr and Mrs Went, Mr Hutley and Mrs 
Molyneux to the Local Plan Issues and Options document in 2015, and the Preferred Options Draft in 
2016. 

As you will be aware from the previous submissions our clients own several sites within this area of the 
District and have contributed towards the meeting of annual housing land supply targets through the recent 
achievement of planning permission for developments on parts of a number of these sites. 

Part 1 SP3 Meeting Housing Need and Part 2 LP1 – Housing Supply   

Part 1 Policy SP3 states that Tendring District Council will deliver 550 net additional dwellings per year, 
producing a minimum of 11,000 homes in the Plan period 2013-2033.   

Part 2 Policy LP1 sets out the housing supply providing a total of 12,001 dwellings.  

We object to both Policy SP3 and Policy LP1. 

Supporting text to Policy SP3 indicates the starting point for the objectively assessed housing need is the 
2014 demographic projections and this is welcomed.   

The 2014 demographic projections provide a figure of 675 dwellings per annum (dpa) for Tendring District.  
The previous projections from 2012 set a starting point of 705 dpa which when assessed for unattributed 
population change and with a market signal adjustment; the Objectively Assessed Housing Needs Study 
(2015) recommended an OAN range of 500-600 dpa, and adopted 550 dpa as the target where a single 
number was needed.  With the 2014 projections providing a very similar figure, and the same reductions 
being applied the revised Objectively Assessed Housing Needs Study (2016) reasserted its position of 550 
dpa being required.  However, it can be assumed that the same range of 500-600 dpa can also be applied 
in this instance.   

We are therefore concerned that the level of delivery set within the plan, of 550 dpa, underestimates 
housing need for the area, and that the higher figure of 600 dwellings per annum should be targeted, in 
line with the upper end of the range identified by the assessment of Objectively Assessed Need as part of 
the plan’s evidence base.  This is felt to more appropriately reflect the emphasis of the National Planning 
Policy Framework (NPPF) on increasing supply of housing.  Paragraph 47 of the NPPF states that Local 
Authorities should significantly boost the supply of housing by ensuring Local Plans meet the full, 
objectively assessed needs for housing.  This intention and the approach being pursued through the Local 
Plan must be made clear within this Policy as well as the District’s housing strategy to ensure a clear set of 
proposed sources of housing supply can be conveyed as well as ensuring sufficient certainty through the 
Plan of delivering these houses. 



In addition, Tendring District have only been able to demonstrate an average completion rate of 343.5 dpa 
between 2013 and 2017.  The most recent Annual Monitoring Report (AMR) 2015/16 states the Council 
only has a 3 year supply of housing and due to existing shortfalls and persistent under delivery of housing 
the provision of a 20% buffer is included, in line with NPPF guidelines in Para. 47.  This history of 
persistent under delivery highlights the need for the Council to provide sufficient supply of housing to meet 
the objectively assessed housing need for the District. 

The sources for new homes set out within Policy LP1 include provision for 2,230 dwellings allocated 
through mixed use allocations including on land to the east of Weeley.  As we have set out elsewhere in 
our submissions, growth at Weeley and Weeley Heath could be more appropriately achieved through the 
allocation of enhanced levels of growth spread more consistently across Weeley and to include Weeley 
Heath, in view of its existing levels of access to community facilities, and in a manner which avoids such a 
large extension into the open countryside.  

Boyer 

July 2017 
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Please read these guidance notes before completing the response form 
 

Introduction 
Braintree District Council, Tendring District 
Council and Colchester Borough Council, have 
each published their own Publication Draft Local 
Plan for consultation. Section 1 is common to 
each plan. This response form can be used to 
respond to any part of the 3 Plans. It is important 
to specify which. 

The 3 Plans have been published in order for 
representations to be made prior to submission 
of the documents to the Planning Inspectorate 
for examination. All representations will be 
examined by a Planning Inspector. The purpose 
of the examination is to consider whether the Plan 
complies with the legal requirements, the duty to 
co-operate and is sound. 

Each Local Plan has two parts: 

Publication Draft Local Plan Section 1 - A set 
of strategic policies constructed in partnership 
between the three authorities and Essex 

County Council. This means that the Section 1 
policies are intended to apply across all three 
Local Authorities. These policies include those 
relating to Garden Communities, housing supply, 
employment, shopping and the environment. 
You can send your response to any one of the 
authorities as all responses to Section 1 will be 
collated. Only 1 response to the 3 authorities is 
required. 

Publication Draft Local Plan Section 2 - relates 
to the specific district, contains more detailed 
policies and is used to determine planning 
applications. If you wish to comment on the 
Tendring Publication Draft Local Plan Section 
2 you should send your comments to Tendring 
District Council. 

If you would like assistance in completing your 
representation or have any other questions 
about the Publication Draft Local Plan please 
contact the Planning Policy Team by email 
planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk or by phone 
on 01255686177 and ask for Planning Policy. 
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Part A - Personal Details 
Please note that it is not possible for 
representations to be considered anonymously. 
Representations will be published on the 
Council’s websites and included as part of the 
Publication Draft Local Plan submissions to 
the Inspector. Address and contact details will 
removed from published responses. (Village/town 
shown). 

The Council reserves the right not to publish or 
take into account any representations which it 
considers offensive or defamatory. 

Please supply an email address if you have one 
as it will allow us to contact you electronically. 
Everyone who submits a representation will be 
added to the relevant consultation database (if 
not already included) so that we can keep you 
up to date with the plan. If you do not wish to be 
contacted in this way please state this clearly on 
the form. 

If an agent or consultant has been engaged to act 
on your behalf please fill in both sets of details in 
full. Correspondence will be sent to the agent. If 
you are a landowner with an agent acting on your 
behalf, please ensure that your agent knows the 
site name and reference number which your site 
has been given. 

 
Part B - Representation 
Please specify which section of the Publication 
Draft Local Plan your comments relate to, by 
choosing one of the following; 

Section 1 A response to this section will be 
reported to all 3 authorities. 

Legal Compliance and Duty 
to Co-operate 
If commenting on how the Publication Draft 
Local Plan has been prepared, it is likely that 
your comments will relate to a matter of legal 
compliance. 

The Inspector will check that the Plan meets the 
legal requirements 

You should consider the following before making 
a representation on legal compliance: 

• The Plan should be included in the current 
Local Development Scheme (LDS) and the 
key stages should have been followed. 

• The process of community involvement 
for the Plan in question should be in general 
accordance with the Statement of 
Community Involvement (SCI). 

• The Plan should comply with the Town 
and County Planning (Local Planning) 
(England) Regulations 2012 (the Regulations). 
On publication, the LPA must publish the 
documents prescribed in the Regulations; 
making them available on its website and at 
its principal offices. It must also notify the 
Local Plan bodies (as set out in the 
Regulations) and any persons who have 
requested to be notified. 

• The LPA must provide a Sustainability 
Appraisal Report. This should identify 
the process by which it has been carried out, 
baseline information used to inform the 
process and the outcomes of that  process. 

• LPAs will be expected to provide evidence of 
how they have complied with the Duty  to 

Section 2 Colchester 
Section 2 Tendring 
Section 2 Braintree 

These plans are 
specific to each 
authority. 

Co-operate. 

• Non-compliance with the duty to cooperate 
cannot be rectified after the Plan’s

Which part of the plan are you responding to 
(please use one form per submission): 

Paragraph:  for a representation on wording or 
paragraph content 

Policy: for a representation on the wording 
or inclusion or omission of a policy 

Other: for example a map inset number, 
site reference or the wording or 
content of tables or  appendices 

submission. Therefore the Inspector has no 
power to recommend modifications in this 
regard. Where the duty has not been 
complied with, the Inspector has no choice 
but to recommend non-adoption of the  Plan. 

} 



Soundness 
Soundness is explained in National Planning 
Policy Framework (NPPF) paragraph 182. The 
Inspector has to be satisfied that the Plan is 
positively prepared, justified, effective and 
consistent with national policy. 

More details and further guidance on what is 
meant by the term ‘soundness’ can be found 
below and at; www.planningportal.gov.uk 

Positively prepared 
This means that 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 reasonable alternatives, 
based on a proportionate, robust and credible 
evidence base. 

Effective 
The Plan should be deliverable over its period and 
based on effective joint working on cross- 
boundary strategic priorities, sound infrastructure 
delivery planning and no regulatory or national 
planning barriers. It should be flexible to changing 
circumstances 

Consistent with national policy 
The Plan should be consistent with national 
policy. Departure must be clearly justified. 

If you think the content of the Plan is not sound 
because it does not include a policy where it 
should do, you should go through the following 
steps before making representations: 

• Is the issue with which you are concerned 
already covered specifically by national 
planning policy? If so it does not need to be 
included? 

• Is what you are concerned with covered by 
any other policies in the Plan on which you 
are seeking to make representations or in any 
other Plan? 

• If the policy is not covered, how is the Plan 
unsound without the policy? 

• If the Plan is unsound without the policy, what 
should the policy say? 

Using the spaces provided please give details of 
why you think the Publication Draft Local Plan is 
not ‘sound having regard to the legal compliance, 
duty to cooperate and the four  requirements 
set out above. You should try to support your 
representation by evidence showing why the Plan 
should be modified. If your representation is 
over 100 words please include a summary of 
its main points in the box provided. 

It will be helpful if you also say precisely 
how you think the Plan should be modified. 
Representations should cover succinctly all 
information, evidence and supporting information 
necessary to support/justify the representation 
and suggested modification, as there will not 
normally be a further opportunity to make 
submissions based on the original representation 
made at publication. 

Where there are groups who share a common 
view on how they wish to see a Plan modified, 
it would be very helpful for that group to send 
a single representation which represents the 
view. In such cases the group should indicate 
how many people it is representing and how 
the representation has been authorised. 

All the formal representations received during this 
stage will be submitted to and considered by the 
appointed independent Planning Inspector at the 
public examination on the Plan. The process is 
likely to include public hearings. The Inspector 
will determine the most appropriate procedure to 
adopt to hear those who choose to participate at 
this stage. If you would like to appear and speak 
at the hearings, please state this and explain 
in the space provided why you consider it is 
necessary that you participate. 

Representations can be sent: 

• Via the Council’s online consultation portal: 
http://tendring-
consult.objective.co.uk/portal  

• Via a representation form which can 
be downloaded from the website and 
returned via email to 
planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.
uk 

• or by post to: 
Planning Policy, 
Tendring District Council 
Thorpe Road 
Weeley 
Essex 
CO16 9AJ 

http://www.planningportal.gov.uk/
http://tendring-consult.objective.co.uk/portal
http://tendring-consult.objective.co.uk/portal
mailto:planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk
mailto:planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk


   
 

 

For internal Use only ID: 
 

Rep No: 
 

     

 

 

Responses are encouraged via the council’s online consultation system available on the website, 
see http://tendring-consult.objective.co.uk/portal  However, this form can be returned electronically 
to planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk or in hard copy if necessary to: 

Planning Policy, Tendring District Council, Thorpe Road, Weeley, Essex, CO16 9AJ 
The consultation runs from 9am Friday, 16th June to 5pm on Friday, 28th July 2017 

This form has two parts: 
Part A - Personal Details and Part B - Your comments 

 
 

  PART A  
 

1. Personal Details 

Title 

First Name 

Last Name 

Organisation 
(Where relevant) 

 
Address Line 1 

 
Address Line 2 

 
Address Line 3 

Post Code 

E-mail Address 
 

Telephone 
Number 

2. Agent’s Details (if applicable) 

Title 
 

First Name 

Last Name 

Organisation 

Address Line 1 

Address Line 2 
 

Address Line 3 

Post Code 

E-mail Address 
 

Telephone 
Number 
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  PART B  

REPRESENTATION FORM 
Please Note: If your representation relates to Section One of the North Essex Strategic Plan / Garden 
Communities you only need to respond to one of the Local Authorities. All representations received by 
Braintree, Colchester and Tendring relating to Section One of the Plan(s) will be submitted together. 

You do not need to return this form if you have completed a response using any of the Council’s online 
systems for this consultation. Duplicates will not be  considered 

Please specify which section of the Publication Draft Local Plan your comments relate to by 
choosing one of the following: 

Section 1 Section 2 Colchester Section 2 Tendring Section 2 Braintree 

Which part of the section are you responding to? 
e.g. Paragraph/Policy/Map/Other 

 
Do you consider the Local Plan is Legally compliant? 

Yes No 
 
Does it comply with the Duty to Co-operate? 

Yes No 
 
Do you consider the Local Plan is Sound? 

Yes No 
 
If you do not consider the Local Plan is sound, please specify on what grounds: 

Positively prepared Justified Effective Consistent with National Policy 
 
Enter your full representation here: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Continue onto next page 



 
 

If your representation is more than 100 words, please provide a brief summary here: 



Please specify the changes needed to be made to make the Plan sound / legally compliant 
 

 
Do you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination? 

Yes No 
 

If Yes - you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you 
consider this to be necessary 

Please note the inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear 
those who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination. 

 
Did you raise the matter that is the subject of your representation with the LPA earlier 
in the process of the preparation of the Local Plan 

Yes No 
 

If yes which stage 
Issues and Options Preferred Options 

 
Do you wish to be notified? 

When the document is submitted for independent examination? 

When the Inspectors Report is published? 

When document is adopted? 
 

Braintree & Tendring: Return by 5pm 28th July 2017 
(responses to section 2 Braintree and Tendring will not be accepted after this date. After 

this date responses to Section 1 should be sent to Colchester Borough Council) 

Colchester: Return by 5pm 11th August 2017 
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1 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

i. This representation provides Gladman Developments Ltd written representations on the 

publication version of the Tendring District Local Plan (TDLP), currently out for public 

consultation.  

ii. Gladman specialise in the promotion of strategic land for residential development with 

associated community infrastructure. 

iii. These representations concern the following main matters: 

• Duty to Cooperate 

• Sustainability Appraisal 

• Housing Needs 

• Shared Strategic Plan for the North Essex Authorities 

• Vision and Objectives 

• Managing Growth 

• Design 

• Housing 

• Rural Landscapes and Green Gaps 

• Heritage 

iv. Alongside this individual submission, Gladman have submitted responses to the Braintree and 

Colchester consultations, with regard to Part 1 of the Local Plan as well as the individual Part 2 

plans. 

v. Gladman commissioned Lichfields to review the Sustainability Appraisal of both the North Essex 

Part 1 Plan and the Tendring Part 2 Plan (attached as Appendix 1). The review concludes that 

although the quantity of sites assessed for garden communities is deemed acceptable, the site 

selection has been artificially supressed by the 5,000-dwelling threshold that has been 

applied.  There is overwhelming evidence that this has resulted in a narrow focus being applied 

to the consideration of the new Garden Community options.  

vi. However, the Sustainability Assessment for Tendring only explores a settlement hierarchy 

approach to the spatial distribution of housing and there is no evidence to suggest that this is 

the most sustainable approach to development in Tendring. As a consequence, the Sustainability 

Appraisal’s approach to site allocations in Tendring cannot be considered robust as they are built 

on an unjustified approach to housing distribution. 

vii. Gladman commissioned Barton Willmore to undertake a review of the Objectively Assessed 

Housing Need (OAHN) undertaken by the Council in 2017. The review (attached as Appendix 2) 

concludes that an unjustified approach has been taken to the issue of Unattributable Population 
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Change in Tendring, the OAHN makes no adjustment for supressed household formation in 

Tendring, it does not provide a consistent approach to the economic aspects of housing need 

and there is evidence to suggest that a greater than 15% uplift should be applied to the OAHN 

for Tendring to address worsening Market Signals.  

viii. In Barton Willmore’s professional opinion, 550 dwellings per annum represents an under 

estimate of the level of housing need for Tendring and at the minimum, there is a need for 674 

dwellings per annum simply to meet the demographic need identified by DCLG in the household 

projections. Barton Willmore’s overall conclusion is that the true level of housing need in 

Tendring is between 674 and 972 dwellings per annum. 

ix. Gladman commissioned Strutt and Parker to undertake an assessment of the delivery of the 

North Essex Garden Communities. As this report covers all of the Garden Communities and 

relates specifically to the strategic Part 1 North Essex Plan (the subject of a joint Examination in 

Public), the detail of its findings has been covered in Gladman’s representations submitted as 

part of the response to the Colchester Borough Local Plan to avoid repetition. 

x. Gladman support the fact that growth will effectively come from development in and around 

existing settlements and through the new garden communities allocated in the plan. Gladman’s 

experience is that the best way in which to ensure the delivery of housing targets is to maintain 

a good spread of sites and site typologies across the districts. It is our view therefore, that the 

spatial strategy needs to recognise new garden villages as well as the larger garden settlements. 

These in addition to the smaller allocations will help the plan soundly meets its housing targets.  

xi. Gladman supports the concept of new garden communities which represent a potentially 

sustainable means of providing new homes, jobs and associated community infrastructure in the 

longer term. It is, however, concerned that the scale, complexity and development requirements 

of the garden communities proposed is such that their anticipated deliverability is questionable 

and consequently considers that the Plan contains unrealistic expectations for the delivery of 

new housing on such developments. 

xii. Having regard to the need for the preparation of the Strategic Growth Development Plan 

Documents, a significant amount of land assembly to be undertaken, the need for a considerable 

amount of infrastructure to be provided and the expectation that the Garden Communities will 

each involve two authorities, Gladman considers that it is extremely unlikely that the delivery of 

new housing on these sites will be achieved within the timescales anticipated by the Councils. 

xiii. Gladman support the inclusion of a detailed Settlement Hierarchy in Policy SPL1 of the Plan and 

the definition of Clacton, Harwich and Dovercourt as Strategic Urban Settlements. Gladman also 

support the identification of Lawford as a Smaller Urban Settlement where modest levels of 

housing growth will be directed. 
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xiv. However, Gladman object to the categorisation of Ardleigh as a Smaller Rural Settlement. 

Ardleigh is considered to be a sustainable settlement with good access to services and facilities 

to meet the daily needs of its residents. It is located in close proximity to Colchester with high 

quality bus service from early morning until the evening allowing easy access to the town for 

employment, education and leisure purposes. It is therefore considered that Ardleigh should be 

categorised as a Rural Service Centre. 

xv. Gladman have some concerns with regards to the Housing Land Supply Policy LP1. The table set 

out within Section 5.1 of the Plan (Table A) also includes completions data from the start of the 

Plan period until 2016/17. This shows an existing shortfall in housing supply against the housing 

requirement totalling 826 units or one and a half years’ worth of supply. This is a significant 

under-supply of dwellings and represents real people in need of housing now. It is therefore 

essential that the Council allocates a range of housing sites in a variety of locations and of a 

variety of sizes to ensure that the housing needs of local people are delivered in the short term, 

before the large scale strategic sites come on stream and to meet the significant backlog within 

the first five years of the Plan. 

xvi. Gladman are promoting a number of sites in sustainable locations which are available, 

achievable and deliverable and should be included within the Tendring Local Plan as residential 

allocations. These include: 

a. Bromley Road, Parsons Heath (Appendix 3). 

b. Grange Road, Lawford (Appendix 4). 

c. Wick Lane, Ardleigh (Appendix 5). 

d. Land East of Oakwood Park, Clacton (Appendix 6). 



Tendring District Council  Publication Draft Local Plan 

 

2 INTRODUCTION 

2.1 Introduction 

2.1.1 This representation is made by Gladman Developments Ltd (GDL) in response to the current 

consultation on the publication version of the Tendring District Local Plan (TDLP). GDL specialise in 

the promotion of strategic land for residential development with associated community 

infrastructure and has land interests across Tendring.  

2.1.2 GDL has considerable experience in the development industry in a number of sectors including 

residential and employment development. From that experience, it understands the need for the 

planning system to provide local communities with the homes and jobs that they need to ensure 

that they have access to a decent home an employment opportunities. 

2.1.3 GDL also has a wealth of experience in contributing to the Development Plan preparation process, 

having made representations on numerous local planning documents through the UK and having 

participated in many local plan public examinations. It is on the basis of that experience that the 

comments are made in this representation.  

2.2 Context 

2.2.1 The National Planning Policy Framework sets out four tests that must be met for Local Plans to be 

considered sound. In this regard, we submit that in order to prepare a sound plan it is fundamental 

that it is:  

• Positively Prepared – The Plan should be prepared 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 a proportionate evidence base. 

• 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 Framework. 

2.3 Previous Submissions 

2.3.1 GDL have made submission in response to the following consultations in relation to the TDLP. 

• Issues and Options (September 2015) 

• Preferred Option (August 2016) 
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2.4 Overview of Soundness 

2.4.1 Due to the significant issues raised through this submission, and summarised in Table 1 below, GDL 

consider it necessary that we are given the opportunity to discuss our representations further at the 

Examination in Public. 

Table 1 – Summary of policy soundness  

Policy Sound/Unsound Test of 

Soundness 

Reason Evidence 

SP1 Sound Consistent with 

National Policy 

Reflects the 

presumption in 

favour of sustainable 

development. 

NPPF 

SP2 Unsound Effective Support for focus on 

existing settlements 

but consider that the 

Spatial Strategy 

should consider 

smaller Garden 

Villages as a potential 

source of housing 

supply in the short-

term. 

NPPF 

SP3 Unsound Positively Prepared The Plan does not 

meet the full 

objectively assessed 

housing needs for 

Tendring. 

Barton 

Willmore 

Technical 

Review of 

Housing 

Needs. 

SP5 Unsound Effective See response to 

Colchester Borough 

Local Plan Part 1. 

 

SP7 Unsound Effective There are concerns 

over the speed of 

delivery of the 

Garden Communities 

and as such there is a 

lack of housing 

supply in the early 

part of the Plan 

period and a shortfall 

of supply across the 

entire Plan which 

needs to be 

addressed with 

further allocations. 

 

SP8 Unsound Effective Gladman consider 

that the Garden 

Community on the 

boundary of 

Colchester and 

Tendring will not 

Strutt and 

Parker 
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deliver units as 

quickly as the Council 

expect and therefore 

further smaller scale 

housing sites will be 

required to be 

allocated to deliver in 

the short term. 

SPL1 Unsound Positively Prepared Gladman support the 

identification of 

Clacton as a Strategic 

Urban Settlement 

and Lawford as a 

Smaller Urban 

Settlement. However, 

Gladman consider 

that Ardleigh is mis-

categorised and 

based on its services 

and facilities and 

proximity to 

Colchester, it should 

be a Rural Service 

Centre. 

NPPF 

SPL2 Unsound Positively Prepared 

Consistent with 

National Policy 

The use of Settlement 

Development 

Boundaries to 

arbitrarily restrict 

sustainable sites from 

coming forward does 

not accord with the 

positive approach to 

growth required by 

the Framework. 

NPPF 

SPL3 Unsound Positively Prepared 

Consistent with 

National Policy 

Policy SPL3 should be 

reworded to allow 

the decision maker to 

undertake a planning 

balance exercise as 

required by the NPPF 

rather than a 

proposal having to 

meet every criteria. 

NFFF 

HP4 Comment Consistent with 

National Policy 

Local Greenspace 

designations should 

conform with 

Paragraph 77 of the 

Framework. 

NPPF 

LP1 Unsound Positively Prepared 

Effective 

Consistent with 

National Policy 

The Council have a 

recognised housing 

shortfall which is 

significant and 

should be rectified 

within the first five 

years of the Plan 

period. A larger 

NPPF 
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flexibility factor 

should also be built 

into the plan to 

ensure the housing 

requirement is met. 

LP2 Sound  The focus on 

retirement and extra 

care accommodation 

is supported. 

NPPF 

LP3 Unsound Positively Prepared 

Effective 

Consistent with 

National Policy 

The Council needs to 

provide sufficient 

evidence to justify 

the requirement for 

internal space 

requirements. 

NPPF 

WMS 

LP5 Unsound Effective There is an 

inconsistency in the 

Plan over the 

requirement for 

affordable housing. 

TDLP 

LP10 Sound Effective Support the Council’s 

approach to Care and 

Independent Assisted 

Living. 

 

PP12 Comment  LPAs should work 

positively with 

developers to 

address Educational 

provision. 

NPPF 

PPL3 Unsound Positively Prepared 

Consistent with 

National Policy 

Policy PPL3 is 

inconsistent with the 

Framework’s 

approach to 

designated 

landscapes. 

NPPF 

PPL6 Unsound Positively Prepared 

Consistent with 

National Policy 

Policy PPL6 is 

inconsistent with the 

Framework and the 

need to balance all 

factors in making 

development 

management 

decisions. 

NPPF 

PPL8 Unsound Consistent with 

National Policy 

Policy PPL8 is not 

consistent with the 

Framework in its 

treatment of Heritage 

Assets. 

NPPF 

PPL9 Unsound Consistent with 

National Policy 

Policy PPL8 is not 

consistent with the 

Framework in its 

treatment of Heritage 

Assets. 

NPPF 

CP2 Unsound Consistent with 

National Policy 

Policy CP2 is not 

consistent with the 

Framework in its 

NPPF 
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treatment of traffic 

impact 

DI1 Unsound Justified There is no definition 

of the term minimum 

developer profit level 

which makes the 

Policy unclear. 

NPPF 
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3 NATIONAL PLANNING POLICY 

3.1 National Planning Policy Framework and Planning Practice Guidance 

3.1.1 The NPPF has been with us now for over five years and the development industry has experience 

with its application and the fundamental changes it has brought about in relation to the way the 

planning system functions. The NPPF sets out the Government’s goal to ‘significantly boost the 

supply of housing’ and how this should be reflected through the preparation of Local Plans. In this 

regard, it sets out specific guidance that local planning authorities must take into account when 

identifying and meeting their objectively assessed housing needs: 

“To boost significantly the supply of housing, local planning authorities should: 

• Use their evidence base to ensure that their Local Plan meets the full, 

objectively assessed needs for market and affordable housing in the 

housing market area. 

• Identify and update annually a supply of specific deliverable sites 

sufficient to provide five years’ worth of housing against their housing 

requirements…” 

• Identify a supply of specific, developable sites or broad locations for 

growth, for years 6-10, and where possible for years 11-15” (Paragraph 

47)”. 

3.1.2 The starting point of identifying objectively assessed housing needs is set out in paragraph 159 of 

the NPPF, which requires local planning authorities to prepare a Strategic Housing Market 

Assessment (SHMA), working with neighbouring authorities where housing market areas cross 

administrative boundaries.  It is clear from the NPPF that the objective assessment of housing needs 

should take full account of up-to-date and relevant evidence about the economic and social 

characteristics and prospects of the area, with local planning authorities ensuring that their 

assessment of and strategies for housing and employment are integrated and take full account of 

relevant market and economic signals (paragraph 158).  

3.1.3 Once a local authority has identified its objectively assessed needs for housing these needs should 

be met in full, unless any adverse impacts would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the 

benefits of doing so (paragraph 14).  Local planning authorities should seek to achieve each of the 

economic, social and environmental dimensions of sustainable development, and net gains across 

all three. Adverse impacts on any of these dimensions should be avoided.  Where adverse impacts 

are unavoidable, mitigation or compensatory measures may be appropriate (paragraph 152). 

3.1.4 As the Council will be aware the Government published its final suite of Planning Practice Guidance 

(PPG) on the 6th March 2014, clarifying how specific elements of the NPPF should be interpreted 
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when preparing their Local Plans. The PPG on the Housing and Economic Development Needs in 

particular provides a clear indication of how the Government expects the NPPF to be taken into 

account when Councils are identifying their objectively assessed housing needs. Key points from 

this document include: 

a. Household projections published by the Department for Communities and Local Government 

should provide the starting point estimate of overall housing need. 

b. 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 underperformance, 

infrastructure or environmental constraints. 

c. Household projection based estimates of housing need may need adjusting to reflect factors 

affecting local demography and household formation rates which are not captured by past 

trends, for example historic suppression by under supply and worsening affordability of 

housing.  The assessment will need to reflect the consequences of past under delivery and the 

extent to which household formation rates have been constrained by supply. 

d. Plan makers need to consider increasing their housing numbers where the supply of working 

age population is less than projected job growth, to prevent unsustainable commuting 

patterns and reduced local business resilience. 

e. Housing needs indicated by household projections should be adjusted to reflect appropriate 

market signals, as well as other market indicators of the balance between the demand for and 

supply of dwellings. 

3.1.5 The more significant the affordability constraints (as reflected in rising prices and rents, and 

worsening affordability ratio) and the stronger other indicators of high demand (e.g. the differential 

between land prices), the larger the improvement in affordability needed, and the larger the 

additional supply response should be. 

3.1.6 The total affordable housing need should be considered in the context of its likely delivery as a 

proportion of mixed market and affordable housing developments, given the probable percentage 

of affordable housing to be delivered by market housing led developments.  An increase in the total 

housing figures included in the local plan should be considered where it could help to deliver the 

required number of affordable homes. 

3.2 Housing White Paper – Fixing our broken housing market 

3.2.1 The Government published the Housing White Paper in February 2017 for consultation. Whilst it is 

a White Paper, it nevertheless represents a very clear direction of travel and clear indication of the 

Government’s intent. The Council will need to consider the emerging Plan against the points raised 

within the White Paper, and monitor the progress of the consultation as the proposals within it 

materialise as potential reforms to the planning system. Given that the intention of the document 
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is to have some of its proposed changes come into force by November 2017, it is highly likely that 

a number of its measures will be relevant considerations prior to the adoption of the plan.  

3.2.2 The title of the White Paper makes apparent that the Government considers the housing market to 

be broken, it is also clear from the document forward by the Prime Minister that the cost of housing 

is a key part of why the housing market is considered broken. In the foreword, the Prime Minster 

states: 

“Today the average house costs almost eight times average earnings – an all-

time record.”  

“In total, more than 2.2 million working households with below-average incomes 

spend a third or more of their disposable income on housing.” 

“We need to build many more houses, of the type people want to live in, in the 

places they want to live. To do so requires a comprehensive approach that 

tackles failure at every point in the system.”  

3.2.3 The second foreword from the Secretary of State adds further to the Government’s thinking, 

particularly on the need to build new homes now, it states: 

“This country doesn’t have enough homes. That’s not a personal opinion or a 

political calculation. It’s a simple statement of fact” 

“Soaring prices and rising rents caused by a shortage of the right homes in the 

right places has slammed the door of the housing market in the face of a whole 

generation.” 

“That has to change. We need radical, lasting reform that will get more homes 

built right now and for many years to come.” 

3.2.4 The White Paper outlines further potential reforms to the plan making process, OAN methodology, 

and Green Belt consideration and housing delivery tests, amongst others. Gladman will refer to key 

aspects from the White Paper in relevant sections of this representation.  

3.2.5 The reason for this housing crisis is that the country is simply not building enough homes and has 

not done so for far too long. The consensus is that we need from 225,000 to 275,000 or more homes 

per year to keep up with population growth and to start to tackle years of under-supply. 

3.2.6 Everyone involved in politics and the housing industry therefore has a moral duty to tackle this issue 

head on.  The White Paper states quite unequivocally that “the housing shortage isn’t a looming crisis, 

a distant threat that will become a problem if we fail to act. We are already living in it.” 
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3.2.7 Tackling the housing shortage is not easy. It will inevitably require some tough decisions. But the 

alternative, according to the White Paper, is a divided nation, with an unbridgeable and ever-

widening gap between the property haves and have-nots. 

3.2.8 The challenge of increasing supply cannot be met by Government alone. It is vital to have local 

leadership and commitment from a wide range of stakeholders, including local authorities, private 

developers, housing associations, lenders and local communities. 

3.2.9 The starting point is building more homes. This will slow the rise in housing costs so that more 

ordinary working families can afford to buy a home and it will also bring the cost of renting down. 

We need more land for homes where people want to live. All areas therefore need a plan to deal 

with the housing pressures they face.  

3.2.10 Currently, over 40 per cent of local planning authorities do not have a plan that meets the projected 

growth in households in their area. All local authorities should therefore develop an up-to-date plan 

with their communities that meets their housing requirement based upon an honest assessment of 

the need for new homes.  

3.2.11 Local planning authorities have a responsibility to do all that they can to meet their housing 

requirements, even though not every area may be able to do so in full. The identified housing 

requirement should be accommodated in the Local Plan, unless there are policies elsewhere in the 

Framework that provide strong reasons for restricting development, or the adverse impacts of 

meeting this requirement would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits. Where an 

authority has demonstrated that it is unable to meet all of its housing requirement, it must be able 

to work constructively with neighbouring authorities to ensure the remainder is met.  

3.2.12 Plans should be reviewed regularly, and are likely to require updating in whole or in part at least 

every five years. An authority will also need to update their plan if their existing housing target can 

no longer be justified against their objectively assessed housing requirement.  

3.2.13 Policies in Local Plans should also allow a good mix of sites to come forward for development, so 

that there is choice for consumers, places can grow in ways that are sustainable, and there are 

opportunities for a diverse construction sector including opportunities for SME housebuilders to 

deliver much needed housing. 

3.2.14 In terms of rural areas, the Government expects local planning authorities to identify opportunities 

for villages to thrive, especially where this would support services and help meet the need to 

provide homes for local people who currently find it hard to live where they grew up. It is clear that 

improving the availability and affordability of homes in rural areas is vital for sustaining rural 

communities, alongside action to support jobs and services. There are opportunities to go further 

to support a good mix of sites and meet rural housing needs, especially where scope exists to 

expand settlements in a way which is sustainable and helps provide homes for local people. This is 
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especially important in those rural areas where a high demand for homes makes the cost of housing 

a particular challenge for local people.  

3.2.15 Finally, the Government has made it clear through the White Paper that local planning authorities 

are expected to have clear policies for addressing the housing requirements of groups with 

particular needs, such as older and disabled people. 

3.2.16 The White Paper is the cornerstone of future Government policy on fixing the broken housing 

market. It provides the direction of travel the Government is intending to take and is a clear 

statement of intent that this Government is serious about the provision of the right number of 

houses in the right places. The Tendring Local Plan therefore needs to consider these policy 

intentions now in order to ensure that it fulfils the Government’s agenda and provides the homes 

that its local communities need. 

3.2.17 Following the election, Sajid Javid re-iterated the Government’s intentions for boosting housing 

growth stating that he wants areas that have benefitted from soaring property prices to play their 

part in solving the housing crisis. Mr Javid pointed out that where property prices were particularly 

unaffordable, local leaders would need to take a long, hard and honest look to see if they are 

planning for the right number of homes. He also announced that a new consultation on a 

standardised methodology for calculating housing needs would be released in July 2017. The 

Council will therefore need to consider the implications of this consultation going forward. 
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4 DUTY TO COOPERATE 

4.1 Overview 

4.1.1 The Duty to Cooperate is a legal requirement established through Section 33(A) of the Planning and 

Compulsory Purchase Act, 2004, as amended by Section 110 of the Localism Act. It requires local 

authorities to engage constructively, actively and on an ongoing basis with neighbouring 

authorities on cross-boundary strategic issues throughout the process of Plan preparation. As 

demonstrated through the outcome of the 2012 Coventry Core Strategy Examination and the 2013 

Mid Sussex Core Strategy Examination, if a Council fails to satisfactorily discharge its Duty to 

Cooperate, this cannot be rectified through modifications and an Inspector must recommend non-

adoption of the Plan. 

4.1.2 Whilst Gladman recognise that the Duty to Cooperate is a process of ongoing engagement and 

collaboration as set out in the PPG, it is clear that it is intended to produce effective policies on cross 

boundary strategic matters. In this regard, the Tendring District Plan must be able to demonstrate 

that it has engaged and worked with neighbouring authorities, alongside their existing joint 

working arrangements, to satisfactorily address cross boundary strategic issues and the 

requirement to meet any unmet housing needs. This is not simply an issue of consultation but a 

question of effective cooperation.  

4.1.3 Tendring is working alongside the other North Essex Authorities (Colchester and Braintree) to 

prepare a strategic plan which sets the overall strategic framework for planning in the area upon 

which, the local plans can be based. This approach is to be welcomed as it allows the authorities to 

address cross-boundary strategic issues such as the delivery of new settlements in a coordinated 

manner. It is considered that Maldon is also part of the same Housing Market Area as Tendring, 

Colchester and Braintree but it is recognised that their Local Plan preparation is ahead of the other 

authorities and for practical purposes it may not be possible to align key evidence. However, it is 

important to recognise that the North Essex authorities have a number of key links with other LPAs 

outside of North Essex including Maldon, Chelmsford and Uttlesford and they need to work 

cooperatively with these authorities, through the Duty to Cooperate to address cross boundary 

issues. 

4.1.4 It is noted in paragraph 1.8 of the TDLP that Chelmsford is part of the Housing Market Area (HMA) 

which encompasses the North Essex authorities who are preparing the joint plan, however they are 

not part of the joint plan making process. The Council will therefore need to ensure that such an 

approach is robustly evidenced, and that regardless of the joint plan making between Colchester, 

Braintree and Tendring sufficient consideration of strategic issues as they relate to Chelmsford are 

undertaken through the Duty to Cooperate. For example, the planned opening of Crossrail which 

has its eastern terminus at Shenfield, near Chelmsford. 
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4.1.5 Further, the PPG reflects on the public bodies which are subject to the duty to cooperate. It contains 

a list of the prescribed bodies. The PPG then goes on to state that: 

“These bodies play a key role in delivering local aspirations, and 

cooperation between them and local planning authorities is vital to 

make Local Plans as effective as possible on strategic cross boundary 

matters.”  
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5 SUSTAINBILITY APPRAISAL 

5.1 Context 

5.1.1 Under Section 19 of the 2004 Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act, policies set out in Local Plans 

must be subject to Sustainability Appraisal (SA). Incorporating the requirements of the 

Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations 2004, SA is a systematic process 

that should be undertaken at each stage of the Plan’s preparation, assessing the effects of the Local 

Plan’s proposals on sustainable development when judged against reasonable alternatives. 

5.1.2 The Council need to ensure that the results of the SA process clearly justify its policy choices. In 

meeting the development needs of the area, it should be clear from the results of the assessment 

why some policy options have been progressed, and others have been rejected.  Undertaking a 

comparative and equal assessment of each reasonable alternative, the Council’s decision making 

and scoring should be robust, justified and transparent. 

5.1.3 Gladman remind the Council that there have now been a number of instances where the failure to 

undertake a satisfactory SA has resulted in Plans failing the test of legal compliance at Examination 

or being subjected to legal challenge. 

5.2 North Essex and Tendring Sustainability Appraisal 

5.2.1 Gladman instructed Lichfields to assess the outputs from the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) that has 

been undertaken for the Part 1 North Essex Authority Plan and the Part 2 Tendring Local Plan. 

Associated Part 2 reports were also prepared for Braintree and Colchester. 

5.2.2 The report, included in full as Appendix 1, has made a number of conclusions which are set out in 

summary in the paragraphs below. 

5.2.3 Although the quantity of sites assessed for garden communities is deemed acceptable, the site 

selection has been artificially supressed by the 5,000-dwelling threshold that has been 

applied.  There is overwhelming evidence that this has resulted in a narrow focus being applied to 

the consideration of the new Garden Community options.  

5.2.4 The Sustainability Assessment for Tendring only explores a settlement hierarchy approach to the 

spatial distribution of housing and there is no evidence to suggest that this is the most sustainable 

approach to development in Tendring. 

5.2.5 The Sustainability Appraisal’s approach to site allocations in Tendring cannot be considered robust 

as they are built on an unjustified approach to housing distribution. They have been considered 

against which settlement they are in and therefore this has the potential to exclude more 

sustainable sites just because they are located in a settlement where there are already enough site 

allocations or it is within a settlement which is further down in the hierarchy. 
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5.2.6 On top of this, nowhere in the SA is the appropriate level of development for each settlement in the 

hierarchy established and therefore it is completely unknown if this is the most sustainable level 

that could be achieved. There is also no clarity as to why strategic housing allocations have been 

chosen in the areas they have been and why those in other locations have been excluded. 

5.2.7 On the whole, these factors set out that there is a distinct lack of information supporting any of the 

conclusions made on housing distribution and site allocations and therefore they cannot be relied 

upon within this Sustainability Appraisal to allow the Local Plan to be found sound. 
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6 OBJECTIVELY ASSESSED HOUSING NEED (OAN) 

6.1 Background 

6.1.1 The process of undertaking an OAN is clearly set out in the Framework, principally in §14. §47, §152 

and §159 and should be undertaken in a systemic and transparent way to ensure that the plan is 

based on a robust evidence base. 

6.1.2 The starting point for this assessment requires local planning authorities to have a clear 

understanding of housing needs in their area. This involves the preparation of a Strategic Housing 

Market Assessment (SHMA) working with neighbouring authorities where housing markets cross 

administrative areas as detailed in §159 of the Framework. The Framework goes on to set out factors 

that should be included in a SHMA including identifying: 

“the scale and mix of housing and the range of tenures that the local population 

is likely to need over the plan period which: 

• Meets household and population projections taking account of 

migration and demographic change; 

• Addresses the need for all types of housing including affordable housing 

and the needs of different groups in the community (such as, but not 

limited to, families with children, older people, people with disabilities, 

service families and people wishing to build their own homes); and 

• Caters for housing demand and the scale of housing supply necessary to 

meet this demand.” 

6.1.3 Key points that are worth noting from the above are that the objective assessment should identify 

the full need for housing before the Council consider undertaking any process of assessing the 

ability to deliver this figure. In addition, §159 specifically relates to catering for both housing need 

and housing demand within the authority area. It is also worth pointing out that any assessment of 

housing need and demand within the SHMA must also consider the following factors; falling 

household formation rates, net inward migration, the need to address the under provision of 

housing from the previous local plan period, the results of the Census 2011, housing vacancy rates 

including the need to factor in a housing vacancy rate for churn in the housing market, economic 

factors to ensure that the economic forecasts for an area are supported by sufficient housing to 

deliver economic growth, offsetting a falling working age population by providing enough housing 

to ensure retiring workers can be replaced by incoming residents, addressing affordability and 

delivering the full need for affordable housing in the area.  

6.1.4 Of particular importance is the need to consider market signals. The consideration of market signals 

is one of the core planning principles considered in §17 of the Framework, which states: 
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“Plans should take account of market signals, such as land prices and housing 

affordability, and set out a clear strategy for allocating sufficient land which is 

suitable for development in their area, taking account of the needs of the 

residential and business communities.” 

6.1.5 Of critical importance is what the Framework goes on to say in §158 in the section discussing Plan 

Making. It states here that: 

“Local planning authorities should ensure that their assessment of and 

strategies for housing, employment and other uses are integrated, and that they 

take full account of relevant market and economic signals.” 

6.1.6 Market signals are therefore at the very core of what the Framework is trying to achieve in 

promoting sustainable development and boosting the supply of housing land.  

6.1.7 The Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) gives further explanation to what the Framework means with 

regards to market signals, and sets out in a range of paragraphs the way in which local planning 

authorities should go about factoring in relevant market signals in arriving at their OAN. §19 and 

§20 of the PPG gives guidance on what market signals should be taken into account and how plan 

makers should respond to these market signals. The below extract identifies some particularly 

pertinent points: 

“The housing need number suggested by household projections (the starting 

point) should be adjusted to reflect the appropriate market signals, as well as 

other market indicators of the balance between demand for and supply of 

dwellings. Prices of rents rising faster than national/local average may well 

indicate particular market undersupply relative to demand.” 

6.1.8 The paragraph goes on to indicate that these factors would include, but should not be limited to 

land prices, house prices, rents, affordability, rates of development and overcrowding. However, 

given what the Framework says at §17, quoted above, it seems clear that particular consideration 

should be given to affordability.  

6.1.9 In order to consider how market signals should be taken forward §20 identifies some key concepts: 

“Appropriate comparisons of indicators should be made. This includes 

comparison with longer term trends (both in absolute levels and rates of change) 

in the: housing market area; similar demographic and economic areas; and 

nationally. A worsening trend in any of these indicators will require upward 

adjustment to planned housing numbers compared to ones based solely on 

household projections.” 

6.1.10 It is therefore clear that where market signals are apparent (in any of the indicators assessed) there 

is an absolute and clear direction that an upward adjustment to housing numbers is required. It is 
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also clear that both the level of change and the rates of change are considerations and that local 

planning authorities need to carefully benchmark themselves against other areas. This should not 

simply be a case of considering neighbouring authorities but should look at, as well as these, local 

authorities on a national basis, if the demographic and economic indicators are relevant.  Gladman 

are firmly of the view that considering comparisons purely against neighbouring authorities is not 

sufficiently robust and does not address the underlying issues which both the Framework and the 

PPG are trying to tackle with regard to housing.  

6.1.11 What is of further importance when considering these issues is the period of time analysed when 

considering both relative and absolute change. It has become apparent in our consideration of a 

number of plans that many local planning authorities choose to look at periods of time which are 

not fully representative of the depth of the housing crisis which we are currently within. 

6.1.12 Gladman is of the view that local planning authorities must take a long-term view when considering 

affordability and consider the relative and absolute change over a long term 15-20 year period, 

which coincides with the normal time span of a Local Plan. Authorities should assess as a constituent 

part of their OAN, how they can improve affordability over the life time of a plan to a point where 

affordability is more in line with average earnings and affordable mortgage lending rates. They 

should assess a level of housing over the 15-20 year plan period which would enable this step 

change and consider its deliverability in the plan. Only through planning for significant housing 

growth can local authorities realistically tackle market signals in the way advocated by the PPG and 

tackle the affordability and housing crisis. 

6.1.13 The need to identify the full OAN before considering any issues with the ability of a Local Planning 

Authority to accommodate that level of development has been confirmed in the High Court. Most 

notably in Solihull Metropolitan Borough Council v (1) Gallagher Homes Limited (2) Lioncourt 

Homes Limited where it was considered that arriving at a housing requirement was a two-stage 

process and that first the unconstrained OAN must be arrived at. In the judgment, it was stated: 

“The NPPF indeed effected a radical change. It consisted in the two-step 

approach which paragraph 47 enjoined. The previous policy’s methodology was 

essentially the striking of a balance.   By contrast paragraph 47 required the OAN 

[objectively assessed need] to be made first, and to be given effect in the Local 

Plan save only to the extent that that would be inconsistent with other NPPF 

policies. […] The two-step approach is by no means barren or technical. It means 

that housing need is clearly and cleanly ascertained. And as the judge said at 

paragraph 94, “[h]ere, numbers matter; because the larger the need, the more 

pressure will or might be applied to [impinge] on other inconsistent policies”. 

6.1.14 Therefore, following the exercise to identify the full OAN for housing in an area:  
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“Local planning authorities should seek opportunities to achieve each of the 

economic, social and environmental dimensions of sustainable development, 

and net gains across all three. Significant adverse impacts on any of these 

dimensions should be avoided and, wherever possible, alternative options 

which reduce or eliminate such impacts should be pursued. 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.” (NPPF §152) 

6.1.15 This statement clearly sets out that local planning authorities should seek to deliver the full OAN 

and that this should be tested through the evidence base. Only where the evidence shows that this 

is not achievable, should they then test other options to see if any significant adverse impacts could 

be reduced or eliminated by pursuing these options. If this is not possible then they should test if 

the significant adverse impacts could be mitigated and where this is not possible, where 

compensatory measures may be appropriate. 

6.1.16 The final stage of the process is outlined in §14 and involves a planning judgement as to whether, 

following all of the stages of the process outlined above: 

“Local Plans should meet OAN, 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.”  

6.1.17 It is also worth noting that the final part of this sentence refers to footnote 9 of the Framework which 

sets out the types of policies that the Government consider to be restrictive. These include: 

 “sites protected under the Birds and Habitat Directive (see paragraph 119) 

and/or designated as Sites of Special Scientific Interest; land designated as Green 

Belt, Local Green Space, 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”.  

6.1.18 Although this list is not exhaustive it is clear that local landscape designations, intrinsic value of the 

countryside, character of areas, green gaps etc. are not specifically mentioned as constraints by the 

Framework. 

6.1.19 Obviously, the Government intends to standardise the calculation of housing need as set out in the 

White Paper on housing. As yet, we are unaware of what the new methodology will involve but the 
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Council will need to keep the evidence base of the Local Plan under constant review to ensure that 

it reflects the latest guidance as the White Paper is implemented. It is anticipated that the 

consultation on the standardised housing needs calculation will take place in July/August 2017.  
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7 SHARED STRATEGIC PLAN - TENDRING 

7.1 Overview 

7.1.1 Gladman note the positive intentions for the North Essex areas as outlined in paragraphs 1.1 – 1.13 

of the Plan. Clearly there are a range of issues which promote the need for a strategic approach and 

Gladman support the concept of joint plan making to ensure that unmet housing needs can be met 

in a region or sub region. That said, Gladman note a number of concerns from the opening 

paragraphs of Section 1.  

7.1.2 Firstly, it is noted in paragraph 1.8 that Chelmsford is part of the Housing Market Area (HMA) which 

encompasses the North Essex authorities who are preparing the joint plan, however they are not 

part of the joint plan making process. The Council will need to ensure that such an approach is 

robustly evidenced, and that regardless of the joint plan making between Colchester, Braintree and 

Tendring sufficient consideration of strategic issues as they relate to Chelmsford are undertaken 

through the Duty to Cooperate. For example, the planned opening of Crossrail which has its eastern 

terminus at Shenfield, near Chelmsford. 

7.1.3 Similarly, the plan in paragraph 1.10 also acknowledges that the adjacent authorities of Maldon and 

Uttlesford sit outside the HMA, but that ongoing consideration has been given to strategic issues 

with these authorities.  Gladman remain sceptical of the view that Maldon sits outside of the HMA, 

nevertheless, as we outline in the previous paragraph, it will be imperative that even if the above 

authorities are considered to be outside of the HMA the cross boundary strategic issues will require 

addressing through the Duty to Cooperate. In particular, with regard to Uttlesford due 

consideration will need to be given to key regional issues such as the planned growth at Stanstead 

Airport.  

7.1.4 The plan in paragraph 1.25 clearly recognises the economic growth potential of the area, as we have 

highlighted above there are also regional infrastructure drivers which are likely to sustain significant 

economic growth over the plan period and beyond. Gladman are therefore supportive of the joint 

plan making initiative and its desire to sustainably meet development needs. The Councils however 

must not ignore their neighbouring authorities in Essex as they plan for the future of their districts.  

7.2 Vision for the Strategic Area 

7.2.1 The vision for the areas is set out within paragraph 1.30 of the consultation document. Whilst 

Gladman are fully supportive of the ambitious nature of this vision, seeking for North Essex to be an 

area of significant growth over the period to 2033 and beyond, it is critical that the plan provides 

the policies which are capable of delivering this vision.  

7.2.2 It is key that this positive vision remains within the strategic plan and that it seeks to provide for 

significant economic growth and housing to meet the full needs of the districts. Alongside this it is 
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fundamental that the associated infrastructure is planned for and delivered at the appropriate time. 

These themes, critically, must also cascade down beyond the joint strategic plan and become the 

cornerstones for the development of the policies within the individual Local Plans.  

7.2.3 Clearly North Essex has an important role to play, not just locally, but as a key element of wider 

national importance. Its location in the South East, largely free of constraints mean that as well as 

being able to capitalise on the economic growth of Essex, and the important infrastructure at 

Stanstead Airport and through Crossrail, it can make a significant contribution towards helping 

alleviate housing pressure on both London and the constrained Green Belt authorities to the south. 

These wider regional issues should not be forgotten when considering the context of North Essex 

and the vision and policies within the plans.  

7.3 Policy SP1 – Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development 

7.3.1 Gladman are fully supportive of the inclusion of the policy on Sustainable Development. The ethos 

of sustainable development is key to assessing planning proposals, it is the golden thread running 

through the NPPF.  

7.4 Policy SP2 – Spatial Strategy for North Essex 

7.4.1 Gladman note the different spatial strategies for the component authorities within the Local Plan, 

we will comment on the spatial strategy for Tendring in the following section. With regard to the 

specific provision of Policy SP2, Gladman support the fact that growth will effectively come from 

development in and around existing settlements and through the new garden communities 

allocated in the plan. We also support the policy in recognising that the level of growth to be 

apportioned to a settlement will depend on the needs of that settlement and that in particular the 

diversification of the rural economy will be important. It will be important for the spatial strategies 

of the individual local plans to have these issues in mind when allocating sites and considering 

planning applications.  

7.4.2 Gladman’s experience is that the best way in which to ensure the delivery of housing targets is to 

maintain a good spread of sites and site typologies across the districts. When considering the 

housing needs in North Essex (and with one eye to the next plan period) it is reasonable for the 

Council to consider new settlements. Gladman would contend however, that there is an additional 

level of sites which could require further consideration by the Councils to ensure they can meet 

their short and medium term housing needs. Whilst the new garden settlements will help meet 

housing demands in the medium/long term, the level of infrastructure required to deliver the sites 

is costly and substantial.  It is therefore likely to take time to implement.  

7.4.3 On the other end of the scale the smaller allocations in the plan will no doubt deliver quickly. To fill 

the gap between the two, Gladman consider that the Council may wish to further assess proposals 

for new garden villages. These new settlements of typically 1,000-1,500 dwelling can be developed 
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in places where there is considerable existing infrastructure and can be brought forward relatively 

quickly. Such proposals, if carefully selected, can contribute dwelling completions within the first 5-

10 years of a plan period, thus giving the Council more of a buffer. 

7.4.4 It is our view therefore, that the spatial strategy needs to recognise new garden villages as well as 

the larger garden settlements. These, in addition to the smaller allocations, will help the plan 

soundly meets its housing targets.  

7.4.5 We consider these issues further below when we address the level of overall housing need in North 

Essex and when considering overall Local Plan trajectories. However at this time, whilst there is 

support for elements of policy SP2, without provision for the medium size sites, such as new Garden 

Villages we consider the spatial strategy would be problematic in delivering housing needs. We 

therefore consider it inconsistent with National Policy and not justified or effective and as such 

unsound.  

7.5 Policy SP3 – Meeting Housing Needs 

7.5.1 Gladman object to Policy SP3 in that it fails to identify the full need for housing across the Housing 

Market Area (HMA).  

7.5.2 Gladman instructed Barton Willmore to prepare a critique of the Council’s latest housing needs 

evidence base to assess how robust the study was. The full report is attached as Appendix 2 and 

relates specifically to Tendring District. However, Barton Willmore undertook this exercise on an 

HMA basis and for ease of use, prepared three reports, one for each of the districts currently 

consulting upon their Plans (Braintree, Colchester and Tendring). The representations that Gladman 

have prepared for the other districts’ consultations (Braintree and Colchester) contain the detailed 

reports relating to each of the respective authorities. 

7.5.3 Barton Willmore consider that Maldon forms part of the wider HMA and should have been included 

within the study of housing needs. 

7.5.4 Whilst the Housing Needs Update Report correctly identifies the demographic starting point for 

Braintree, Colchester and Chelmsford, it presents a figure for Tendring of 480 dwellings per annum 

which is below the DCLG 2014-based Household Projections starting point of 674 dwellings per 

annum. This is due to an adjustment which is made by the study to account for Unattributable 

Population Change (UPC). Barton Willmore consider that it is inappropriate to make such an 

adjustment because of a number of factors which are highlighted in Section 4 of their report 

(Appendix 2) and on this basis, they consider the correct demographic starting point for Tendring 

should be 674 dwellings per annum. 

7.5.5 No consideration has been made within the Housing Needs Update Report of alternative migration 

trends for Tendring whereas for Braintree, Colchester and Chelmsford alternative trends have been 

considered. 
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7.5.6 The Housing Needs Update Report concludes that based upon the Greater London Authority (GLA) 

demographic scenario which looks at increased migration out of London, only an additional 74 

dwellings per annum will be needed across the HMA to house out-migrants from London. The 

report concludes that this increase is insignificant and therefore does not make an adjustment to 

overall housing need in the HMA. Barton Willmore disagree as 74 dwellings per annum across the 

Plan period would total an additional 1,776 dwellings across the HMA. 

7.5.7 The Housing Needs Update Report does not make any adjustment to address suppressed 

household formation which Barton Willmore have identified as an issue in Tendring due to 

undersupply and worsening affordability. 

7.5.8 The Housing Needs Update Report does not provide a consistent approach to the assessment of 

the economic element of the housing needs calculation. A different approach is applied to Tendring 

based upon the demographic adjustment made for UPC. Barton Willmore consider that the 

approach to UPC employed is fundamentally flawed and consequently any adjustment to the 

economic element of the housing need calculation should similarly not include an adjustment for 

UPC. 

7.5.9 The Housing Needs Update Report only considered a single economic forecast and economic 

forecasts can vary greatly between forecasting houses. In order to avoid any volatility, Barton 

Willmore suggest that the study should have considered economic forecasts from the three 

recognised forecasting houses and calculated a triangulated average. 

7.5.10 Another weakness of the Housing Needs Update Report is that it provides no detail of how issues 

such as unemployment, commuting or economic activity rates have been considered in Tendring. 

Relying on Experian’s Economic Activity Rates has been acknowledged by various Inspectors as risky 

as they place a reliance on high economic activity rates for older people. 

7.5.11 Finally, whilst the Housing Needs Update Report acknowledges worsening Market Signals and 

makes an adjustment of a 15% uplift for Tendring, based upon the evidence and other methods of 

calculating the level of uplift required to address affordability, a higher uplift is justified. 

7.5.12 In Barton Willmore’s professional opinion, 550 dwellings per annum represents an under estimate 

of the level of housing need for Tendring and at the minimum, there is a need for 674 dwellings 

per annum simply to meet the demographic need identified by DCLG in the household projections. 

Barton Willmore’s overall conclusion is that the true level of housing need in Tendring is between 

674 and 972 dwellings per annum. 

7.5.13 This section has set out a brief summary of Barton Willmore’s findings and for the detail, the Council 

should refer to the full report attached as Appendix 2. 
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7.6 Policy SP5 –Infrastructure and Connectivity 

7.6.1 Gladman commissioned Strutt and Parker to undertake an assessment of the delivery of the North 

Essex Garden Communities. As this report covers all of the Garden Communities and relates 

specifically to the strategic Part 1 North Essex Plan (the subject of a joint Examination in Public), the 

detail of its findings has been covered in Gladman’s representations submitted as part of the 

response to the Colchester Borough Local Plan to avoid repetition. 

7.6.2 Therefore, for Gladman’s response to Policy SP5 please see Gladman’s Colchester representations. 

7.7 Policy SP7 – Development and Delivery of New Garden Communities 

in North Essex 

7.7.1 Gladman notes the proposal to establish three new garden communities which are on the 

Tendring/Colchester boundary, Colchester/Braintree boundary and West of Braintree. Gladman 

supports the concept of new garden communities which represent a potentially sustainable means 

of providing new homes, jobs and associated community infrastructure in the long term. It is, 

however, concerned that the scale, complexity and development requirements of the garden 

communities proposed is such that their anticipated deliverability is questionable and 

consequently considers that the Plan contains unrealistic expectations for the delivery of new 

housing on such developments.  

7.7.2 The two new garden communities proposed for Braintree District are ultimately expected to deliver 

between 15,000 and 24,000 new homes (Colchester/ Braintree Borders) and between 7,000 and 

10,000 homes (West of Braintree) respectively. Both are expected to deliver 2,500 homes in the Plan 

period. The plan only identifies broad search areas for both proposals and it is proposed that further 

detail will be provided in due course by additional Strategic Growth Development Plan Documents 

which will be prepared for both garden community proposals jointly with Colchester Borough 

Council and Uttlesford District Council respectively.  

7.7.3 Similarly, the new garden community on the border between Colchester and Tendring is proposed 

to be allocated for 7,000-9,000 dwellings with 2,500 anticipated to be delivered within the Plan 

period. Again, the plan only identifies a broad area of search for the proposal and it is proposed that 

further detail will be provided in due course by additional Strategic Growth Development Plan 

Documents 

7.7.4 Having regard to the need for the preparation of the Strategic Growth Development Plan 

Documents, a significant amount of land assembly to be undertaken, the need for a considerable 

amount of infrastructure to be provided and the expectation that these developments will each 

involve two authorities, Gladman considers that it is extremely unlikely that the delivery of new 

housing on these sites will be achieved within the timescales anticipated by the Councils. 
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Furthermore, the inclusion of a requirement for Gypsy and Traveller provision to be made on the 

sites is also likely to add further complications (and thus delay) to the development process. 

7.7.5 Gladman considers therefore, that there must be some degree of uncertainty as to whether the 

garden communities will deliver any homes at all during the plan period and that certainly the 

anticipated number of new homes that the Plan expects to be delivered within the plan period will 

be significantly less than set out in the policy. 

7.7.6 Paragraph 1.108 of the Plan states that each of the garden communities is planned to deliver 2,500 

dwellings and that no matter where they are physically built within the Local Plan period to 2033, 

they will be attributed as set out in section 2 of each of the individual Local Plans, or if more 

dwellings are built then on a 50:50 ratio between the two districts concerned.” Gladman considers 

that such a manipulation of completions is artificial and is totally unjustified and unsupported by 

the NPPF and PPG. Dwelling completions can only accrue to the authority in which they are 

physically located. Bearing in mind that the location of the new garden communities are only 

indicative ‘broad locations’ at this stage, there is a possibility that when the extent of these 

proposed developments are finalised, the proportion of each site that is within one authority may 

actually be very small and its housing capacity may bear very little relationship with the above 

mentioned mechanism set out in the Local Plan. 

7.8 Policy SP8 – Tendring/Colchester Border Garden Community 

7.8.1 The new garden community on the border of Tendring and Colchester is proposed in Policy SP8 for 

between 7,000 and 9,000 dwellings with 2,500 dwelling anticipated for delivery before the end of 

the Plan period in 2033. 

7.8.2 Whilst Gladman support the concept of garden communities, we have concerns with various 

aspects of their deliverability and question whether 2,500 units will be delivered by the end of the 

Plan period. 

7.8.3 The site also requires the provision of pitches for Gypsy and Travellers as part of the allocation which 

presents additional barriers to the delivery of the site. 

7.8.4 Policy SP8 requires a Strategic Growth DPD to be prepared which will set out the form and boundary 

of the new community and will also include a concept plan detailing the disposition and quantity 

of future land uses together with a phasing and implementation strategy.  

7.8.5 With the need to prepare the Strategic Growth DPD, along with a significant amount of land 

assembly to be undertaken, the need for a considerable amount of infrastructure to be provided 

and the expectation that the development will involve two authorities, Gladman consider that there 

will be significant lead-in times associated with the site which calls into question its ability to deliver 

2,500 units by 2033. 
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7.8.6 Policy SP8 also sets out a comprehensive and detailed list of requirements which will need to be 

provided as part of the development of the garden community. This includes 30% affordable 

housing, employment provision, a package of transport improvements, new healthcare facilities, 

new district and neighbourhood centres, a secondary school, primary schools and early-years 

facilities amongst other requirements. 

7.8.7 With the requirement set out in Policy SP7 for the sequencing of development and infrastructure 

on the garden communities which needs to ensure that the latter is provided ahead of or in tandem 

with the development it supports, issues of development viability, cashflow and equalisation of 

developer contributions amongst the various interested parties will be complex. The legal 

agreements associated with any planning proposals for the site will similarly be lengthy and 

complex which will add significantly to the lead-in times associated with the site. 

7.8.8 The work undertaken by Strutt and Parker on behalf of Gladman on the viability and deliverability 

of the garden community sites (submitted as part of the Gladman’s representations on Part 1 of the 

Colchester Plan), coupled with the complexities outlined above, must call into question the ability 

of the garden communities to deliver the numbers of units that the Councils expect them to deliver 

in the Plan period. If this is the case, then additional sites will be required in the short to medium 

term to ensure housing delivery is maintained and a 5-year housing land supply can be 

demonstrated across the plan period before the garden communities come on stream. These sites 

should offer something different from the large scale strategic allocations to ensure competition in 

the market and to ensure that small to medium sized housebuilders have an opportunity to deliver 

sites within the districts. Smaller scale housing sites will therefore be required to plug the inevitable 

gap in housing supply and Gladman consider that the sites included in these representations offer 

suitable, available and deliverable alternatives which should be allocated in the Tendring Local Plan 

(See Appendices 3, 4, 5 and 6).. 
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8 LOCAL PLAN FOR TENDRING 

8.1 Vision and Objectives 

8.1.1 Gladman support the Vision contained in the Tendring Local Plan which seeks to meet local housing 

needs through a range of high quality new housing. The Council should not only be seeking to meet 

local needs, but should do everything it can to exceed the housing requirement given the lack of 

delivery in the past and the uncertainty over unmet housing needs in London. 

8.1.2 Gladman support in principle, the Vision to create a new garden suburb to the east of Colchester on 

the border with Tendring to help meet the needs of both areas, although we have concerns over 

the site’s ability to deliver in the timeframe set out in Part 1 of the Plan. 

8.1.3 Gladman also support the Council’s Vision to deliver modest levels of housing growth in the larger 

villages to support local services and facilities and meet local housing needs in areas such as 

Lawford. However, it is considered that the smaller villages such as Ardleigh are also capable of 

providing modest housing growth, in scale with the existing settlements, to ensure that their 

current services and facilities are maintained and local housing need is met. This should be reflected 

in the Vision. 

8.1.4 Gladman consider that Objective 1 should be amended to state that the main objective is to meet 

housing needs in full by providing new dwellings with sufficient variety to meet the needs of a 

growing and ageing population. 

8.1.5 In allocating sites, the Council should therefore be mindful that to maximize housing supply the 

widest possible range of sites, by size and market location are required so that house builders of all 

types and sizes have access to suitable land in order to offer the widest possible range of products. 

The key to increased housing supply is the number of sales outlets. For any given time period, all 

else being equal, overall sales and build out rates are faster from 20 sites of 50 units than 10 sites of 

100 units or 1 site of 1,000 units. The maximum delivery is achieved not just because there are more 

sales outlets but because the widest possible range of products and locations are available to meet 

the widest possible range of demand. In summary, a wider variety of sites in the widest possible 

range of locations ensures all types of house builder have access to suitable land which in turn 

increases housing delivery. 

8.2 Policy SPL1: Managing Growth 

8.2.1 Whilst it is supported that the main urban areas continue to play a key role in the accommodation 

of future development within the district, this should not be at the expense of ensuring that the 

housing and employment needs of other settlements are met. Para 55 of the Framework seeks to 

promote sustainable development in rural areas to maintain and enhance rural vitality and viability. 

It is essential therefore, that the needs of the sustainable rural settlements across the district, 
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including Lawford and Ardleigh are assessed and meaningful growth apportioned to them to 

ensure their ongoing vitality and viability. 

8.2.2 Gladman support the inclusion of a detailed Settlement Hierarchy in Policy SPL1 of the Plan and the 

definition of Clacton, Harwich and Dovercourt as Strategic Urban Settlements. Gladman consider 

that the Garden Community on the border of Colchester and Tendring is a potential appropriate 

solution to delivering the level of housing growth required to meet the needs of both districts in 

the long term but do have concerns over the viability of the proposal and the timescale for delivery. 

8.2.3 Gladman also support the identification of Lawford as a Smaller Urban Settlement where modest 

levels of housing growth will be directed. Lawford is a vibrant settlement which adjoins the built-

up area of the town of Manningtree and provides the community with direct access to a primary 

school, GP surgery and other services within Manningtree including a high school, train station, a 

range of retail opportunities, a pharmacy, public houses and a Post Office. 

8.2.4 Gladman consider that given Lawford’s services and facilities and its lack of constraints, the 

settlement is capable of supporting further growth beyond the minimum 1,500 to 2,500 dwellings 

proposed for this tier of the settlement hierarchy within the Local Plan 

8.2.5 However, Gladman consider that Ardleigh is miss-categorised as a Smaller Rural Settlement both in 

terms of its current levels of services and facilities and its proximity and connections to Colchester. 

The settlement is by far the best performing Smaller Rural Settlement in terms of overall 

sustainability and is served by a number of core services including a primary school, a G.P. Surgery, 

a Post Office, a convenience store and a public house. It also has a village hall, playing fields and 

various sports clubs. There is a good level of employment within a 20-minute travel time of the 

settlement and fast broadband speeds are available that are sufficient to support home working, 

leisure and business activities.  

8.2.6 Ardleigh is therefore considered to be a sustainable settlement with good access to services and 

facilities to meet the daily needs of its residents. It is located in close proximity to Colchester with 

high quality bus service from early morning until the evening allowing easy access to the town for 

employment, education and leisure purposes. It is therefore considered that Ardleigh should be 

categorised as a Rural Service Centre. 

8.3 Policy SPL2: Settlement Development Boundaries 

8.3.1 The Framework is clear that development which is sustainable should go ahead without delay. The 

use of settlement limits to arbitrarily restrict suitable development from coming forward on the 

edge of settlements would not accord with the positive approach to growth required by the 

Framework.  

8.3.2 The Policy has been substantially reviewed since the previous version of the Plan and is now more 

positive in its approach to development outside of the arbitrary Settlement Development 
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Boundaries (SDB). The Council should recognise that a site’s location outside of a SDB is only one 

factor that should be weighed in the planning balance when considering any particular proposal 

and it should not be the determinative factor in assessing whether a scheme is acceptable or not. 

8.4 Policy SPL3: Sustainable Design 

8.4.1 Policy SPL3 introduces a large number of criteria which proposals must meet in order to be 

considered acceptable. Gladman would point out that the Framework is based on a planning 

balance exercise being undertaken by the decision maker and it is only where the harms of a 

proposal significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits that planning permission should be 

refused. Policy SPL3 should therefore be worded to allow the decision maker to undertake such a 

balancing exercise and so that failure to meet any one of the criteria listed would not automatically 

mean a failure to conform with the policy overall.  At present, Policy SPL3 is not worded in this 

positive fashion and should be redrafted. 

8.4.2 Criterion (a) under Part B of the Policy states that proposals should not lead to an unacceptable 

increase in congestion. This is contrary to the Framework as para 32 states that development should 

only be refused on transport grounds where the residual cumulative impacts of development are 

severe. Criterion (a) should be reworded to reflect this guidance. 

8.4.3 Part C of Policy SPL3 also requires developers to consider the use of renewable energy and the 

reductions of emissions as part of any proposals. The Written Ministerial Statement of 25th March 

2015 clearly states that improvements in energy efficiency and carbon reductions will be delivered 

through changes to Building Regulations with only a limited number of optional technical 

standards that can be required through local plans where supported by specific evidence. There is 

no evidence that the Local Plan should require such measures and therefore this reference should 

be deleted from the Policy. 

8.5 Policy HP4: Safeguarded Local Greenspace 

8.5.1 Gladman take this opportunity to remind the Council of the tests which need to be met when 

seeking to designate Local Green Space (LGS). 

8.5.2 Paragraph 77 of the Framework sets out the following in terms of when it is appropriate or not to 

designate land as a LGS.  

“The Local Green Space designation will not be appropriate for most green areas or open space. 

The designation should only be used: 

• Where the green space is in reasonably close proximity to the community it serves; 

• Where the green area is demonstrably special to a local community and holds particular 

local significance, for example because of its beauty, historic significance, recreational 

value (including as a playing field), tranquillity or richness of its wildlife; and 
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• Where the green area concerned is local in character and is not an extensive tract of 

land.” 

8.5.3 The Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) provides further guidance on LGS designations including 

paragraph ID. 37-015-20140306,  

“There are no hard and fast rules about how big a Local Green Space can be because places are 

different and a degree of judgement will inevitably be needed. However, paragraph 77 of the 

National Planning Policy Framework is clear that Local Green Space Designation should only be 

used where the green area concerned is not an extensive tract of land. Consequently, blanket 

designation of open countryside adjacent to settlements will not be appropriate. In particular, 

designation should not be proposed as a ‘back door’ way to try to achieve what would amount 

to a new are of Green Belt by another name.” 

8.6 Policy LP1: Housing Supply 

8.6.1 Gladman have some concerns with regards to the Housing Land Supply Policy LP1. Our issues with 

the overall housing requirement have been set out above in Section 7.5 and in the report prepared 

by Barton Willmore on our behalf (Appendix 2). It is therefore not necessary to repeat these here. 

8.6.2 Paragraph 5.1.3 of the Plan refers to the 550 homes a year housing requirement as a target. This is 

not consistent with the Framework as housing requirements should be expressed as a minimum 

and should be exceeded if possible. This statement should therefore be amended. 

8.6.3 The table set out within Section 5.1 of the Plan (Table A) also includes completions data from the 

start of the Plan period until 2016/17. This shows an existing shortfall in housing supply against the 

housing requirement totalling 826 units or one and a half years’ worth of supply. This is a significant 

under-supply of dwellings and represents real people in need of housing now. 

8.6.4 In fact, Tendring have only achieved their housing requirement in one year (2016/17) out of the first 

four years of the plan period. Given the fact that the Council has also not met its housing 

requirement in 10 of the past 19 years between 1996/97 and 2014/15, it is inevitable that the Council 

needs to apply a 20% buffer to its housing requirement as required by the Framework for persistent 

under-delivery. 

8.6.5 In addition, based upon the housing trajectory which is included in the latest Annual Monitoring 

Report (2015/2016), the Council are anticipating the delivery of just over 400 units in 2017/18 which 

again is below the new housing requirement, further adding to the housing under-supply. 

8.6.6 Based on the guidance set out in the Planning Practice Guidance (PPG), the Council should be 

seeking to address this housing shortfall in the first five years of the Plan period. This would mean a 

significant step change in housing delivery for the Council once the Plan is adopted. 
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8.6.7 It is therefore essential that the Council allocates a range of housing sites in a variety of locations 

and of a variety of sizes to ensure that the housing needs of local people are delivered in the short 

term, before the large scale strategic sites come on stream and to meet the significant backlog. 

8.6.8 Gladman are also concerned with the level of windfall sites that the Council are including within the 

housing supply going forward. The Framework states that local planning authorities may make an 

allowance for windfall sites if they have compelling evidence that such sites have consistently 

become available in the local area and will continue to provide a reliable source of supply going 

forward. Any allowance should be realistic having full regard to the Strategic Housing Land 

Availability Assessment (SHLAA). Therefore, in order to include a windfall allowance in the Plan, 

Tendring will have to provide robust and credible evidence on this source of supply to justify the 

1,399 units which is included in the Local Plan. 

8.6.9 The table on page 115 sets out that the Council’s housing requirement over the Plan period is 11,000 

units whilst the sources of supply listed total 12,001, a contingency of 9.1%. This is considered to be 

too little flexibility to mitigate against sites not coming forward as anticipated in the Local Plan. 

Given the issues raised in this representation regarding the speed of delivery of the strategic sites, 

it is considered that a 20% flexibility factor is built into the Local Plan which is equivalent to 2,200 

units above the housing requirement. 

8.7 Policy LP2: Housing Choice 

8.7.1 Gladman support Policy LP2 in that the Council will support the development of retirement 

complexes, extra care housing and other forms of residential accommodation aimed at meeting the 

future needs of older and disabled residents. 

8.8 Policy LP3: Housing Density and Standards 

8.8.1 Gladman object to Policy LP3 in relation to the reference to national space standards. The Written 

Ministerial Statement (WMS) dated 25th March 2015 confirms that “the optional new national 

technical standards should only be required through any new Local Plan policies if they address a 

clearly evidenced need, and where their impact on viability has been considered, in accordance 

with the NPPG”. Furthermore, with particular reference to the nationally described space standard, 

the NPPG (ID: 56-020-20150327) confirms “where a need for internal space standards is identified, 

local planning authorities should provide justification for requiring internal space policies”. If the 

Council wishes to adopt this standard it should be justified by meeting the criteria set out in the 

NPPG including need, viability and impact on affordability. The Council therefore needs to provide 

sufficient evidence to justify adoption of either of these standards or delete reference to these 

standards in Policy LP3. 
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8.9 Policy LP5: Affordable and Council Housing 

8.9.1 There is an inconsistency in the Local Plan between the level of affordable housing required as set 

out in paragraph 5.1.4 (30%) and that set out in Policy LP5 (25%). This needs to be rectified in order 

to ensure the policy position is clear. 

8.10 Policy LP10: Care, Independent Assisted Living 

8.10.1 Gladman support Policy LP10 on Care and Independent Assisted Living and in particular, the 

support shown for the construction of high quality care and extra-care housing in sustainable 

locations. 

8.10.2 Gladman also support the Council’s approach to care homes located outside of Settlement 

Development Boundaries as set out in Policy LP10. 

8.11 Policy PP12: Improving Education and Skills 

8.11.1 The requirement to provide educational facilities is a key part of the Framework. Paragraph 72 states 

that local planning authorities should take a proactive, positive and collaborative approach to 

meeting this requirement. This should involve working closely with developers over schemes to 

assess the best possible solution to educational provision taking account of the capacity of all 

schools in the area that serve the development, the distance pupils travel to access schools and the 

most efficient and sustainable use of existing educational resources before requiring the provision 

of new facilities. Viability should also be a key consideration to ensure schemes are not prevented 

from being brought forward because of the need for significant infrastructure contributions. 

Gladman remind the Council that the lack of educational provision should not be used a reason for 

refusal as local planning authorities should work positively with the development industry to 

identify suitable and deliverable solutions to these issues. 

8.12 Policy PPL3: The Rural Landscape 

8.12.1 Policy PPL3 on the Rural Landscape is unsound. The guidance set out in the Framework advocates 

a balancing exercise of all of the benefits of a proposal against the harms to determine if the harms, 

significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits. 

8.12.2 In addition, any policy for the protection and enhancement of the environment should be 

established in light of the national policies contained in the Framework, particularly paragraphs 109 

to125. 

8.12.3 Para 109 sets out that the planning system should contribute to and enhance valued landscapes 

with advice in Para 113 stating that Local Planning Authorities should set criteria based policies 

against which proposals for any development on or affecting such sites should be judged. In 

addition, Para 113 highlights that distinctions should be made between the hierarchy of 
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international, national and locally designated sites so that protection is commensurate with their 

status. 

8.12.4 It is important to note that this advice does not suggest a ban on all development in or adjacent to 

designated areas and that the weight that can be attached to any conflict with such designations 

should be aligned with their importance based on the hierarchy detailed above. 

8.12.5 Policy PPL3 as written is therefore contrary to the Framework and should be reviewed to reflect the 

guidance contained above. In particular, the policy should be flexible enough to be able to 

accommodate new development, outside of existing development boundaries, to allow the Council 

to quickly address any issues in a shortfall in housing land supply against the plan requirement. 

8.13 Policy PPL6: Strategic Green Gaps 

8.13.1 In terms of the natural environment, the identification of any local environmental designations, 

including Strategic Green Gaps and separation policies, must be predicated on a robust and 

comprehensive evidence base that can be used in the planning balance advocated by the 

Framework, allowing the Council to assess whether the adverse impacts of the loss of such areas 

significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits of delivering the full need for housing. 

8.13.2 Green Gap policies have been questioned by Inspectors in recent appeal decisions as to whether 

they are compliant with the Framework and the Presumption in Favour of Sustainable 

Development. It is unlikely that any Green Gap policy will meet the tests of the Framework. 

Inspectors have dismissed similar policies as being inconsistent with the Framework in the 

determination of a number of recent Appeals. Gladman do not support the Green Gap policy 

approach due to its inconsistency with the Framework as it may prevent the Council from granting 

planning permissions in sustainable locations to meet its full objectively assessed need. The Council 

should therefore not continue to promote this policy designation. 

8.14 Policy PPL8: Conservation Area 

8.14.1 Paragraphs 132 to 134 of the Framework relate specifically to designated heritage assets and 

highlight that the more important the asset the greater the weight that should be attached to it. 

The policies in the Local Plan therefore need to make such a distinction so as to ensure they are 

consistent with the Framework.  

8.14.2 The Framework states that if the harm to a heritage asset is deemed to be substantial then the 

proposal needs to achieve substantial public benefits to outweigh that harm.  If the harm is less 

than substantial, then the harm should be weighed against the public benefits of the proposal 

including securing its optimum viable use. The policies in the Local Plan should therefore make a 

distinction between the two tests included in the Framework for designated heritage assets to 

ensure they are sound. 
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8.14.3 Paragraph 135 of the Framework relates specifically to non-designated heritage assets and the 

policy test that should be applied in these cases is that a balanced judgment should be reached 

having regard to the scale of any harm and the significance of the heritage asset. Once again, 

policies in the Local Plan need to reflect this guidance. 

8.14.4 In addition, in light of the judgement in FODC v. SSCLG and Gladman Developments Ltd. [2016] 

EWHC 421 Admin, Gladman consider it is necessary for the TDLP to carry out an assessment of the 

potential impact of proposed development on heritage assets, as set out in paragraph 129 of the 

Framework. The Judgement concerns the interaction between paragraph 14 and paragraph 134 of 

the Framework, and the issues of the balancing exercise to be undertaken to assess the harm of any 

proposals against the benefits of the identified proposed development in accordance with 

paragraphs 133, 134 and 135 of the Framework. Gladman consider that the implications of the 

Judgement apply equally to both the decision-making process and the plan making process. 

Paragraph 134 is clear in talking about ‘development proposals’, a phrase which can apply equally 

to planning applications and proposed allocations. Furthermore, footnote 29 of the Framework 

clearly states that “The principles and policies set out in this section apply to the heritage-related 

consent regimes for which local planning authorities are responsible under the Planning (Listed 

Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990, as well as to plan-making and decision-taking”. It is 

therefore essential that the implications of the above Judgment are fully considered in the context 

of both decision-taking and plan-making. 

8.15 Policy PPL9: Listed Building 

8.15.1 Gladman object to Policy PPL9 on the same basis as set out above in Section 8.14. 

8.16 Policy CP2: Improving the Transport Network 

8.16.1 Gladman object to Policy CP2 in that it states that proposals which would have any adverse 

transport impacts will not be granted planning permission. This is completely contrary to the 

Framework.  

8.16.2 Para 32 of the Framework states that development should only be refused on transport grounds 

where the residual cumulative impacts of development are severe. Policy CP2 should therefore be 

reworded to avoid it being unsound. 

8.17 Policy DI1: Infrastructure Delivery and Impact Mitigation 

8.17.1 Gladman object to Policy DI1 in that there is no definition within the Policy, nor supporting text, as 

to what the Council consider to be a minimum level of developer profit. This Policy is therefore 

unclear, not enforceable and the implications of the Policy cannot be properly tested. Reference to 

a minimum level of developer profit should therefore be removed from the Policy. 
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9 SITE SUBMISSIONS 

9.1 Overview 

9.1.1 Gladman consider that there is an over reliance in the North Essex Part 1 Plan for Braintree, 

Colchester and Tendring on the strategic Garden Communities. These are all large-scale sites with 

significant requirements for infrastructure which will take a considerable amount of time to deliver. 

It is considered that the Councils’ view that 2,500 units will be delivered on each of the Garden 

Communities by the end of the Plan period (2033) is ambitious and because of the reliance on the 

large-scale sites, there will be a shortfall of housing provision in the early years of the Plan. 

9.1.2 Barton Willmore have also highlighted an issue with the OAN for Tendring suggesting that 550 

dwellings per annum does not meet the full need for housing in the district and that, as a minimum, 

the Local Plan should be based on a minimum housing requirement of 674 dwellings per annum, 

with the need having the potential to be significantly higher than this figure. 

9.1.3 There is also a need for the Local Plan for Tendring to be flexible to allow for changes in 

circumstances which include sites not coming forward as anticipated or delivering fewer units than 

expected. Typically, Inspectors are seeking an additional 20% above the housing requirement to 

ensure that the Local Plan meets or hopefully surpasses the housing requirement over the Plan 

period. 

9.1.4 Therefore, in order to account for all of the above factors, it is considered that additional, small scale 

allocations should be made in the Tendring Local Plan to deliver housing in the short term, 

contributing to the Council’s 5-year housing land supply and allowing small and medium sized 

housebuilders the opportunity to deliver sites in Tendring, thereby increasing delivery in the 

district. 

9.1.5 Gladman are promoting a number of sites across the district which are located in sustainable 

settlements and are available, achievable and deliverable. The sites are listed below and are covered 

in more detail in the attached Development Briefs (Appendices 3, 4, 5 and 6). These sites should 

therefore be allocated in the Tending Local Plan. 

9.2 Bromley Road, Parsons Heath 

9.2.1 Gladman is promoting land at Bromley Road, Parsons Heath for residential development (See 

Appendix 3). The 7.33-hectare site presents an ideal opportunity to create a sustainable, high quality 

residential development situated in a sought-after location. 

9.2.2 The site is located on the eastern edge of Colchester and it is anticipated that around 4.2 hectares 

would be residential development, with the remainder comprising green infrastructure. 
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9.2.3 The land lies to the south of Bromley Road and comprises two fields. It is well enclosed by tree and 

hedgerow cover along its boundaries with Churn Wood, Bromley Road and Salary Brook, which is 

located directly to the west of the site. Its north-eastern boundary adjoins the grounds of Hill Farm 

and Crockleford Grange. The site is opposite existing residential development at Longridge. The site 

is also adjacent to the large town of Colchester and falls within a broad location proposed as a new 

garden community on the Colchester-Tendring border.  

9.2.4 Parsons Heath is a vibrant area on the edge of Colchester which offers a range of amenities within 

walking and cycling distance of the site. These are located in three main clusters: on Bromley Road, 

on Harwich Road/Parsons Heath and in Greenstead district centre. These areas offer services and 

facilities including nursery schools, primary schools, a secondary school, a health centre, pharmacy, 

leisure centre, library and places of worship. 

9.2.5 The site is capable of delivering up to 145 dwellings of varying sizes, types and tenures including 

affordable housing delivered in accordance with planning policy and is capable of coming forward 

within the next 5 years. 

9.2.6 The site is not subject to any national, local or other landscape designations and landscape buffers 

could be provided to the north and east of the site, adjacent to Churn Wood and Salary Brook, which 

would be designated as a new waterside park. The site is well-contained adjacent to the existing 

urban context and a residential development and associated green infrastructure could be 

incorporated within the local landscape without resulting in any unacceptable landscape or visual 

effects. 

9.2.7 Gladman consider the site is available, achievable and deliverable and should therefore be allocated 

in the Tending Local Plan. 

9.3 Grange Road, Lawford 

9.3.1 Gladman are promoting land at Grange Road to the south-west of Lawford for residential 

development (See Appendix 4). This 6.6-hectare site presents an ideal opportunity to create a 

sustainable, high quality residential development situated in a sought-after location. 

9.3.2 It is currently envisaged that built development would only be situated in the southern part of the 

site in order to protect and enhance a Scheduled Monument in the northern portion. With this in 

mind the developable area is likely to be less than 6.6 hectares. 

9.3.3 Lawford is a vibrant settlement which adjoins the built-up area of the town of Manningtree. The 

civil parish of Manningtree (which includes Lawford) is home to a population in the region of 5,700 

people according to the 2011 Census.  

9.3.4 Lawford is an active and successful community and provides residents with direct access to 

community facilities including: 
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• Lawford Church of England Primary School 

• Highfields County Primary School 

• The Lawford GP Surgery 

9.3.5 Lawford is also accessible to facilities in Manningtree, such as: 

• Manningtree High School 

• Manningtree Train Station 

• A range of retailers including convenience stores 

• Pharmacies 

• Public Houses 

• Post Office 

9.3.6 Lawford (alongside Manningtree and Mistley) is identified within the emerging Local Plan as a 

suitable location to accommodate additional homes with an established town centre, employment 

areas and infrastructure. Gladman believe that Lawford is capable of supporting further growth 

beyond the minimum 1,500 to 2,500 dwellings proposed for this tier in the emerging Local Plan, so 

housing development need not be limited to this amount. 

9.3.7 The site is capable of delivering up to 105 dwellings of varying sizes, types and tenures including 

affordable housing delivered in accordance with planning policy. The proposed development will 

follow a design-led approach, informed by consultation with the District Council, key stakeholders 

and the local community, responding sensitively to the site’s setting and respecting the grain of the 

surrounding landscape, both built and undeveloped. The development will be a positive addition 

to Lawford, complementing the character of the surrounding area in terms of scale, density, 

character and quality. 

9.3.8 Gladman consider the site is available, achievable and deliverable and should therefore be allocated 

in the Tending Local Plan. 

9.4 Wick Lane, Ardleigh 

9.4.1 Gladman is promoting land at Wick Lane, Ardleigh for residential development (Appendix 5). The 

7.58-hectare site presents an ideal opportunity to create a sustainable, high quality residential 

development situated in a sought-after location. It is anticipated that around 4.2 hectares would be 

residential development, with the remainder comprising green infrastructure. 

9.4.2 The land lies to the north of Wick Lane, at its junction with the A137 (Colchester Road). The southern 

boundary of the site abuts 12 existing properties on Colchester Road. Immediately east of the site 

lies St Mary’s Church of England Primary School and land used by the neighbouring industrial area 

for the storage and distribution of agricultural machinery. The village centre is also situated to the 
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east, focused along The Street and Colchester Road. Open countryside under arable cultivation lies 

to the north and west of the site. 

9.4.3 Ardleigh is an active and successful community and provides residents with direct access to 

community facilities including: 

• St Mary’s Primary School; 

• General Stores and Post Office; 

• Newstrend newsagents; 

• Ardleigh Surgery 

• Ardleigh Village Hall. 

9.4.4 Ardleigh is identified in the adopted and emerging versions of the Tendring District Local Plan as a 

suitable location to accommodate additional homes.  

9.4.5 The site is capable of delivering up to 118 dwellings including affordable housing delivered in 

accordance with the Council’s requirements. The site is not subject to any national, local or other 

landscape designations and is well contained within the landscape.  A landscape appraisal has 

confirmed that through sensitive landscaping, green infrastructure provision and good quality 

design, any impact of a development on the countryside and the character of Ardleigh could be 

minimised. 

9.4.6 A high-quality housing development would be a positive addition to Ardleigh, complementing the 

character of the surrounding area in terms of character and quality. Gladman consider the site is 

available, achievable and deliverable and should therefore be allocated in the Tending Local Plan. 

9.5 Land East of Oakwood Park, Holland Road, Clacton 

9.5.1 Gladman are promoting land to the East of Oakwood Park, Holland Road to the north-east of 

Clacton Town Centre for residential development (See Appendix 6). This 11.6 ha site is located 

within the Settlement Development Boundary of Clacton to the east of the proposed allocation 

SAMU3. 

9.5.2 Clacton is a Strategic Urban Settlement at the top of the Council’s Settlement Hierarchy where a 

considerable level of new housing growth will be directed and the Council have accepted that 

growth in this location is sustainable by allocating land at Oakwood Park in Policy SAMU3. 

9.5.3 The site is capable of delivering up to 300 residential units with associated community benefits, 

open space and affordable housing delivered in accordance with the Council’s requirements. The 

site is not subject to any national, local or other landscape designations and is well contained within 

the landscape and landscape features would be retained where possible.  
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9.5.4 A high-quality housing development would be a positive addition to Clacton, complementing the 

character of the surrounding area in terms of character and quality. Gladman consider the site is 

available, achievable and deliverable and should therefore be allocated in the Tending Local Plan  
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10 CONCLUSIONS 

10.1 Overview 

10.1.1 Having considered the TDLP, Gladman are concerned about a range of matters including the 

housing and employment needs, delivery of the Garden Communities, spatial distribution and 

several of the detailed development management policies. 

10.1.2 The plan must be positively prepared, effective, justified and consistent with national policy to be 

found sound at examination. In the first instance, the Council must start with clearly defining a NPPF 

and PPG compliant OAN by developing an unconstrained requirement which properly follows the 

guidelines set out at the national level. The Council should then develop a robust housing 

requirement using this OAN as a starting point.  

10.1.3 Gladman commissioned Barton Willmore to undertake a review of the Objectively Assessed 

Housing Need (OAHN) undertaken by the Council in 2017. The review (attached as Appendix 2) 

concludes that an unjustified approach has been taken to the issue of Unattributable Population 

Change in Tendring, the OAHN makes no adjustment for supressed household formation in 

Tendring, it does not provide a consistent approach to the economic aspects of housing need across 

the HMA and there is evidence to suggest that a greater than 15% uplift should be applied to the 

OAHN for Tendring to address worsening Market Signals.  

10.1.4 In Barton Willmore’s professional opinion, 550 dwellings per annum represents an under estimate 

of the level of housing need for Tendring and at the minimum, there is a need for 674 dwellings 

per annum simply to meet the demographic need identified by DCLG in the household projections. 

Barton Willmore’s overall conclusion is that the true level of housing need in Tendring is between 

674 and 972 dwellings per annum. 

10.1.5 Careful consideration needs to be given to the spatial strategy that forms the basis of the spatial 

distribution of growth across the district. All sustainable settlements should be allowed to play their 

part in meeting their own housing and employment needs as well as contributing to the wider 

district’s requirements. A flexible approach to delivering the development needs of the district will 

ensure the plan’s ultimate deliverability and success. 

10.1.6 Whilst it is supported that the main urban areas continue to play a key role in the accommodation 

of future development within the district, this should not be at the expense of ensuring that the 

housing and employment needs of other settlements are met. Para 55 of the Framework seeks to 

promote sustainable development in rural areas to maintain and enhance rural vitality and viability. 

10.1.7 This is particularly the case given that with the complexities of delivering the Garden communities, 

it is considered that there is a significant shortfall of housing provision in the short to medium term 

which needs to be addressed through additional smaller scale housing allocations. 
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10.1.8 With this in mind, Gladman are promoting a number of sites in sustainable locations which are 

available, achievable and deliverable and should be included within the Tendring Local Plan as 

residential allocations. These include: 

a. Bromley Road, Parsons Heath. 

b. Grange Road, Lawford. 

c. Wick Lane, Ardleigh. 

d. Land East of Oakwood Park, Holland Road, Clacton. 
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1.0 Introduction 

1.1 Gladman Developments is promoting various sites across the North Essex Housing Market Area 

(HMA). These sites are at various stages in the planning process and also range in size- from 

approximately 50 dwellings to a new Garden Village of up to 1,000 dwellings. Within Tendring 

District there are three sites in Gladman’s interest, for between 50 and up to 145 dwellings.  

1.2 The purpose of this report is to assess if the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) process in Tendring 

has been robust- this is both in terms of its basis for underpinning the emerging Local Plans’ 

soundness and in determining the selection of sites. Tendring District currently has its 

Publication Draft Local Plan out to consultation until 28th July 2017. To date, there has been SA 

work covering the Strategic Plan for North Essex  for the North Essex HMA authorities 

(Braintree, Colchester and Tendring) (June 2017), with the most recent SA work relating to the 

development of the emerging Local Plan being the Tendring District Publication Draft Local 

Plan SA (June 2017). 

1.3 This assessment is set out against the requirements of the National Planning Policy Framework 

(NPPF) in paragraph 165 whereby “a sustainability appraisal which meets the requirements of 

the European Directive on strategic environmental assessment should be an integral part of 

the plan preparation process, and should consider all the likely significant effects on the 

environment, economic and social factors.”  

1.4 Following this the PPG (ID11-018) requires that different realistic and deliverable options for 

policies within the plan are tested, with the PPG setting out “They must be sufficiently distinct 

to highlight the different sustainability implications of each so that meaningful comparisons 

can be made.”  The SA is required to set out why those reasonable alternatives were chosen. In 

terms of housing policies for a plan this means testing: 

1 Reasonable alternatives on the quantum of development (i.e. the housing requirement); 

and, 

2 Reasonable alternatives on the distribution of development (i.e. the spatial strategy and 

combination of site allocations to be made). 

1.5 The report is set out as follows: 

 Section 2.0 provides an overview of the approach to the Sustainability Assessment for the 

North Essex HMA and evaluates the robustness of the assessment for the Garden 

Community sites; 

 Section 3.0 gives an overview of the SA work done specifically for Tendring District, in 

particular through the methodology and conclusions made in determining the quantum of 

development, spatial distribution and site selection for housing, as well as addressing 

whether Gladman’s sites in the District were fairly assessed; 

 Section 4.0 draws conclusions on the SA work. 
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2.0 Overview of the North Essex SA 

2.1 The local authorities that make up the North Essex HMA (Braintree, Colchester and Tendring- 

excluding Chelmsford City Council) are producing a common (or ‘joint’) Part 1 plan, which will 

consist of the strategic plan for all three authorities. As part of this, the authorities undertook an 

SA which was published as the Section One for Local Plans (Reg 19) SA in June 2017. Part 2 of 

the Local Plan consists of the policies specifically for Tendring District up to 2033. At present it 

is at the Publication Draft stage, out for consultation until the 28th July, with the expectation 

that the Plan will be adopted in Autumn 2018. 

2.2 This section will address whether the Section One for Local Plans (Reg 19) SA (June 2017) 

promotes sustainable development and effectively assesses reasonable alternatives against the 

preferred approaches included in the Strategic Plan for North Essex.  

2.3 Firstly, in respect of the scale of growth across the area, the SA assesses three alternatives. 

Considering demographic projections and job growth forecasts, the SA utilises a starting point 

that 2,186 new homes will be needed every year in the HMA (excluding Chelmsford) between 

2013 and 2033, based on an uplift of 15% in housing related to job growth, as established in the 

OAHN Study Update (November 2016). The SA assesses the alternative scenarios as included in 

the OAHN Study Update (November 2016) in meeting housing needs as: 

 Alternative 1 – A lower uplift in employment in the HMA than the policy approach (8%) 

 Alternative 2 – A higher uplift in employment in the HMA than the policy approach (17%) 

2.4 Alternative 2 comes out with mixed positive and negative results against the Sustainability 

Objectives (SO) compared to Alternative 1 where the impacts are unknown or neutral. More 

specifically, for Alternative 2 positive impacts were identified for housing, while there were 

negative impacts identified for landscapes as a result of higher growth than that stated in policy. 

2.5 Secondly, in terms of the Spatial Strategy assessed in the SA, the preferred approach involves 

focusing growth on existing settlements- either within or adjoining them, with the majority in 

the principal settlements of each local authority and other development accommodated 

according to the settlement hierarchy for each District. Three garden communities are also 

proposed as part of this strategy, to accommodate 7,500 new homes in the Plan period. This 

preferred approach is predominantly positive; with the Council also expressing that should any 

of the preferred Garden Community options become undeliverable or unviable, that other 

options will be explored. 

2.6 The reasonable alternatives considered in the SA against this preferred approach are: 

 Alternative 1 – A focus on allocating all the explored Garden Community options 

proposed in the Strategic area at smaller individual scales; 

 Alternative 2 – The allocation of one Garden Community only; 

 Alternative 3 – The allocation  of two Garden Communities only; 

 Alternative 4 – A focus on existing settlements only across the Strategic Area, 

commensurate to proportionate growth (exploring whether needs can be met without the 

allocation of Garden Communities); and 

 Alternative 5 – A focus on stimulating infrastructure and investment opportunities across 

the Strategic Area. 

2.7 The Council also asked that a sixth alternative be considered, which was put forward by the 

Campaign Against Urban Sprawl in Essex (CAUSE). It seeks to deliver infrastructure first, to 

deliver a frequent rail service and then accommodate between 6,000-9,000 homes (depending 
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on densities) along the Colchester-Clacton rail corridor (between Alresford, Great Bentley, 

Weeley and Thorpe le Soken). 

 Alternative 6 – CAUSE’s Metro Plan 

2.8 All alternatives were rejected against the sustainability objectives. It was assessed that 

Alternative 1 was strong for overall positive impacts, however it would not allow for distribution 

across existing settlements with overprovision in Colchester and housing and employment 

inequalities. Furthermore the addition of more Garden Communities since the Draft Local Plan 

in 2016, growth would be significantly above that of the OAN. Alternative 2, 3 and 4 were 

rejected on the grounds that they would not meet the North Essex authorities’ housing 

requirement. Alternative 5 was rejected on the grounds that it goes against the selection of 

Garden Communities that represent a good balance of opportunities and constraints and 

sustainability, rather than just economic needs. Alternative 6 was rejected for its focus on 

development in Tendring and lack of development for Braintree, its impact on environmental 

sustainability resulting from the geographical distribution of development and an increase in 

visitors to the coast due to the transport improvements and Tendring has also identified that it 

only has capacity for 550 dwellings per annum. 

2.9 The North Essex SA assesses the Garden Community options across the HMA, based on the 

Town and Country Planning Association (TCPA) Garden City Principles. The SA only includes 

sites that can deliver at least 5,000 dwellings largely due to it being considered the tipping point 

for delivering a secondary school (see SA pg.185, 3rd paragraph). These are included in Policies 

SP8-SP10 of the Strategic Plan for North Essex. The six broad locations of Garden Villages in the 

HMA assessed were: 

 Tendring/Colchester Borders- including three sub-options, this is a preferred option as 

it is believed to be able to stimulate infrastructure delivery and is a relatively unconstrained 

location; 

 North Colchester- including two sub-options, this option has been rejected due to the 

limited scope for maximum sustainable benefits associated with adhering to Garden City 

principles; 

 Colchester/Braintree Borders- including four sub-options and covering both 

Colchester BC and Braintree DC, this is a preferred option for similar reasons to that of East 

Colchester;  

 West of Braintree- this includes two sub-options and covers Braintree DC as well as the 

potential to incorporate Uttlesford DC, it is a preferred option although the option 

incorporating Uttlesford land has been rejected at this stage on the basis that they are not 

working alongside the North Essex authorities; 

 CAUSE ‘Colchester Metro Plan’- including one sub-option, this option has been 

rejected due to its inability to deliver the required growth and the deliverability, 

developability and availability of sites in this location; and 

 Monks Wood- including one sub-option, this relies on the delivery of an A120 project to 

come forward. It is not guaranteed that this project will come forward at all and if it does, is 

not due to be completed until 2026. 

2.10 The final two were not included in the Garden Communities assessed in the SA for the Draft 

Local Plan in June 2016 (although CAUSE’s plan was considered for the spatial strategy as seen 

above). Their inclusion has come about through consultation since the Draft Plan was 

published. Three of the above options form policies SP8-10 of the Strategic Plan for North 

Essex- their assessment within the SA (June 2017) can be seen below. 
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Has the SA assessed Garden Village allocations in the North 
Essex HMA robustly? 

2.11 Considering the strategic nature of the Garden Communities and the fact that in some cases they 

cross over authority boundaries, they have been assessed within the North Essex SA. Three of 

the options for Garden Communities are allocated within the most recent iterations of the 

emerging Local Plans (Part 1) of the local authorities. These are Tendring/Colchester Borders, 

Colchester/Braintree Borders and West of Braintree- all for 2,500 homes each in the Plan 

period. 

2.12 Appendix 1 of the North Essex SA (June 2017) assesses all the Garden Community options, with 

the table of reasons for selection or rejection is included below (Table 26 of the SA). A threshold 

for a 5,000 dwelling capacity for a site to be considered for a Garden Community was applied. 

This was considered to be largely based on the threshold for a mixed use development to deliver 

a secondary school (see SA pg.185, 3rd paragraph). 

  

Table 2.1 The Garden Community Options in North Essex 

Option Sub-Option Indicative 
Scheme 

Reason for selection/rejection 

Tendring/ 
Colchester 

Borders 

Option 1: 
Southern 
Land Focus 

6,611 homes, 
7ha mixed use, 
5ha 
employment 

The Tendring / Colchester Borders Garden Community has 
more opportunities for sustainable travel links into 
Colchester than other options, a major regional centre. 
The Garden Community is also in close proximity to the 
University and high quality employment opportunities. As 
one of the major centres in the region, Colchester offers a 
full range of facilities including a hospital and 

is a major shopping and cultural destination. This would 
provide high order services not on the garden community 
within a closer proximity with the opportunities for public 
transport, walking and cycling links. Colchester is also a 
major employer in the region and provides a good level 
and mix of employment opportunities. There is the 
opportunity to access these opportunities via public 
transport, walking and cycling. 

Option 2: 
A133 to 
Colchester-
Ipswich rail 
line 

8,834 homes, 
10ha mixed use, 
5ha 
employment 

Option 3: 
North to 
South wrap 

11,409 homes, 
13ha mixed use, 
7ha 
employment 

North 
Colchester 

Option 1: 
East of 
Langham 
Lane focus 

6,606 homes, 
7ha mixed use, 
7ha 
employment 

The discounting of the North Colchester site for a Garden 
Community was based on the negative environmental 
impacts of a large Garden Community on 

an area of significant landscape and environmental value. 
Additionally, the deliverability and sustainability of 
Garden Communities was considered to be best served by 
their location in two distinct areas of the 

Borough as opposed to adjacent communities such as 
North Colchester. 

Option 2: 
Maximum 
Land Take 

10,132 homes, 
10ha mixed use, 
10ha 
employment 

Colchester/
Braintree 
Borders 

Option 1: 
North and 
South of 
A12/Rail 
Corridor 
focus 

16,861 homes, 
9ha mixed use, 
10ha 
employment 

The Colchester Braintree borders site is in closer proximity 
to the mainline railway station at Marks Tey, which with 
upgraded facilities would give regular train links to 
London, Colchester and beyond within walking, cycling or 
bus rapid transport system to the station. There are also 
more opportunities for sustainable travel links into 
Colchester, a major regional centre of facilities and 
employment. The Colchester Braintree borders site is in 

Option 2: 
South of 

17,182 homes, 
9ha mixed use, 



North Essex : Tendring District Council 
 

Pg 5 

Option Sub-Option Indicative 
Scheme 

Reason for selection/rejection 

A120 and 
North of 
Marks Tey 
existing 
settlement  

11ha 
employment 

closer proximity to Colchester. As one of the major 
centres in the region, Colchester offers a full range of 
facilities including a hospital and is a major shopping and 
cultural destination. This would provide high order 
services not on the garden community within a closer 
proximity with the opportunities for public transport, 
walking and cycling links. Colchester is also a major 
employer in the region and provides a good level and mix 
of employment opportunities. There is the opportunity to 
access these opportunities via public transport, walking 
and cycling. 

Option 3: 
South of 
A120 Focus 

13,105 homes, 
7ha mixed use, 
9ha 
employment 

Option 4: 
Maximum 
land take 

27,841 homes, 
16ha mixed use 
15ha 
employment 

West of 
Braintree 

Option 1: 
Braintree DC 
only 

9,665 homes, 
12ha mixed use, 
10ha 
employment 

The West of Braintree garden community is suitable and 

deliverable. Further work will continue to be undertaken 
with Uttlesford District Council who will be shortly 
deciding whether to take forward additional land within 
UDC. If UDC chose to take this option forward, then 
further evolutions of the proposals will take place, taking 
into account a wider development area. 

Officers have balanced the impacts of development, such 
as the loss of high quality agricultural land and the change 
in character of the area, with the benefits of the long term 
delivery of new homes, infrastructure and 

community facilities and consider that a new standalone 
garden community is suitable for West of Braintree and 
are recommending that this is taken forward in the Local 
Plan. 

Option 2: 
Braintree DC 
and 
Uttlesford 
DC land 

12,949 homes, 
16ha mixed use, 
13ha 
employment 

CAUSE 
‘Colchester 
Metro Plan’ 

Option 1: 
Metro Plan 
submission 

6,000-8,000 
dwellings 

The CAUSE option has been rejected due its inability to 
deliver the required growth, linked to deliverability / 
developability and the availability / lack of promotion of 
land within the model to the required scales. It is also not 
considered that a series of smaller developments can 
successfully combine to meet the requirements of 
sustainability / Garden City principles. 

Monks 
Wood 

Option 1: 
Proposal as 
submitted 

Up to 15,000 
homes, 
245,300sqm 
non-residential 
space 

The option at Monks Wood is currently located on the 
highly trafficked and single carriageway section of the 
A120. The only other roads in the vicinity are very rural 
lanes in the vicinity and no opportunity to access a site of 
this size by other routes. If the A120 project is to go 
ahead, 1 of the 5 options could see the new A120 run 
through the site, the other 4 would be distant from the 

site. Whilst any upgrade option would provide capacity on 
the existing A120 network, there are no guarantees that 
the project will go forward. With the exception of option 
A travel to the strategic highway network would need to 
be via Marks Tey to the east or Braintree to the 

west. In addition the project is not due to complete until 
2026, so completions would not be able to start until that 
date. The employment market in Braintree 

is less strong than Colchester and major new employment 
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Option Sub-Option Indicative 
Scheme 

Reason for selection/rejection 

areas are proposed on the west side of Braintree which is 
in close proximity to the West of Braintree garden 
community. 

Source: Section One for Local Plans (Reg 19) Sustainability Appraisal (June 2017) 

2.13 Overall it is self-evident that the North Essex authorities have assessed a reasonable range of 

alternatives, with most of these options including multiple sub-options within them. It appears 

that the eventual selection of the three Garden Communities was a result of wanting them to be 

relatively evenly spread out across the three authorities, within the most sustainable locations in 

terms of being close to the main road network and District centres and also based on the 

feedback received through previous public consultations. Meanwhile other sites not included in 

the above table were rejected in both the call for sites process and issues and options stage on 

the grounds of scale (i.e. capacity for less than 5,000 dwellings and included in assessment in 

Section 2) and deliverability- including availability of sites.  

2.14 However, the threshold of 5,000 dwellings appears to be entirely arbitrary and is considered 

potentially unreasonable as it artificially reduces the scope and range of reasonable alternatives 

considered for Garden Village locations. It is put forward on the basis that it is the tipping point 

at which a Garden Village can provide a secondary school, but the threshold is unjustified 

because: 

1 Information contained within The Essex County Council Developers’ Guide to 

Infrastructure Contributions – Revised Edition 2016 states that four forms of entry (600 

pupils in the 11 to 16 range), is the minimum secondary school size that would normally be 

considered financially viable. This is then established to equate to 3,000 houses or a mixed 

development of over 4,000 houses and flats. The SA however states that “what constituted 

a reasonable Garden Community option is 5,000 dwellings… broadly based on that of the 

threshold for the required provision of a new secondary school for a mixed-use 

development in the ECC Developer’s Guide to Infrastructure Contributions – Revised 

2016”. Another council within the North Essex HMA and therefore also subject to the 

Strategic Plan for North Essex SA- Braintree Council- also deem it appropriate to apply the 

3,000 threshold identified by Essex County Council by also including evidence at paragraph 

2.59 of their Local Plan SA (June 2017), that when assessing sites for housing allocations 

there should be the assumption that sites with capacity for at least 3,000 dwellings would 

provide a new secondary school. The scale of development to justify delivery of a secondary 

school (the apparent logic engaged by the SA to justify the threshold) is actually much lower 

than the  threshold; 

2 Sites of less than 5,000 dwellings can deliver new secondary schools and we are aware of 

examples of smaller garden villages being planned on this basis. In particular the SA fails to 

reflect that secondary schools will typically serve a wider catchment than the sole area they 

are located in; pinning such a threshold to delivery of a secondary school fails to reflect the 

various real world situations where smaller garden villages may still deliver schools. There 

is also no justification included in any of the SA work as to why the capacity to deliver a 

secondary school should be the criteria for the garden communities of North Essex. 



North Essex : Tendring District Council 
 

Pg 7 

3 The Government define a garden village as between 1,500 and 10,000 homes1. Therefore 

the SA takes a different definition as to the scale of garden village that could sustainably 

contribute towards meeting the housing needs of areas. 

2.15 Notwithstanding, the above factors, the SA chooses to use a 5,000 dwelling threshold (see para 

2.14, point 1) despite no justification given for it. The 5,000 dwelling capacity threshold appears 

arbitrary and unnecessarily high. Overall therefore the SA’s approach has considerable 

shortcomings in assessing reasonable alternatives for new garden communities as the sites 

assessed were based on overly restrictive criteria and therefore failed to address all reasonable 

alternatives for garden communities across the three local authorities. 

2.16 The criteria for minimum size garden communities should be reassessed and fully justified by 

the North Essex local authorities to establish what the real threshold for a garden community is. 

Currently Gladman have two potential new village sites of Coggeshall Road, Stisted (Braintree 

DC) and potentially Wakes Colne (Colchester BC) which have a capacity for up to 1,000 

dwellings. At present it appears that the threshold for garden communities means that sites of 

this level of development will be unfairly assessed or excluded altogether from the SA. Section 

3.0 will establish if housing allocations at the local authority level deem this to be the case. 

Summary 

2.17 In terms of the spatial strategy, at this stage the range of alternatives explored against the 

preferred approach does not appear to be unreasonable. 

2.18 The key issue highlighted which impacts on all three North Essex authorities is the restrictive 

nature of the screening out of reasonable alternatives for new garden communities for not 

meeting the 5,000 dwelling threshold while sites from 1,500 would be considered garden 

villages and 3,000 dwellings is the recognised threshold to deliver a secondary school in Essex. 

More clarity for this position is required here for the SA to be deemed robust as it seems likely 

that reasonable alternatives have been overlooked and as a result at this stage the preferred 

garden community options cannot be considered as the most sustainable options available. 

2.19 It should be noted that if the OAN were to change again- as it did between the original OAHN 

Study in July 2015 and its update in November 2016- then the North Essex SA would need to 

properly factor in what the consequential impact would be. 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                              
1 HM Government https://www.gov.uk/government/news/first-ever-garden-villages-named-with-government-support (January 
2017) 

https://www.gov.uk/government/news/first-ever-garden-villages-named-with-government-support
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3.0 The Tendring Local Plan SA Approach 

3.1 The most recent iteration of the emerging Local Plan- the Tendring District Council Local Plan 

Section 2: Draft Publication (Regulation 19)- and its accompanying SA were published in June 

2017. 

Has the SA assessed reasonable alternatives for the scale of 
housing robustly? 

3.2 The Council’s preferred option is to deliver 11,000 between 2015 and 2033, at a rate of 550 

dwellings per annum (dpa). The SA also looked at other alternatives for housing delivery: 

 Option 1 – A lower-range OAN growth scenario of an average of 500 dwellings per annum 

over the Plan period 

 Policy LP1 – A mid-range OAN growth scenario of an average of 550 dwellings per annum 

over the Plan period 

 Option 2 – A higher-range OAN growth scenario of an average of 600 dwellings per 

annum over the Plan period 

 Option 3 – An indicative higher growth scenario than that identified in the new OAN study 

(>600 dwellings per annum) 

 Option 4 – The previous Local Plan target of 375 dwellings per annum- an indicative lower 

growth scenario than that identified in the OAN study 

3.3 The preferred approach was chosen as it was the figure recommended in the OAHN Study 

Update (November 2016) and because it represents the most appropriate quantum for 

development in regard to the most suitable, available, deliverable and developable sites explored 

in the plan-making process.  

3.4 In terms of the other options, it seems that in some areas the alternatives involving a higher 

quantum of development have been unfairly assessed. For example, it is considered that Option 

3 will not promote regeneration. However it can be argued that this scale of development will 

still require the development of regeneration sites while also including greenfield sites, thus 

meaning a minor negative impact is unjust.  

3.5 Moreover it appears that Options 2 and 3 are viewed negatively due to the requirement that with 

this scale of development the Expanded Settlement at Weeley will have to come forward. 

Interestingly as Option 2 was the preferred option at the previous stage of the emerging Local 

Plan, its inclusion results in poor scores in terms of sustainable development and transport and 

climate change. For example, for climate change 600dpa is considered the tipping point at 

which emissions and pollution reach an uncertain and then negative impact, while development 

between 375dpa and 550dpa will have a positive impact across all of the measurements. There is 

no justification as to why this would be the case or the evidence that supports this position. 

Other examples where the impact is not effectively justified include where this 550dpa is 

considered the tipping point at which there would be a negative impact on reducing the need for 

greenfield development. There should be information on the availability of sites across the 

District, and in particular how much brownfield/regeneration land is available for this to be 

substantiated.  

3.6 Overall however, the assessment of reasonable alternatives for the scale of housing within the 

SA does not appear to be unreasonable at this stage. A range of different scales of development 

have been assessed. 
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Has the SA assessed reasonable alternatives for the 
distribution/strategy of housing robustly? 

3.7 The Council’s preferred option under Policy LP1 is to deliver 11,551 homes based on a strategy 

of: 

 Large sites with planning permission/resolution to grant (5,527 homes) 

 Strategic allocations- mixed use (2,680 homes) 

 Strategic allocations- housing (564 homes) 

 Medium sized allocations (530 homes) 

 Tendring Colchester Garden Community (1,250 homes) 

3.8 It appears that the spatial strategy is based on the settlement hierarchy (Policy SPL1) and no 

alternatives were considered reasonable for the distribution or spatial strategy for housing. This 

settlement hierarchy is set out as: 

1 Strategic Urban Settlements (e.g. Clacton-on-Sea, Harwich and Tendring/Colchester 

Borders Garden Community) 

2 Smaller Urban Settlements (e.g. Frinton, Walton and Manningtree) 

3 Rural Service Settlements (e.g. Alresford, Great Bentley and Little Clacton) 

4 Smaller Rural Settlements (e.g. Ardleigh, Great Bromley and Tendring) 

3.9 However, it was noted that at the Preferred Options stage of the Local Plan in 2016, the 

Expanded Settlement at Weeley had been included as an additional level in the hierarchy 

between smaller urban settlements and rural service settlements. Therefore this was considered 

as a reasonable alternative to introduce it into the hierarchy in the SA. 

3.10 In assessing it against the sustainability objectives, this alternative achieves less significant 

positive impacts against the objectives in ensuring development is located sustainability and 

makes efficient use of land and minimising transport growth. This singular alternative was 

rejected in light of a reduction in the OAN for the District needing to be met. 

3.11 Significantly however, the SA does not assess reasonable alternatives other than the settlement 

hierarchy approach, for example focusing on large strategic developments or infill development 

only or a hybrid method including a number of different approaches. This brings into question 

the robustness of the SA in respect of spatial strategy assessed. Although the Issues and Options 

consultation for the Local Plan (September 2015) sets out options for growth, these have not 

been assessed in either the Local Plan preferred options SA (August 2016) or the Local Plan 

Draft Publication SA (June 2017). 

3.12 As included in the PPG (ID 11-018), different realistic and deliverable options that are distinctly 

different should be tested. Quite clearly no assessment of any reasonable alternatives has been 

made for the distribution of development, in particular testing any other approach that does not 

simply follow the settlement hierarchy. There is also no explanation included in the SA as to why 

any other potential alternatives to this approach were considered unreasonable. In this case it is 

evident that the SA has failed in its purpose and is therefore fundamentally flawed in supporting 

the Local Plan in putting forward the most sustainable approach to the distribution of 

development. 
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Has the SA assessed reasonable alternatives for housing sites 
robustly? 

3.13 The SA sets out the assessment of its housing sites within Appendices 1 and 2. These sites were 

identified through the Council’s on-going SHELAA and Call for Sites process. The assessments 

are separated out into mixed use sites and housing sites. 

3.14 For the mixed use sites, five sites have been allocated with a further seven alternative options 

also assessed. The strategic allocations were assessed in light Garden City principles (as 

informed by the TCPA and NPPG) while purely housing sites were assessed against a ‘policy-off’ 

approach. The allocated sites vary in size from just 150 homes to 1,000, while the alternatives 

explored are much larger at between 675 and 5,400 dwellings. These mixed use site allocations 

are as follows: 

 Tendring Colchester Borders Garden Community (1,250 dwellings) 

 Edme Maltings, Mistley (150 dwellings) SAMU1 

 Hartley Gardens, Clacton (800-1,000 dwellings) SAMU2 

 Oakland Park, Clacton (500 dwellings) SAMU3 

 Rouses Farm, Clacton (850 dwellings) SAMU4 

 South of Thorpe Road, Weeley (280 dwellings) SAMU5 

3.15 There are a few disparities highlighted in the assessment of the mixed development sites which 

appear to give a slightly more favourable approach to allocated sites compared to the 

alternatives. A few examples of this are set out below: 

 Allocated sites SAMU3 and SAMU4 are considered to be mixed use due to delivering 

community facilities as opposed to employment land- yet they are given a neutral impact for 

improving the range of employment opportunities to support a growing population.  It is 

considered that this should be reassessed as a negative impact as their development is 

supporting a growing population but will not improve the range of employment 

opportunities through only providing community facilities. 

 For the objective of enhancing the vitality and viability of town centres, SAMU1 was only 

assessed as having a minor negative impact, while Alternative Option 6 is located in the 

same place and given a significant negative impact, with the reasoning being its lack of rail 

access to Clacton and ease of road access to Colchester. This should be reassessed so that 

both options are assessed as having the same impact- either both a minor negative impact or 

a significant impact- as at present this contributes to the potential of different conclusions 

being drawn on the most sustainable sites for allocation. 

 For the objective relating to the protection and enhancement of listed buildings, SAMU1 

considered to have a minor negative impact due to a listed building being within the site 

boundary; however it is considered that this can be mitigated. Meanwhile Alternative 

Options 2 and 4 both contain scheduled monuments but are given significant negative 

impacts. It appears that here mitigation was only considered an option for the allocated site 

and as such the impact for Alternative Options 2 and 4 should be reassessed as minor 

negative impacts in consideration that mitigation would also be available for these sites. 

Alternatively the Council should set out why development near to a heritage asset could not 

be mitigated to the same extent as that considered for SAMU1. 

3.16 In this final case the SA goes against the PPG (ID11-018) recommendation that “the 

sustainability appraisal must consider all reasonable alternatives and assess them in the same 

level of detail as the option the plan-maker proposes to take forward in the Local Plan (the 
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preferred approach).” As such, it is suggested that there has not been a reasonable assessment 

of all the options, and that a more forensic assessment of this part of the SA would draw out 

more shortfalls in the assessment of the sites which could result in different outcomes for the 

most sustainable sites. 

3.17 It is not clear why mixed housing sites were assessed against the garden city principles- all but 

one of both the mixed use and housing only sites meets the Government’s definition of a Garden 

Village being between 1,500-10,000 homes and therefore this methodology is likely to award 

more significant positive impacts to larger sites. There is no justification for this methodology 

being applied. 

3.18 For the strategic housing allocations, sites were excluded from the SA process if they gained 

planning permission in 2013-2017, if their position in the settlement hierarchy does not allocate 

any development there and if the capacity of the site is for under 10 dwellings. The assessment 

has also been influenced by PAS guidance which sets out exclusionary criteria (e.g. Footnote 9 

constraints under the NPPF), discretionary criteria (e.g. PRoW and agricultural land) and 

deliverability criteria (e.g. land ownership and viability). The assessment assessed sites based on 

the settlement they are in and whether they are strategic/medium-sized or non-strategic (under 

60 dwellings). There are just three strategic housing allocations varying in size between 115-300 

dwellings. These are assessed against all alternatives that can accommodate over 10 dwellings as 

included in Appendix 2 of the SA (June 2017). There is no clear justification as to why these 

three strategic sites have been chosen, and why they have been chosen in these locations ahead 

of other sites in other settlements as they are all assessed based on what settlement they are in 

and there is no commentary to support their assessment against the SA objectives and why the 

other sites have been excluded as preferred allocations. This goes against the guidance in the 

PPG (ID11-018) whereby: 

“The sustainability appraisal should outline the reasons the alternatives were 

selected, the reasons the rejected options were not taken forward and the reasons for 

selecting the preferred approach in light of the alternatives.” 

3.19 Further to this, the key issue with not providing the commentary to the assessment is that there 

are clearly some sites which score better against the SA objectives than the allocated sites but it 

is not clear if they have been rejected for another reason such as deliverability or that against 

this the sites chosen do pass these criteria. As such the preferred sites have not been effectively 

justified in the SA and therefore cannot be supported as sustainable allocations in the Local 

Plan. 

3.20 Significantly in assessing all housing allocation sites, there is a clear issue with separating out all 

the sites into their settlement location in the District. This could quite easily lead to more 

sustainable sites being unfairly excluded as a preferred option. This would occur whereby a 

settlement has reached the capacity the Council has decided is sustainable for it and thus a 

sustainable site there is rejected, while less sustainable sites elsewhere are selected to meet that 

settlements capacity aim. This approach is likely also causing a ‘sustainability trap’2 whereby: 

“Smaller and rural communities [are considered] as unsustainable in principle. Local 

authorities are now increasingly defining settlement hierarchies as a basis for determining the 

permissible scale and nature of sustainable development. However, few if any have devised 

any means by which a settlement at a lower level can migrate up the sustainability ladder. 

This all results in a ‘sustainability trap’. In essence, otherwise beneficial development can only 

be approved if the settlement is considered sustainable in the first place.” 
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                              
2 ‘Living Working Countryside: The Taylor Review of Rural Economy and Affordable Housing’ 2008 
http://www.wensumalliance.org.uk/publications/Taylor_Review_Livingworkingcountryside.pdf  

http://www.wensumalliance.org.uk/publications/Taylor_Review_Livingworkingcountryside.pdf
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3.21 Consequently, as the SA has failed to robustly assess the reasonable alternatives for the 

distribution of housing this sustainability trap adds significant weight to the likelihood that the 

SA has failed in its objectives and that therefore the sites allocated are not sustainable either. It 

is also unclear how the proportion of development has been assigned to each tier of the 

settlement hierarchy and as a result it is evident that reasonable alternatives for housing 

allocations (both for mixed and housing only sites) have either been unfairly assessed or 

completely ignored on the grounds of where they are in the settlement hierarchy. 

3.22 It is therefore considered that there are significant shortcomings in the SA’s approach, and that 

this contributes to the SA not meeting its requirements and therefore potentially not being 

robust in the case of assessing site allocations. The allocations chosen as the preferred options 

are also disadvantaged from not being selected out of a robust housing distribution strategy. The 

SA does not separate out its assessment of strategic and smaller housing allocations and 

provides no basis as to why this has not been done or how this can be supported. Finally the lack 

of a commentary for all of the sites only for housing means there is no justification whatsoever 

in support of the selection of the preferred options and as such this cannot form a substantive 

platform upon which sound housing allocations options can be supported in the Local Plan. 

Gladman’s land interests in Tendring 

3.23 It is difficult to fully assess Gladman’s sites as the SHELAA 2017 is not currently available and 

there are no site locations included within the SA. However the following considerations have 

been made. 

Bromley Road, Parsons Heath 

3.24 The site at Bromley Road, Parsons Heath falls into the broad location for the 

Colchester/Tendring Borders Garden Community. Of all of the sub-options included, the site 

falls either partly or wholly within all of them. Gladman’s site itself has not been assessed 

individually however it can be considered that it would be likely to be viewed favourably due to 

its location within a preferred Garden Community location. An application was submitted for 

145 dwellings in May 2017 (17/00859/OUT) and is currently awaiting a decision. 

Grange Road, Lawford 

3.25 The site at Grange Road, Lawford is not currently known by the Council. It falls into the 

settlement hierarchy under smaller urban settlements of Manningtree (including Lawford and 

Mistley) where the two preferred housing allocations total 175 dwellings.  

3.26 It is unknown whether the site MA13 (land off Grange Road) is the Gladman site, part of the site 

or another site- however it is likely to at least be nearby based on its address. It is stated to have 

capacity for 30 dwellings compared to Gladman’s site for 50-100 dwellings. This site scores 

better against the SA objectives than the preferred options overall, in particular against the 

measurements for GP services, the historic environment and secondary school provision.  

3.27 Although MA13 also then has a minor negative impact for secondary school capacity, one of the 

preferred options has a significant negative impact for secondary school provision but a minor 

positive score for secondary school capacity. In terms of the SA, it should be more important 

that the secondary school is nearby and capacity can be improved through financial 

contributions rather than the secondary school being outside of a sustainable distance. In 

general assessment terms, this highlights an issue with the methodology that in sustainability 

terms having a school closer to the site should be given more importance than one that is further 

away but has considerable capacity for new pupils. The only other area where the Lawford site 

performs worse against the allocated sites was for a minor negative impact against 
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greenfield/brownfield/landscape in regards to the sustainable location of development. Overall 

considering the relative weight which should be awarded to these SA objectives for the assessed 

sites in this settlement, the MA13 site performs better against the SA objectives than in 

particular the land south of Pound Corner (MA17) site which is preferred.  

3.28 If this is not the Gladman site, it will at least be in close proximity and receive similar results 

against the SA objectives like those highlighted above regarding the accessibility for certain 

services and facilities. Considering the use of the PAS guidance to exclude sites, it could also be 

considered that any questions over the deliverability criteria would be resolved through 

Gladman supporting the site for development. As the site is not known to the Council no clear 

conclusions can be drawn as to whether this site was fairly assessed, although it does appear 

that there may have been some unfair assessment for the Manningtree sites overall. 

Wick Lane, Ardleigh 

3.29 The site at Wick Lane has not been assessed within the SA and significantly no sites within 

Ardleigh have been included as preferred options in the Publication Draft Plan. This is likely to 

be associated with Ardleigh’s position in the settlement hierarchy as a smaller rural settlement 

and therefore having a reduced focus for development. It could therefore be contributing to the 

sustainability trap as set out in the previous section. 
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4.0 Conclusions 

4.1 Although the quantity of sites assessed for garden communities is deemed acceptable, the site 

selection has been artificially suppressed by the 5,000 dwelling threshold applied for the sites to 

be assessed in the first place. There is overwhelming evidence that this has resulted in a narrow 

focus and there is a distinct lack of justification as to why this has been done. As a result there is 

likely to be a number of garden communities that the SA has completely failed to consider. 

4.2 The key aspect of the Tendring SA work which means it is not robust is its assessment of the 

reasonable alternatives for the spatial distribution of housing. The SA only explores a settlement 

hierarchy approach and there is no evidence to support this is the most sustainable approach to 

development in Tendring District. This makes the SA fundamentally flawed.  

4.3 As a consequence of this the SA’s approach to site allocations for Tendring cannot be considered 

robust as they are built on an unjustified approach to housing distribution. They have been 

considered against which settlement they are in and therefore this has the potential to exclude 

more sustainable sites just because they are located in a settlement where there are already 

enough site allocations or it is within a settlement which is further down in the hierarchy.  

4.4 On top of this, nowhere in the SA is the appropriate level of development for each settlement in 

the hierarchy established and therefore it is completely unknown if this is the most sustainable 

level that could be achieved. There is also no clarity as to why strategic housing allocations have 

been chosen in the areas they have been and why those in other locations have been excluded. 

As such there is reason to believe that the assessment of strategic and smaller site allocations 

has not been done in a robust manner. 

4.5 The assessment of sites in Gladman’s interests also suggests there may be some shortfalls in 

assessment in terms of the reasons behind their inclusion and exclusion but without more 

information it is difficult to draw some solid conclusions.  

4.6 On the whole, these factors set out that there is a distinct lack of information supporting any of 

the conclusions made on housing distribution and site allocations and therefore they cannot be 

relied upon within this SA and to allow the Local Plan to be found sound. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 This report has been prepared by Barton Willmore LLP’s National Research Team on behalf of 

Gladman Developments Ltd.   

 

1.2 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) states that to boost significantly the supply of 

housing, local planning authorities should use their evidence base to ensure that their Local 

Plan meets the full, objectively assessed need for market and affordable housing (paragraph 

47). 

 

1.3 This report provides a review, critique, and evaluation of Tendring District Council’s most recent 

evidence in respect of the objective assessment of housing need (OAHN).     

 

1.4 At the time of writing the most recent OAHN evidence available from the Council is the 

‘Objectively Assessed Housing Need Study, November 2016 Update’ produced by Peter Brett 

Associates (PBA) for the local authorities of Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester and Tendring.   

 
1.5 The OAHN Update supersedes the original July 2015 OAHN Study and a January 2016 Update 

to take account of the 2014-based official Government population and household projections, 

which provide the starting point for assessing housing need.   

 
1.6 The OAHN Update also gives further consideration to the issue of Unattributable Population 

Change (UPC), utilising a data tool published by the Office for National Statistics (ONS) in 

September 2015 which was considered in the January 2016 Update.  However, the OAHN 

Update considers the issue of UPC in the context of the more recent 2014-based Government 

projections.  The treatment of UPC has a particular impact on the assessment of housing need 

for Tendring when compared with the other authorities of the Housing Market Area (HMA).   

 

1.7 Table 1.1 summarises the OAHN derived from the original July 2015 OAHN Study and the 

November 2016 Update.  The reports provide OAHN for the four authorities considered by the 

Council to represent the HMA. 
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Table 1.1: Comparison of OAHN assessed by the PBA original July 2015 Study and 
November 2016 Update (2013-2037) 

 July 2015 
Dwellings per annum 

November 2016 
Dwellings per annum 

Braintree 845 
 

716 

Chelmsford 775 
 

805 

Colchester 920 
 

920 

Tendring 597 
 

550 

Source: PBA 

 
1.8 The November 2016 OAHN Update concludes that full OAHN for Tendring is 550 dwellings per 

annum and on this basis Policy SP3 of the Publication Draft Local Plan for Tendring makes 

provision for 550 dwellings per annum (dpa) over the Plan period 2013-2033.     

 

1.9 In this context, the purpose of this report is to review the November 2016 OAHN Update to 

determine whether 550 dpa does reflect full OAHN for Tendring District.  We review the OAHN 

Update in the context of the policies of the NPPF and the NPPF’s accompanying Planning 

Practice Guidance (PPG). Specifically, section ID2a of the PPG – ‘Housing and Economic 

Development Needs Assessments’ (HEDNA) – which sets out the recommended methodology 

to be followed in calculating the OAHN.  This report reviews the OAHN Update in the context 

of the stepped approach prescribed by the PPG’s HEDNA methodology. 

 

1.10 This review is structured as follows: 

 

1.11 Chapter 2 outlines the approach to establishing OAHN required by the NPPF and PPG.  A 

summary of proposed changes set out in the recent Housing White Paper (February 2017) are 

also presented. 

 

1.12 Chapter 3 reviews the definition of the Housing Market Area (HMA) adopted by the Council 

for assessing OAHN. 

 
1.13 Chapter 4 addresses the demographic projections presented in the Council’s evidence base, 

specifically the population projections and their conversion into household projections.   

 

1.14 Chapter 5 addresses the approach and results reported in the Council’s evidence base 

concerning the number of homes needed to support future jobs growth in Tendring.  

Specifically, this chapter considers the number of jobs that the evidence base suggests the 

OAHN should be underpinned by and how that number of jobs is converted into homes.   
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1.15 Chapter 6 examines the market signals evidence presented in the Council’s evidence, paying 

particular attention to affordability, and appraises the conclusions regarding market signals 

(worsening or not) and the proposed response. An alternative to the conclusions and response 

to market signals by the Council’s evidence is presented alongside an explanation as to why it 

should be preferred.  

 

1.16 Finally, Chapter 7 summarises the main findings of this review and presents overall 

conclusions on whether there is the potential for an increase to the Council’s existing OAHN. 
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2.0 THE APPROACH TO ASSESSING HOUSING NEED 

 

2.1 This chapter summarises the national planning policy rationale and practice guidance for 

objectively assessing housing need.  

 

i) National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF, 27 March 2012) 

 

2.2 NPPF sets out the Government’s planning policies for England and how these are expected to 

be applied. NPPF states that planning should proactively drive and support sustainable 

economic development to deliver the homes that the country needs, and that every effort 

should be made to objectively identify and then meet housing needs, taking account of market 

signals (paragraph 17). 

 

2.3 In respect of delivering a wide choice of high quality homes, NPPF confirms the need for local 

authorities to boost significantly the supply of housing. To do so, it states that local authorities 

should use their evidence base to ensure that their Local Plan meets the full, objectively 

assessed needs for market and affordable housing in the housing market area (paragraph 47).  

 

2.4 With regard to plan-making, local planning authorities are directed to set out strategic priorities 

for their area in the Local Plan, including policies to deliver the homes and jobs needed in the 

area (paragraph 156).   

 

2.5 Further, Local Plans are to be based on adequate, up to date and relevant evidence, integrating 

assessments of and strategies for housing and employment uses, taking full account of relevant 

market and economic signals (paragraph 158).  

 

2.6 For plan-making purposes, local planning authorities are required to clearly understand housing 

needs in their area.  To do so they should prepare a Strategic Housing Market Assessment 

(SHMA) that identifies the scale and mix of housing and the range of tenures that the local 

population is likely to need over the plan period (paragraph 159). 

 

ii) Planning Practice Guidance (PPG, 06 March 2014) 

 

2.7 PPG was issued as a web based resource on 6th March 2014.  The Housing and Economic 

Development Needs Assessments (HEDNA) section of the PPG (ID2a) is intended to provide 

guidance to local planning authorities on how to determine the full OAHN and present it in a 

SHMA as required by paragraph 159 of the NPPF.   
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2.8 The PPG’s HEDNA section confirms that the OAHN must be an objective assessment based on 

facts and unbiased evidence, and that constraints should not be applied to the OAHN (ID2a, 

paragraph 4).  The OAHN should be ‘policy off’, and use of the PPG methodology for assessing 

OAHN is strongly recommended, to ensure that the assessment is transparent (ID2a, paragraph 

5).   

 

2.9 The full methodology for establishing the OAHN and affordable housing is set out in paragraphs 

ID2a-014 to 029 of the PPG’s HEDNA section.  However, the guidance related to establishing 

OAHN is set out between paragraphs 15 and 20.  In this study an assessment of OAHN and not 

affordable housing is provided.  The relevant paragraphs of PPG predominantly referred to are 

therefore paragraphs 15-20. 

 

2.10 The PPG HEDNA methodology is summarised as follows: 

 

Step1 - Starting point estimate of need 

 

2.11 The methodology states that the starting point for assessing overall housing need should be 

the household projections published by the Department for Communities and Local 

Government, but that they are trends based and may require adjustment to reflect factors, 

such as unmet or suppressed need, not captured in past trends (ID2a 015).  

 

“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.” (2a-015) (Our emphasis) 
 

Step 2 - Adjusting for demographic evidence 

 
2.12 The PPG methodology advises that adjustments to household projection-based estimates of 

overall housing need should be made on the basis of established sources of robust evidence, 

such as ONS estimates (2a-017).  This includes sensitivity testing for alternative migration 

trends.  

 

Step 3 - Adjusting for likely change in job numbers 

 
2.13 In addition to taking into account demographic evidence the methodology states that job trends 

and or forecasts should also be taken into account when assessing overall housing need.  The 

implication is that housing numbers should be increased where this will enable labour force 

supply to match projected job growth (2a-018).   
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“Where the supply of working age population that is economically 
active (labour force supply) is less than the projected job growth, 
this could result in unsustainable commuting patterns … and could 
reduce the resilience of local businesses. In such circumstances, 
plan makers will need to consider how the location of new housing 
or infrastructure development could help address these problems.” 
(2a-018)   
 

Step 4 - Adjusting for market signals 

 
2.14 The final part of the methodology regarding overall housing need is concerned with market 

signals and their implications for housing supply (2a-019:020).   

 

“The housing need number suggested by household projections (the 
starting point) should be adjusted to reflect appropriate market 
signals, as well as other market indicators of the balance between 
the demand for and supply of dwellings.” (2a-019)   
 

2.15 Assessment of market signals is a further test intended to inform whether the starting point 

estimate of overall housing need (the household projections) should be adjusted upwards.  

Particular attention is given to the issue of affordability (2a-020).  

 

“The more significant the affordability constraints … and the 
stronger other indicators of high demand … the larger the 
improvement in affordability needed and, therefore, the larger the 
additional supply response should be.” (2a-020) 
 

Step 5 - Overall housing need 

 
2.16 An objective assessment of overall housing need can be summarised as a test of whether the 

household projection based starting point can be reconciled with a) the latest demographic 

evidence, b) the ability to accommodate projected job demand, c) the requirement to address 

worsening market signals.  If it cannot be reconciled, then an adjustment should be made. 

 

2.17 The extent of any adjustment should be based on the extent to which it passes each test.  That 

is:  

 

• It will at least equal the housing need number implied by the latest demographic 

evidence; 

• It will at least accommodate projected job demand; and, 

• On reasonable assumptions, it could be expected to improve affordability. 
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A f fordab le Hous ing N eed  Assessm en t  

 
2.18 The methodology for assessing affordable housing need is set out at 2a-022 to 029 and is 

largely unchanged from the methodology it supersedes (SHMA 2007).  In summary, total 

affordable need is estimated by subtracting total available stock from total gross need.  Whilst 

it has no bearing on the assessment of overall housing need, delivering the required number 

of affordable homes can be used to justify an increase in planned housing supply (2a-029). 

 

“The total affordable housing need should then be considered in the 
context of its likely delivery as a proportion of mixed market and 
affordable housing developments … An increase in the total housing 
figures included in the local plan should be considered where it 
could help deliver the required number of affordable homes.” (2a-
029) (our emphasis) 

 

 

iii) Housing White Paper – ‘Fixing our Broken Housing Market’ (February 2017) 

 

2.19 The Housing White Paper was published in February 2017, and acknowledges a need for 225-

275,000 new homes per annum to keep up with population growth and start to tackle years 

of under-supply in the country.1 The Paper acknowledges that one of the main problems leading 

to significant under-supply of housing has been the failure of local authorities to plan for the 

homes they need,2 and as a consequence the ratio of average house prices to average earnings 

has more than doubled since 1998. 3 

 

2.20 In seeking to address these problems, the White Paper states how a ‘radical rethink’ of the 

approach to home building is required.  This includes the existing approach to establishing the 

Objectively Assessed Housing Need (OAHN).  The White Paper therefore states the following 

in respect of how the OAHN is proposed to be reformed: 

 

“at the moment, some local authorities can duck potentially 
difficult decisions, because they are free to come up with their own 
methodology for calculating ‘objectively assessed need’. So, we are 
going to consult on a new standard methodology for calculating 
‘objectively assessed need’, and encourage councils to plan on this 
basis.” 4 

 

                                                
1 Paragraph 2, ‘Our housing market is broken’, page 9, ‘Fixing our broken housing market’, February 2017 
2 Paragraph 4, ‘Our housing market is broken’, page 9, ‘Fixing our broken housing market’, February 2017 
3 Paragraph 5, ‘Our housing market is broken’, page 9, ‘Fixing our broken housing market’, February 2017 
4 Paragraph 7, ‘What we’re going to do about it’, page 14, ‘Fixing our broken housing market’, February 2017 
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2.21 The White Paper acknowledges the recommendations in this regard of the Local Plans Expert 

Group (LPEG) report, which concluded that a standardised methodology was one of the most 

important reforms that could be made to improve plan-making.5 

 

2.22 The White Paper confirms that Councils will be incentivised to use the new standard approach, 

although where it is justified, deviation from the standard approach may be acceptable: 

 

“We want councils to use the new standardised approach as they 
produce their plans and will incentivise them to do so. We expect 
councils that decide not to use the new approach to explain why 
not and to justify to the Planning Inspectorate the methodology 
they have adopted in their area.” 6 

 

2.23 The standardised methodology will therefore provide the ‘baseline’ OAHN, to which 

amendments can be made if it is deemed to have been justified.  The timescale for the new 

standardised methodology is confirmed in the White Paper as follows: 

 

“To incentivise authorities to get plans in place, in the absence of 
an up-to-date local or strategic plan we propose that by April 2018 
the new methodology for calculating objectively assessed 
requirement would apply as the baseline for assessing five year 
housing land supply and housing delivery.” 7 (Our emphasis) 

 

2.24 Consultation on the proposed changes is expected in July 2017 (although not yet available at 

the time of writing this report).  However, in the interim period the existing OAHN methodology 

set out in the PPG’s Housing and Economic Development Needs Assessment (HEDNA) section 

is to be followed. 

                                                
5 Paragraph A.21, page 74, ‘Fixing our broken housing market’, February 2017 
6 Paragraph 1.14, ‘Assessing housing requirements’, page 23, ‘Fixing our broken housing market’, February 2017 
7 Paragraph 1.15, ‘Assessing housing requirements’, page 23, ‘Fixing our broken housing market’, February 2017 
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3.0 HMA DEFINITION APPLIED IN THE COUNCIL’S EVIDENCE  

 

3.1 The NPPF/PPG HEDNA requires local planning authorities to assess housing need within the 

relevant housing market area (HMA), rather than simply within their own boundaries.   

 

3.2 In defining ‘What is a housing market area?’, the PPG states: 

 
“A housing market area is a geographical area defined by household 
demand and preferences for all types of housing, reflecting the key 
functional linkages between places where people live and work. The 
extent of the housing market areas identified will vary, and many 
will in practice cut across various local planning authority 
administrative boundaries. Local planning authorities should work 
with all the other constituent authorities under the Duty to 
Cooperate.” 8 

 

3.3 The November 2016 OAHN Update gives consideration to research carried out by academics 

from the Centre for Urban & Regional Development Studies (CURDS) at Newcastle University 

which created a robust set of HMA definitions within a tiered structure.  

  

3.4 The OAHN Update acknowledges a Strategic HMA defined by CURDS that consists of the five 

authorities of Braintree, Colchester, Chelmsford, Maldon and Tendring.  However, the OAHN 

Update decides to exclude Maldon from the HMA definition on the basis that Maldon Council 

considers it is a separate HMA, with Maldon Council submitting evidence to its own Local Plan 

examination in this respect. 9 

 
3.5 The OAHN Update supplements this stance with its own analysis of 2011 Census commuting 

and migration flows which concludes that excluding Maldon from the HMA only marginally 

reduces the containment threshold of the HMA.10 

 
3.6 We can confirm that self-containment thresholds are still met when Maldon is excluded from 

the HMA definition.  However, including Maldon strengthens the HMA definition and there are 

clearly functional relationships between Maldon and the other four authorities (Braintree, 

Chelmsford, Colchester and Tendring).  This is demonstrated in Table 3.1 (travel to work flows) 

and Table 3.2 (migration flows). 

 

                                                
8 Paragraph: 010 Reference ID: 2a-011-20140306, Planning Practice Guidance, 06 March 2014 
9 PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, Tendring OAHN Study, November 2016 Update, paragraph 2.26, page 14 
10 PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, Tendring OAHN Study, November 2016 Update, paragraph 2.28, page 14 
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Table 3.1: Travel to Work Flow Containment 

 

Source: ONS, Census 2011   

 

3.7 In line with the containment thresholds applied during the determination of Travel to Work 

Areas (TTWAs) by ONS, retention of at least 67-75% of the workforce is considered an 

appropriate benchmark. 

 

3.8 Table 3.1 illustrates flows of workers between Tendring and all neighbouring authorities.  There 

are particularly strong flows of workers from Tendring to Colchester and Greater London.   And 

of those who work in Tendring, the majority of workers originate from Colchester.   

 
3.9 From Table 3.1 we can calculate that 85% of Tendring’s workforce also live in Tendring 

(=37,994/44,782).  This is within the recommended self-containment threshold.  However, the 

five authorities of the Strategic HMA combined provide an 88% self-containment rate. 

Removing Maldon from the HMA reduces the self-containment rate to 85%. 

 

Tendring Braintree Chelmsford Colchester Maldon Babergh
Greater 
London Other Total

Tendring 37,994 811 672 8,737 161 632 2,488 3,911 55,406

Braintree 391 42,807 6,854 3,665 1,363 1,211 7,151 11,130 74,572

Chelmsford 116 2,634 52,495 949 1,727 66 14,080 14,858 86,925

Colchester 3,784 3,617 2,525 61,225 1,384 1,266 6,093 6,181 86,075

Maldon 82 1,339 4,122 1,137 16,761 41 3,025 4,036 30,543

Babergh 670 1,142 344 2,440 55 24,470 1,558 11,953 42,632

Greater 
London 185 746 2,423 696 314 156 3,734,844 282,417 4,021,781

Other 1,560 4,951 13,665 5,412 1,528 8,250 760,687 - 796,053

Total 44,782 58,047 83,100 84,261 23,293 36,092 4,529,926 334,486 -

Place of Work

U
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Table 3.2: Household Move Containment 

Source: ONS, Census 2011 
 

3.10 Table 3.2 again illustrates flows between Tendring and all neighbouring authorities but less 

pronounced than travel to work flows.  Nonetheless, flows are again strongest between 

Tendring and Colchester.   

 

3.11 Unlike commuting flows, PPG provides a useful guideline for household move containment of 

70%. 

 
3.12 From Table 3.2 we can calculate that 66% of Tendring’s household moves are within Tendring 

(=8,339/12,694), falling below the self-containment threshold of 70%.   

 
3.13 However, the five authorities of the Strategic HMA combined provide a 71% self-containment 

rate, which falls within the PPG threshold. Removing Maldon from the HMA reduces the self-

containment rate to 70%. 

 
3.14 The analysis of commuting flows and migration flows confirms strong linkages between the 

five authorities, which combined also meet the PPG self-containment thresholds.  As such, we 

concur that the Strategic Colchester HMA as defined by CURDS (Braintree, Chelmsford, 

Colchester, Maldon and Tendring) represents a sound study area for this OAHN and on this 

basis the OAHN Update November 2016 is incorrect to exclude Maldon from the HMA definition. 

 

 

Tendring Braintree Chelmsford Colchester Maldon Babergh
Greater 
London Other Total

Tendring 8,339 213 107 887 36 154 1,248 2,052 13,036

Braintree 190 7,630 983 676 355 201 921 2,758 13,714

Chelmsford 92 585 8,943 255 474 50 1,606 4,144 16,149

Colchester 1,110 754 363 13,568 298 304 1,539 4,085 22,021

Maldon 30 286 520 201 2,297 16 341 982 4,673

Babergh 163 316 55 457 25 3,863 457 2,716 8,052

Greater London 555 566 1,070 1,100 215 293 853,477 183,548 1,040,824

Other 2,215 2,960 4,382 4,639 1,144 3,221 219,260 - 237,821

Total 12,694 13,310 16,423 21,783 4,844 8,102 1,078,849 200,285 -

Previous Residence
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4.0 DEMOGRAPHIC OAHN PRESENTED IN THE COUNCIL’S EVIDENCE 

 

i) Introduction 

 

4.1 Paragraphs ID2a-015 to 017 of the PPG provide the methodological guidance for determining 

the first stage of the OAHN; demographic-led housing need.  This section of the report 

therefore considers the demographic evidence presented in the November 2016 OAHN Update.  

Consideration is given as to whether the OAHN Update provides a robust approach to the 

assumptions underpinning the demographic-led OAHN, and whether there are any weaknesses 

in the approach.   

 

ii) Starting Point Estimate (Step 1, PPG ID2a-015) 

 

4.2 The original July 2015 OAHN assessment used demographic forecasts produced by Edge 

Analytics for the 12 instructing local authorities forming the Essex Planning Officers Association 

(EPOA).  However, this work was based on the Government’s 2012-based population and 

household projections, which have since been superseded by the 2014-based series.   

 

4.3 Given the EPOA has not commissioned an update to take account of the latest projections, the 

November 2016 Update has produced its own projection scenarios which do take account of 

the 2014-based release. 

 
4.4 The November 2016 Update presents the 2014-based demographic starting point according to 

the official projections for Braintree, Chelmsford and Colchester.  However, the November 2016 

Update claims that the official demographic projections are not robust for Tendring because of 

the issue of Unattributable Population Change (UPC) and therefore provides an alternative 

demographic projection.   

 
4.5 Table 4.1 summarises the official 2014-based Sub National Population Projection (SNPP) that 

underpins the official demographic starting point of housing need for all four local authorities, 

alongside that assumed by the November 2016 Update.  The official 2012-based SNPP has also 

been included for information.  The November 2016 Update presents growth over the period 

2014-2037 rather than the Plan Period 2013-2037.   
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Table 4.1: Population growth: comparison of official SNPP and November 2016 

Update (2014-2037, total change) 

 Official 2012- 

based SNPP 

Official 2014-

based SNPP 

November 2016 

Update 

Braintree 26,899 24,294 24,294 

Chelmsford 25,564 26,986 26,986 

Colchester 37,369 39,369 39,369 

Tendring 24,907 23,513 24,900* 

* Taken from Table 1 of the Tendring Note appended to the November 2016 Update 

 

4.6 The demographic starting point assumed for Tendring by the November 2016 Update is nearly 

identical to the population growth projected by the 2012-based SNPP, despite being produced 

on a different basis.  Whilst the November 2016 Update provides a brief overview of the 

methodology applied, the exact detail is unclear.  For example, the methodology states: 

  
“A new population is prepared that is a weighted average between 
the low and high projections. This is also converted to households 
and homes and compared to the planned development schedule of 
464 homes (2015-37). A new set of weights are prepared. This 
process iterates until the conversion to households and homes 
matches the development schedule. A summary of the results is 
shown in Table 1.”11 

 

4.7 The methodology is described as an iterative process until the development schedule is reached 

(480 dwellings, 2013-2037).  In effect, the demographic starting point for Tendring is therefore 

based on a dwelling constrained projection rather than a true unconstrained demographic 

projection.   

 

4.8 An additional 480 dwellings per annum was the level of need identified by the EPOA/Edge 

Analytics Phase 7 report based on the 10-year migration trend with an UPC adjustment.  This 

scenario formed the demographic starting position for Tendring assumed in the original July 

2015 OAHN Study.   

 
4.9 The November 2016 Update states ‘in the present study we accept this figure of 480 dpa, 

because the evidence that underpinned it has not changed’ 12 However, we consider this 

statement to be somewhat contradictory because 480 dwellings per annum was the resulting 

level of need from the 10-year migration trend with an UPC adjustment.  The January 2016 

and subsequent November 2016 Update identified a weakness with the UPC adjustment applied 

                                                
11 John Hollis, Tendring Note (November 2016), paragraph 2.2, Appendix to PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, Tendring 
OAHN Study, November 2016 Update 
12 PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, Tendring OAHN Study, November 2016 Update, paragraph 3.22, page 19 
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by EPOA/ Edge Analytics.  Before we consider this point in more detail, it is worthwhile to 

explain the issue of UPC in order to set the context of the comments we make.  

 

Unattributable Population Change (UPC) 

 

4.10 UPC relates to the level of difference in recorded population by the 2011 Census and that 

estimated by the annual Mid-Year Population Estimates over the decade 2001-2011.   

 
4.11 UPC in Tendring is equivalent to -10,533 people (2001-2011) which means that there was an 

overestimation of Tendring’s population between 2001 and 2011 and following the 2011 Census 

results Tendring’s population was revised downwards.  The ONS distribute the effect of UPC 

across the period 2001-2011. 

 
4.12 Therefore, making a UPC adjustment, has the effect of reducing net migration to Tendring 

(because UPC is negative) which in turn results in a lower population projection compared to 

if an UPC adjustment was not made. 

 
4.13 When calculating the 2012 and 2014-based SNPP the ONS have not made any adjustment for 

UPC because it could not be demonstrated to measure a bias in the trend data that would 

continue into the future.  The ONS has stated: 

“It was proposed not to make an adjustment for UPC in the 2012-
based (or, subsequently, the 2014-based) subnational population 
projections or in the series of population estimates based on the 2011 
Census since the UPC is unlikely to be seen in continuing subnational 
trends as: 
  
• it is unclear what proportion of the UPC is due to sampling 

error in the 2001 Census, adjustments made to population 
estimates following the 2001 Census, sampling error in the 
2011 Census and/or error in the intercensal components 
(mainly migration); 

 
• if it is caused by either the 2001 Census or 2011 Census, then 

the components of population change will be unaffected; 
 
• if it is caused by international migration, it is likely that the 

biggest impacts will be seen earlier in the decade between 
2001 and 2011 and will have less of an impact in the later 
years when improvements were introduced to migration 
estimates.”13  

 

                                                
13 Page 7, Quality and Methodology Information Paper, Sub National Population Projections, 27 May 2016, Office for National 
Statistics 
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4.14 Following the approach of ONS, Barton Willmore’s approach is to exclude UPC from the 

assessment of alternative migration trends whether UPC is positive or negative.  This approach 

stems from advice received from the ONS when the UPC element was first introduced in 2013, 

in which ONS advised Barton Willmore that “As we cannot be certain whether or not the "other 

unattributable" relates to migration it would seem sensible to exclude it from migration trends.” 

UPC by the nature of its name is not attributable to any particular component of population 

change and therefore to include UPC along with migration trends is not considered appropriate. 

4.15 It is also notable how the Local Plans Expert Group (LPEG) recommend the exclusion of UPC 

from the calculation of OAHN in their recommended changes to the PPG’s OAHN methodology, 

presented to Central Government in March 2016. 

4.16 The EPOA/ Edge Analytics Phase 7 work applied a UPC adjustment to international migration 

estimates for Tendring.   However, the January 2016 OAHN Update considered the error in 

population was associated with both international migration and domestic migration flows 

within the UK (internal migration) based on the findings of the ONS data tool published in 

September 2015. 

 

4.17 Applying the UPC adjustment to international migration only, results in an older population 

profile (given international migrants are typically younger).  Therefore, applying the UPC 

adjustment to both international and internal migration results in a younger population profile.  

This is considered an important issue because the age profile of the demographic projection 

will have an impact on the level of housing need and economic growth than can be supported. 

 
4.18 The November 2016 Update’s demographic starting point for Tendring is based on a dwelling 

constrained forecast (480 dpa).  The underlying migrant profiles used within the projection 

calculation are based on a weighted average between the low and high migration trends.  No 

detail is provided on the weights applied, which is considered a weakness and makes 

interrogation of the method difficult.   

 
4.19 Furthermore, no detail is provided on the level of the UPC adjustment applied to the 

international and internal migration estimates.  As is demonstrated in the extract from the ONS 

data tool (Figure 4.1) the discrepancy in population estimates for Tendring was due to both 

internal and international migration.  However, the darker shading of the international 

migration column indicates the discrepancy is more likely to be due to international migration 

than internal migration. 
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Figure 4.1: Extract of ONS UPC data tool for Tendring   

 
 

4.20 However, we know that a UPC adjustment has been applied to both the international and 

internal migrant profile which leads to a younger migrant profile.  This reduces the number of 

homes required because household formation rates are lower for younger people.  This point 

is confirmed by the November 2016 Updates’ starting point of housing need summarised in 

Table 4.2.   

 

Table 4.2: Household growth: comparison of official DCLG household projections and 

November 2016 Update (2013-2037, total change) 

 Official 2012- 

based DCLG 

household 

projection 

Official 2014- 

based DCLG 

household 

projection 

November 2016 

Update 

Braintree 16,031 

(668 pa) 

14,539 

(606 pa) 

14,539 

(606 pa) 

Chelmsford 15,424 

(643 pa) 

15,739 

(656 pa) 

15,739 

(656 pa) 

Colchester 20,010 

(834 pa) 

19,932 

(831 pa) 

19,932 

(831 pa) 

Tendring 15,705 

(654 pa) 

15,008 

(625 pa) 

10,700 

(445 pa)* 

* Taken from Table 1 of the Tendring Note appended to the November 2016 Update 

 

Tendring LOCAL AUTHORITY:

Discrepancy between Census based and 

Rolled Forward MYEs

Is the discrepancy within the 95% CI 

around the 2011 Census

Relative size of international 

emigration flows

Probable discrepancy due to 

international immigration

Probable discrepancy due to internal 

migration

Probable discrepancy due to school 

boarders

Is the PR within the 95% CI around the 

2001 Census

Consequences of rolling forward from 
2001

Consequences of rolling forward from 
2001

Is the PR within the 95% CI around the 

2001 Census

Probable discrepancy due to school 

boarders

Probable discrepancy due to internal 

migration

Probable discrepancy due to 

international immigration

Relative size of international 

emigration flows

Is the discrepancy within the 95% CI 

around the 2011 Census

Discrepancy between Census based and 

Rolled Forward MYEs
KEY: 3 0 0 0 0 0 1 85+ 1 0 0 0 0 0 3

3 Overestimate 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 80-84 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
2 2 0 0 0 1 0 2 75-79 1 1 0 0 0 0 0
1 2 0 0 0 1 0 1 70-74 3 0 1 0 0 0 2

Neutral 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 65-69 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
-1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 60-64 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
-2 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 55-59 2 0 0 0 0 0 1
-3 Underestimate 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 50-54 1 1 0 0 0 0 0

1 0 0 0 0 0 0 45-49 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
3 High Flow 3 0 0 0 0 1 0 40-44 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 35-39 0 0 0 1 0 0 0
1 2 0 1 1 0 0 0 30-34 0 0 0 3 1 0 0

Low Flow 3 0 1 2 0 0 1 0 25-29 0 0 0 0 3 1 0 1
2 0 1 2 0 0 1 0 20-24 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1
0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 15-19 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 10-14 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
0 0 0 0 0 0 5-9 0 0 0 0 0 1
0 0 0 0 0 1-4 0 0 0 1 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Age band FemalesMales

note: level of population movement relative 
to overall  authority population

95% CI around Census includes 
rolled forward MYE
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4.21 It is evident from Table 4.2 that the November 2016 Update’s starting point for Tendring is 

445 households per annum (2013-2037).  However, household growth resulting from the 2012-

based SNPP is 654 households per annum, despite both scenarios being based on ‘virtually 

identical’ population growth (24,900 people) as was shown in Table 4.1.  This demonstrates 

the effect of the UPC adjustment.   

 

Vacancy rates 

 

4.22 The vacancy rates applied in the November 2016 Update to convert household growth into 

dwelling growth appear to have been drawn from the 2011 Census14.  Whilst more recent rates 

are available from the Council Tax Base, the 2011 Census rates are prudent.  Table 4.3 

summarises the November 2016 Update’s starting point estimate (dwellings) for the four 

authorities.  

  

Table 4.3: Summary of November 2016 Update’s starting point estimate of housing 

need (2013-2037) 

 Household growth Vacancy  Dwelling growth 

Braintree 14,539 

(606 pa) 

2.8% 14,952 

(623 pa) 

Chelmsford 15,739 

(656 pa) 

2.3% 16,104 

(671 pa) 

Colchester 19,932 

(831 pa) 

4.2% 20,784 

(866 pa) 

Tendring 10,700 

(445 pa)* 

7.9% 11,520 

(480 pa) 

* Taken from Table 1 of the Tendring Note appended to the November 2016 Update 

 
UPC Conclusions 
 

4.23 Barton Willmore consider the November 2016 Update’s starting point estimate for Braintree, 

Chelmsford and Colchester to be correct, being based on the DCLG 2014-based household 

projection with no adjustment for UPC.   

 

4.24 However, the UPC adjustment applied to Tendring’s starting point is not considered appropriate 

for the following reasons and has the effect of the reducing the starting point from 674 to 480 

dwellings per annum: 

 

                                                
14 John Hollis, Tendring Note (November 2016), paragraph 2.1, Appendix to PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, tendring 
OAHN Study, November 2016 Update 
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• As mentioned earlier, UPC by its nature is not attributable to any particular 

component, although the ONS data tool suggests in Tendring this is probably due to 

discrepancy in international migration estimates and to a lesser extent, internal 

migration estimates; 

 

• It is clear from the ONS statement accompanying the 2014-based SNPP (see paragraph 

4.32 above) that the effect of UPC is likely to have been greater towards the start of 

the decade.  Therefore, as account is taken of more recent migration trends, the issue 

of UPC becomes less relevant as fewer years within the trend are likely to have been 

affected by UPC; 

 

• The 2014-based SNPP reflect the 2014-based national projections in assuming net 

international migration of 185,000 people per annum across England. However, as a 

consequence of the recently revised international migration estimates, both the 2014-

based national and sub national population projections are considered to significantly 

underestimate net international migration trends.  The latest quarterly net 

international migration estimates suggest that net international migration totalled 

248,000 people per annum in the year ending December 2016; 

 

• The administrative population estimates published by ONS on 17 November 201615 

give a population of 142,721 for Tendring at 2011 (Census day).  This is higher than 

the official 2011 Census count of 138,048.  This suggests that the 2011 Census may 

have undercounted the population of Tendring and the downward revision made to 

the rolled forward MYPE following release of the 2011 Census may have been too 

great for Tendring.  If these new administrative estimates are correct, then this would 

mean UPC in Tendring is in fact lower than currently estimated by ONS because less 

of an adjustment is needed to match the 2011 administrative estimate; 

 

• The 2015 and 2016 Mid-Year Population Estimates (MYPE) published after the 2014-

based SNPP have already exceeded the 2014-based SNPP for years 2015 and 2016 for 

Tendring indicating that the 2014-based SNPP provide a conservative projection of 

population growth for Tendring.  

 

                                                
15 
https://www.ons.gov.uk/census/censustransformationprogramme/administrativedatacensusproject/administrativedatacensu
sresearchoutputs/sizeofthepopulation 
ONS disclaimer: These outputs are NOT official statistics on the population. Rather they are published here as outputs from 
our continued research into a methodology different to that currently used in the production of population statistics. These 
outputs must not be reproduced without this disclaimer and warning note. 

https://www.ons.gov.uk/census/censustransformationprogramme/administrativedatacensusproject/administrativedatacensusresearchoutputs/sizeofthepopulation
https://www.ons.gov.uk/census/censustransformationprogramme/administrativedatacensusproject/administrativedatacensusresearchoutputs/sizeofthepopulation
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4.25 The approach of excluding UPC from the calculation of alternative migration trends has been 

supported by Inspectors in various Local Plan Examinations and s78 Planning Appeals.   

Ay lesbury  Va le  Loca l  P lan  Ex am ina t i on  –  June 2014  

4.26 The Inspector for the Aylesbury Vale Local Plan Examination in Public did not agree with the 

Council’s approach to including negative UPC within the migration trends.  He stated: 

“However, whilst an over estimation of migration may play a 
significant part in the other (unattributable) component of change 
in the mid-year estimates, there is insufficient basis to conclude 
that it accounts for 100% of this figure. Indeed the ONS itself 
considers that it would be sensible to exclude the unattributable 
figure from migration trends given the degree of uncertainty. 
Attributing all of this to migration, as the Council has done, has the 
effect of substantially reducing the estimates of past net in-
migration to the District. The very recent trend suggests an 
increase in annual net in-migration”16.     

4.27 The approach of Aylesbury Vale Council whereby negative UPC was included within the 

migration trends despite the very recent trends suggesting an annual increase in net migration, 

echoes the approach of Tendring Borough Council.   

W est  Ox fo rdsh i re  Loca l  P lan  Ex am ina t i on  –  Decem ber  2015  

4.28 UPC in West Oxfordshire is equivalent to -568 people between 2001 and 2011.  The Council’s 

alternative population projections adjusted for UPC which had the effect of lowering the net 

migration figures and therefore population projection.  Whilst the Inspector acknowledged 

that: UPC is not a significant issue in West Oxfordshire; the ONS’ decision is to not include UPC 

within the calculation of the SNPP; and the default PAS Technical Note 17 advises that the default 

option is to ignore UPC, the Inspector concludes that future work should model projections 

with and without UPC to test its significance.  

New ark  and Sherw ood –  s78  P lann ing Appea l 18 J anua ry  2 016  

4.29 UPC in Newark and Sherwood is equivalent to -134 people in total over the period 2001-2011.  

The Council considers that it is necessary to make an adjustment for UPC which has the effect 

of reducing housing need.  The Council’s justification for this was to provide an overall figure 

for the Housing Market Area (HMA) that was sufficiently accurate in relation to the individual 

                                                
16 PINS/J0404/429/8, Letter from Kevin Ward (Inspector) to Aylesbury Vale District Council 
17 PAS Objectively Assessed Need and Housing Targets Technical Advice Note, Second Edition, July 2015 
18 Appeal Ref: APP/B3030/W/15/3006252 
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local authority areas, particularly in respect of Mansfield.  Given this was a s78 inquiry rather 

than a Local Plan Examination, the Inspector was concerned with the evidence before her in 

respect of Newark and Sherwood only, and not the wider HMA.  The Inspector concluded: 

“The evidence before me is not sufficient to demonstrate that a 
downward adjustment to the identified longer term migration trends 
to take account of UPC for N&S is necessary. Furthermore, I am not 
satisfied that it has been adequately demonstrated that the absence 
of such an adjustment in N&S would necessarily have an unacceptable 
impact on the robust assessment of FOAN within the HMA as a 
whole.”19  
 

Sef ton  Loca l  P lan  Ex am inat ion  –  Feb ruary  2 016  

4.30 UPC within Sefton was equivalent to -2,106 people between 2001 and 2011.  The argument 

was put forward by the Council that the CLG 2012-based household projection was based on 

over-estimates of in-migration because of factors such as UPC.  However, the Inspector stated: 

“The 2012-based DCLG projections indicate household growth of 576 
annually over the Plan period. I do not accept the argument that this 
figure is based on over-estimates of in-migration because of factors 
such as unattributable population change”20  

4.31 This supports Barton Willmore’s view that the CLG household projections form the starting 

point estimate of housing. 

A run  Loca l  P lan  Ex am inat ion  –  Feb ruary  2 016  

4.32 UPC within Arun between 2001 and 2011 was equivalent to approximately -4,050 people which 

is a significant amount, as is the case in Tendring.  The Inspector acknowledged that the 

exclusion or inclusion of UPC therefore makes a significant difference to the demographic 

element of OAN.  The SHMA’s approach to this issue was to include 50% of UPC within the 

alternative migration trends.  The Inspector did not see a case to partly-discount UPC for the 

following reasons: 

“A number of factors suggest a need for caution in the acceptance of 
the Hearn approach to migration issues in Arun. Firstly, ONS 
information postdating the Hearn report is that international 
migration to UK has been underestimated to a statistically significant 
extent and ONS population projections in 2014 indicate faster growth 
of population than the 2012 projections. Secondly, while the effects 
of these factors on Arun are unknown, it is clear that population 
growth in the District has already exceeded the 2012-Based SNPP 
judged by the 2013 and 2014 MYEs, including migration. Thirdly, work 

                                                
19 Paragraph 18, Page 4, Appeal Decision Ref: APP/B3030/W/15/3006252, Land at Southwell Road, Farnsfield, Norringhamshire 
20 Paragraph 9, page 2, Inspectors Initial Findings, Sefton Local Plan Examination, February 2016 
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underpinning the London Plan concludes that net population outflows 
will take place from London into the wider South East of which Arun 
is part.”21 

 
4.33 All of the planning Inquiry evidence outlined above supports the exclusion of negative UPC 

from the calculation of alternative migration trends, as Barton Willmore are proposing for 

Tendring. 

iii) Alternative Population Projections (Step 2, PPG ID2a-016/017) 

 

4.34 In line with the PPG HEDNA requirement (ID2a-015), the November 2016 OAHN Update tests 

the official demographic projections in respect of their underlying trends in relation to 

household formation and alternative migration trends in order to determine whether an 

adjustment is required to the starting point estimate.  We begin by considering alternative 

migration trends before going on to consider household formation. 

  

4.35 The starting point is underpinned by migration trends from the period 2009-2014.  The OAHN 

Update gives consideration to two alternative population projection scenarios: 

 
• PBA Trends 2005-2015 which is based on average migration trends from the 10-year 

period 2005-2015; 

• PBA Trends 2010-2015 which is based on average migration trends from the 5-year 

period 2005-2015. 

    

4.36 However, given the OAHN Update has made a UPC adjustment to Tendring’s demographic 

projection, the two alternative migration trends are not considered for Tendring in the OAHN 

Update.   

 

4.37 We consider this a weakness of the OAHN Update.  Our view is that the two alternative 

migration trends should be considered for Tendring, as has been done for the three districts 

of Braintree, Chelmsford and Colchester. 

 
4.38 Furthermore, since the publication of the November 2016 OAHN Update the ONS have published 

the 2016 MYPE which allow more recent 5 and 10-year migration trends to be considered.  We 

recommend sensitivity testing of a 5-year trend based on the period 2011-2016 and a 10-year 

trend based on the period 2006-2016. 

 
 

                                                
21 Paragraph 1.12, Inspectors Conclusions, Arun Local Plan Examination, February 2016 
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4.39 In addition to the two alternative migration trends, the OAHN Update also considers a 

demographic scenario based on providing housing need to support additional migration growth 

from London.   

 

4.40 The ‘GLA demographic scenario’ is based on the Greater London Authority’s (GLA) Central 

Scenario which assumes net out-migration from London to the East region of 28,000 increasing 

to 37,000 over the period 2013-2037.  The OAHN Update states that this is similar to the 

assumptions of the ONS 2012-based SNPP for the East of England.22 

 
4.41 The GLA doesn’t provide a breakdown of net out-migration from London to individual local 

authorities.  However, Edge Analytics estimated this breakdown as part of their EPOA Phase 7 

report in proportion to past migration flows.  The OAHN Update does not seek to update this 

scenario from the Phase 7 Edge Analytics report and therefore bases its conclusions on the 

findings of the Phase 7 Edge Analytics report.   

 
4.42 The OAHN Update concludes that the GLA demographic scenario and the ONS 2012-based SNPP 

are ‘extremely close’ at the HMA level 23 with the GLA demographic scenario exceeding the 

2012-based SNPP scenario by just 74 dpa.  On this basis, the OAHN Update acknowledges that 

the GLA demographic scenario would justify only an insignificant uplift to the HMA’s housing 

need. 24 

 
4.43 We consider the analysis provided by the OAHN Update in respect of the GLA demographic 

scenario to be outdated, providing a comparison with only the ONS 2012-based SNPP.  

Furthermore, we consider an additional 74 dpa should not be discounted so easily.  Over the 

period 2013-2037 this is equivalent to an additional 1,776 dwellings in total, which is a 

significant increase.   

 
 

iv) Household Formation Assumptions (Step 2, PPG ID2a-015) 

 

4.44 The PPG provides guidance on how the Household Formation Rates (HFRs) underpinning the 

conversion of population to households should be applied.  Paragraph ID2a-015 of the PPG 

identifies how HFRs published by DCLG are underpinned by past trends alone. They do not 

take account of government policy such as the NPPF, and may have been suppressed by under-

supply and worsening affordability of housing, factors that have led to an increase in concealed 

households (i.e. young couples living with parents). 

  

                                                
22 PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, Tendring OAHN Study, November 2016 Update, paragraph 4.9, page 36 
23 PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, Tendring OAHN Study, November 2016 Update, paragraph 4.11, page 36 
24 PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, Tendring OAHN Study, November 2016 Update, paragraph 4.15, page 37 
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4.45 The earlier July 2015 OAHN study applied unadjusted HFRs from the 2012-based DCLG 

household projection series.  Although the November 2016 OAHN Update refers to this 

approach being challenged by other parties on the basis of the 2012-based HFRs reflecting a 

short-term down turn in formation rates25, the OAHN Update continues to use 2012-based HFRs 

unadjusted. 

 
4.46 The OAHN Update justifies this approach through reference to academic research which claims 

that lower household formation amongst younger people, in particular, as shown in the 2012-

based HFRs is associated with lifestyle change.  Lifestyle changes are cited as accounting for 

20% of the difference between the 2008-based and 2012-based household projections.  

However, the Neil McDonald and Christine Whitehead research paper which the OAHN Update 

references, states that the remaining 80% of the difference comes from differences in the 

household formation rate projections. 26 

 
4.47 Importantly, the research paper by Neil McDonald and Christine Whitehead goes on to state: 

 
“The differences for couples aged under 35 are perhaps of greatest 
concern. For these groups household formation rates have been falling 
since 1991, implying that more and more couples have been living in 
someone else’s household. Moreover, the 2012-based projections 
suggest that the household formation rates of these groups will 
continue to fall, although at a slower rate than between 2001 and 
2011 – a big problem for people at a key life stage.” (our emphasis) 

 
4.48 Whilst the research paper acknowledges that more groups benefit from increasing HFRs under 

the 2012-based series than those groups that are expected to see their HFRs fall, it states: 

 

“So, overall, household formation rates are projected to increase, 
although older households secure a disproportionate share of the 
additional housing at the expense of younger households, some of 
whom will see their chances of setting up a separate household fall 
throughout the next quarter of a century.” (our emphasis) 

 

4.49 The OAHN Update states that socio-economic factors are also reducing the ability of younger 

people to form separate households such as precarious employment, reducing welfare benefits 

and rising student debt. 27  However, the OAHN Update does not consider positive moves by 

the Government outlined in the recent Housing White Paper (February 2017) to assist younger 

people enter the housing market.  For example, the Lifetime ISA, Help to Buy Equity Loan, 

Starter Homes and the Affordable Homes Programme. 

 

                                                
25 PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, Tendring OAHN Study, November 2016 Update, paragraph 3.41, page 25 
26 N McDonald and C Whitehead, New estimates of housing requirements in England, 2012 to 2037, Town & Country Planning 
Tomorrow Series Paper 17, November 2015, page 18   
27 PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, Tendring OAHN Study, November 2016 Update, paragraph 3.45, page 25 
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4.50 The Housing White Paper refers to a housing crisis in the UK, making it clear that the country 

has not been building enough homes, and housing delivery requires a significant boost in line 

with the policies of the NPPF.   

 
4.51 The Housing White Paper acknowledges that home ownership among younger people has 

declined sharply in recent years and identifies the difficulties being faced by the younger age 

groups as follows: 

 

“Rising prices are particularly tough on younger people trying to 
get onto the housing ladder, or wanting to move into their first 
family home. Some young people have no choice but to continue to 
live with their parents, friends or strangers to make ends meet.”28 
(our emphasis) 

 

4.52 The 25-34 year age group is widely considered as the age group in which the housing crisis 

has the most pronounced influence.  This is acknowledged by the Housing White Paper which 

comments as follows: 

 

“As recently as the 1990s, a first-time buyer couple on a low-to-
middle income saving five per cent of their wages each month 
would have enough for an average-sized deposit after just three 
years. Today it would take them 24 years. It’s no surprise that home 
ownership among 25-to 34-year-olds has fallen from 59 per cent 
just over a decade ago to just 37 per cent today. 
 
Without help from the “Bank of Mum and Dad”, many young people 
will struggle to get on the housing ladder.” 29 (our emphasis) 

 

4.53 Although the White Paper acknowledges the impact on 25-34 year olds, the impact is also felt 

in the 35-44 year age group.  This is borne out in the projected household formation rates of 

the projection series that have been published post 2011 Census.   

 

4.54 Three series of HFRs have been published since the 2011 Census, and we compare these rates 

for Tendring District in Figure 4.1 with the 2008-based DCLG HFRs which were produced prior 

to the 2011 Census and projected a more positive level of household formation in younger age 

groups. 

 

  

  

                                                
28 Paragraph 4.3, page 58, Fixing our broken housing market, February 2017 
29 Paragraphs 2-3, page 10, Fixing our broken housing market, February 2017 
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Figure 4.1: Household Formation Rate Comparison: Tendring District 

 
Source: DCLG 

 

4.55 Figure 4.1 illustrates how the both the 2012 and 2014-based HFRs project a slight increase in 

the HFRs for people aged 25-34 years before projecting a deterioration.  This is in contrast to 

the 2008-based HFRs which projected stable household formation in this age group.   
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4.56 The difference between the HFRs for 35-44 year olds is less marked.  Nonetheless, over the 

projection period, both the 2012 and 2014-based HFRs project the rates to remain relatively 

stable.  

 

4.57 The OAHN Update does give consideration to local HFRs for Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester 

and Tendring comparing each district’s respective HFRs in 2031 to the national average 

according to the 2012-based series.  The OAHN Update concludes that there is no evidence to 

suggest that HFRs are suppressed in any of the four local authorities by a local undersupply of 

housing because projected formation rates for 25-29 and 30-34 year olds are above the national 

average. 30 

 
4.58 As discussed above, the Housing White Paper acknowledges that household formation for 

younger people has been suppressed nationally and therefore comparing the local rates to the 

suppressed national average as the OAHN Update report has done is not considered a sound 

justification for not making a HFR adjustment.   

 
4.59 We have analysed annual housing completions in Tendring District over the period 2001-2016 

compared to the district’s annual targets and established that there has been a shortfall of 

1,499 units over this period (5,251 completions versus target of 6,750).  This will have 

restricted household formation in Tendring District.  

 
4.60 To plan on the basis of unadjusted 2012-based HFRs as the OAHN Update has done, is 

considered inappropriate and will only serve to exacerbate the problems that the Housing White 

Paper has identified.   

 
4.61 In line with PPG it is therefore considered appropriate to apply more positive rates of household 

formation in the 25-34 and 35-44 age groups, in order to align with the policies of the NPPF 

and significantly boost housing supply.   

 
4.62 Furthermore, we consider that the most recent 2014-based HFRs should have been utilised by 

the OAHN Update given that there were available.  The OAHN Update states that the 2012 and 

2014-based HFRs are virtually identical but Figure 4.1 (presented earlier in this report) has 

identified slight variation in the 2012 and 2014-based HFRs. 

 
4.63 Lower household formation for younger people is largely a consequence of the affordability 

issues set out above, resulting in more concealed households in this age group and an indicator 

of household suppression.  The OAHN Update has failed to acknowledge the underlying 

relationship between household formation trends and affordability.   

 

                                                
30 PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, Tendring OAHN Study, November 2016 Update, paragraph 3.55, page 28 
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4.64 In Tendring District, a sharp worsening in affordability between 2001 and 2011 coincided with 

household formation rates for the 25-34 age (first time buyer) group decreasing.  Furthermore, 

the increase in Tendring’s affordability ratio in 2009 marked the start of the HFRs falling away 

from their projected path (2008-based).  See figure 4.2. 

 
Figure 4.2: Household formation (25-34 year olds) and affordability – Tendring 

 
   Source: DCLG, ONS and Barton Willmore 

 

4.65 Both the 2012 and 2014-based HFRs for 25-34 year olds in Tendring was evidently already 

suppressed and declining prior to the 2011 Census, which is not surprising in light of the 

affordability problem prior to that point.  

 

v) Conclusions on Demographic OAHN 

 

4.66 The Council’s November 2016 OAHN Update correctly identifies the starting point estimate of 

housing need for Braintree, Chelmsford and Colchester – presenting the DCLG 2014-based 

household projections.  However, for Tendring, a starting point estimate of 480 dwellings per 

annum (2013-2037) is presented in the OAHN Update which is below the official DCLG 2014-

based starting point of 674 dwellings per annum (including an allowance for vacancy). 

  

4.67 The reduced starting point for Tendring is the result of the OAHN Update applying a UPC 

adjustment.  This adjustment is considered unjustified for the following reasons: 
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• The ONS claims that the effect of UPC was greater towards the start of the decade 

(2000s) and therefore the 2014-based SNPP which underpin the starting point (based 

on trends from the period 2009-2014) will have been less affected by the issue of UPC; 

 

• Administrative population estimates suggest that the 2011 Census may have 

underestimated Tendring’s population and therefore the downward revision applied to 

Tendring’s MYPE (in effect the UPC adjustment) may have been too great; 

 

• The 2014-based SNPP are underpinned by a conservative assumption of net 

international migration and therefore to reduce migration trends further is considered 

inappropriate; 

 

• 2015 and 2016 MYPE published after the 2014-based SNPP have already exceeded the 

2014-based SNPP projection for the same years, further suggesting that the 2014-based 

SNPP provides a conservative projection of population growth for Tendring. 

 

4.68 Given the UPC adjustment to the starting point for Tendring, the OAHN Update has not 

considered alternative migration trend scenarios for Tendring.  This is considered a weakness.  

An alternative 5-year migration trend from the more recent period 2010-2015 and a 10-year 

migration trend from the period 2005-2015 has been considered by the OAHN Update for 

Braintree, Chelmsford and Colchester.  We consider the same scenarios (without a UPC 

adjustment) should also be considered for Tendring.  Furthermore, now that the 2016 MYPE 

have been published this allows for more recent 5-year and 10-year migration trends to be 

considered. 

    

4.69 Despite the OAHN Update identifying that the alternative migration trends collectively for 

Braintree, Chelmsford and Colchester projected higher population growth than the 2014-based 

SNPP31, the OAHN update concludes that the 2014-based SNPP is the preferred demographic 

projection on which to assess housing need across the HMA.  This has implications in particular 

for Colchester’s demographic OAHN which is considerably higher under the alternative 

migration trends.  We believe greater weight should be given to the alternative migration trend 

scenarios. 

 
4.70 In addition to the two alternative migration trends, the OAHN Update also gives consideration 

to a GLA demographic scenario which looks at increased out-migration from London to 

surrounding authorities.  The OAHN Update concludes that the uplift suggested by increased 

out-migration from London to the four HMA authorities of 74 dpa is insignificant.  We disagree.  

                                                
31 PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, Tendring OAHN Study, November 2016 Update, Table 3.4, page 29 
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Such an uplift is equivalent to an additional 1,776 dwellings over the period 2013-2037 which 

is significant.  Nonetheless, the evidence on which this conclusion is reached is outdated being 

based on the Edge Analytics Phase 7 report produced for the EPOA which only provided a 

comparison with the ONS 2012-based SNPP.  The evidence should be updated to provide a 

comparison with the ONS 2014-based SNPP.  

 
4.71 The OAHN Update makes no adjustment to address suppressed household formation which we 

have identified has occurred in Tendring due to under-supply and worsening affordability of 

housing as required by PPG (ID2a-015).  The analysis of HFRs by age group for Tendring that 

we have presented in this chapter, has identified clear suppression in household formation for 

younger people which closely correlates with a worsening in housing affordability in Tendring.  

On this basis, and as required by PPG (ID2a-017), sensitivity testing of alternative HFR 

assumptions is required in Tendring and the OAHN Update has failed to consider this. 

 
4.72 To summarise, the OAHN Update presents a combined demographic OAHN for the four 

authorities of 2,695 dwellings per annum (2013-2037) with the individual local authority 

breakdown as follows: 

 
• Braintree = 623 dpa; 

• Chelmsford = 656 dpa; 

• Colchester = 866 dpa; and 

• Tendring = 550 dpa. 

 
4.73 However, it should be noted that the figure quoted for Chelmsford in the OAHN Update 32 (also 

presented above) is incorrect.  The correct demographic OAHN for Chelmsford is 671 dpa based 

on the DCLG 2014-based household projections with an allowance for vacancy.  As a result, 

the correct combined demographic OAHN implied by the OAHN Update is 2,710 dpa.  Although 

the difference is only equivalent to 15 dpa, this equates to an additional 360 dwellings in total 

over the period 2013-2037 which is significant.  

 

4.74 Nonetheless, we consider that the demographic OAHN presented by the OAHN Update is an 

underestimate of demographic housing need in all four of the local authorities as it fails to take 

account of the higher growth suggested by alternative migration trends and provides no remedy 

for suppressed household formation of younger people.  Furthermore, the extent of the 

underestimation is even greater in Tendring due to the UPC adjustment applied by the OAHN 

Update.  Addressing all of these issues would increase the demographic OAHN above that 

suggested by the OAHN Update.  

                                                
32 PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, Tendring OAHN Study, November 2016 Update, Paragraph 3.74, page 33 
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5.0 THE APPROACH TO RECONCILING HOUSING NEED AND JOB GROWTH 

IN THE COUNCIL’S EVIDENCE 

 

i) Introduction 

 

5.1 In relation to future jobs growth, the OAHN Update refers to PPG and the need to consider 

whether the housing provision in line with the preferred demographic projections would provide 

enough workers to support future job growth expected in the area.  The implication being that 

if it doesn’t, the projections should be adjusted upwards. 33 

 

5.2 The test of whether the OAHN Update’s ‘demographic OAHN’ is capable of supporting projected 

job growth, depends upon i) the job growth projection used, ii) the assumptions used to 

reconcile (or link) job growth forecasts and the population projection underpinning the 

‘demographic OAHN’. 

 

ii) Job Growth Projection 

 

5.3 The OAHN Update makes use of the East of England Forecasting Model (EEFM) July 2016 

baseline forecasts for Braintree, Chelmsford and Colchester.  Over the period 2013-2037 the 

EEFM 2016 forecasts the following job growth: 

 

• Braintree = 490 jobs per annum; 

• Chelmsford = 725 jobs per annum; 

• Colchester = 928 jobs per annum. 

 

5.4 For Tendring, a bespoke economic forecast from Experian has been considered because of the 

concern that the EEFM forecasts would be distorted for Tendring because of the issue of UPC 

(discussed earlier in Chapter 3 of this report). Experian were provided with the population 

outputs from the 550 dpa demographic scenario from which they predicted labour demand of 

490 jobs per annum (as forecast by the Experian January 2016 forecast) would be met in full 

by the demographic OAHN.  

 

5.5 The approach in the OAHN Update to assessing economic OAHN is therefore not consistent 

across the four HMA authorities.  This is considered a weakness. 

 
 

                                                
33 PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, Tendring OAHN Study, November 2016 Update, Paragraph 6.1, page 67 
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5.6 Furthermore, although the July 2016 EEFM forecast is the latest available, we consider it a 

weakness of the OAHN Update to assess future job growth across the HMA on the basis of one 

forecast only.  We acknowledge a sense check against Experian’s forecasts has been provided 

by the OAHN Update.  However, due to the volatility in economic forecasts between forecasting 

houses, we would recommend consideration is also given to forecasts produced by other 

independent forecasting houses and average of projected growth assumed for the purposes of 

assessing OAHN.  This is an approach which has been supported at Local Plan Examinations, 

most notably in the case of South Worcestershire34.  The potential weakness of consulting a 

single forecast was also noted by a section 78 appeal Inspector in Wokingham. 35 

 
5.7 In addition, PPG (ID2a-018) requires plan makers to make an assessment of the likely change 

in job numbers based on past trends and/or economic forecasts.  The OAHN Update gives no 

consideration to past employment trends across the HMA which we consider a further 

weakness. 

 
5.8 Barton Willmore have obtained job forecast and past trend data from Experian, Oxford, and 

Cambridge economics and we consider the growth in past trends from 1997-2015 below. 

 

5.9 In assessing the number of jobs based on past trends, it is important to ensure that a 

representative period is used, and there is no bias in the data. The period over which past 

trends are calculated is very sensitive to small changes in the number of years for which the 

analysis is undertaken.  For example, the number of jobs may increase or decrease more 

dramatically over a single year rather than a longer period due to the onset or exit from 

recession.   

 

5.10 Barton Willmore’s approach is therefore to consider two periods known as ‘peak to peak’ and 

‘trough to trough’.  This is considered to provide the most realistic and representative periods 

to assess past trends job growth, considering a business cycle from peak to peak and trough 

to trough rather than arbitrary periods which may show an overtly optimistic or pessimistic 

picture.  

 

5.11 The average number of jobs recorded year by year between 1997 and 2015 by the three 

independent forecasting houses is illustrated in Figure 5.1 below to highlight the peaks and 

troughs of job growth brought about by economic cycles in Tendring.  

 

  

                                                
34 Stage 1 of the Examination of the South Worcestershire Development Plan, Inspector’s further interim conclusions, March 
2014, paragraph 11, page 3. 
35 Paragraph 32, page 6, Appeal Decision APP/X0360/W/15/3097721. 
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Figure 5.1: Past Trends Job Growth: Tendring  

 
Source: Experian Economics, Cambridge Econometrics, and Oxford Economics 

 
 
5.12 Figure 5.1 shows how Tendring has experienced fluctuating levels of job growth since 1997, 

with pronounced peaks and troughs.  The analysis of past trends job growth and concluding 

on appropriate job growth for use in an objective assessment of overall housing need is 

therefore sensitive to the years selected, as discussed above. 

 

5.13 For example, consideration of a period 2006 and 2015 would be inappropriate owing to the 

pronounced peaks and troughs in both years.  Job change over this period would be -12, 

despite the trend line showing a clear increase over 18 years. Similarly, the 1998-2006 period 

would show growth of 8,000 jobs over 8 years (1,000 jobs per annum).  

 

5.14 It is considered appropriate to determine the peak to peak and trough to trough figures over 

the longest period possible.  In the context of figure 5.1 it would not therefore be considered 

appropriate to consider the peak periods to be 2003 and 2006. 

 
5.15 The most obvious choice to consider trough to trough is considered to be 1998-2015, as there 

are clear troughs at similar levels below the trend line.  The peak to peak period is more 
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(2003-2006). 
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5.16 In this instance, it is therefore considered appropriate to determine the trough to trough period 

only between 1999 and 2015. This shows growth of 7,211 jobs over this period, equating to 

451 jobs per annum. 

 

5.17 In the context of our analysis of past employment trends in Tendring, the OAHN Update’s 

assumption of growth of 490 net new jobs in Tendring (2013-2035) seems prudent.  

 
 
iii) Translating job growth into housing need 

 
5.18 In order to convert job growth into a workforce requirement, assumptions need to be applied 

with respect to commuting, unemployment and economic activity.  The OAHN Update relies 

upon such assumptions for Tendring as contained within the Experian forecasting model.  The 

OAHN Update does not provide any interrogation of the Experian assumptions.  This is 

considered a weakness. 

 

5.19 In fact, the OAHN Update contains very little detail on assessing economic OAHN in Tendring 

– the focus is more on Braintree, Chelmsford and Colchester.   

 
5.20 For Tendring, the OAHN Update refers to Tendring Council publishing the Experian labour 

market scenario in January 2016.  We have attempted to locate this document and have 

contacted the Council to request the information, however this has been to no avail.   

 
5.21 In the absence of any detail on the assumptions applied by Experian when calculating the 

bespoke forecast for Tendring it is difficult to provide any detailed comments.  However, 

Experian’s economic activity rates have been discussed at length in recent Local Plan 

Examinations and Section 78 appeals. 

 
5.22 In the Longbank Farm, Ormesby appeal36, economic activity rates produced by the Office for 

Budget Responsibility (OBR) were preferred to the Experian activity rates used by the local 

planning authority’s OAHN consultant. Lengthy discussion is included in the appeal decision, 

but in summary the Inspector concluded that the OBR rates were more realistic than the 

Experian rates, the latter of which projected higher economic activity in older age groups 

stating: 

 
“I attach greater weight to the OBR projections. They give me cause 
to seriously doubt the markedly higher activity rates assumed by 
Experian.” 37 (our emphasis) 

 

                                                
36 Longbank Farm, Ormesby, Middlesbrough section 78 appeal decision, APP/V0728/W/15/3018546, March 2016 
37 Paragraph 21, page 7, Appeal Ref: APP/V0728/W/15/3018546, Longbank Farm, Ormesby, Middlesbrough, TS7 9EF, 09 
March 2016 
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5.23 Furthermore, the recent (March 2017) Inspector’s note in respect of the Telford & Wrekin Local 

Plan identified how economic activity rates from sources such as Experian were ambitious in 

respect of older age groups. Commenting on the use of Experian’s economic activity rates by 

the Council’s consultant (also PBA) in Telford & Wrekin the Inspector stated the following: 

 

“I also share my colleague’s caution about the increase in activity 
rates that is suggested for those ages 65 and over. The rate of increase 
suggested by PBA in that regard appears striking.” 38 (our emphasis) 

 

5.24 The Inspector went on to state the following: 

 
“It is important that a labour force shortfall does not arise that could 
restrict the Council’s job growth ambitions. For the avoidance of 
doubt, I consider that a more cautious approach is therefore 
justified.” 39 (our emphasis) 

 

5.25 On the basis of the Inspector’s comments above, there is the potential that again, Experian 

have assumed high economic activity rates for older people which results in a greater workforce 

being drawn from the demographic projection.  In turn, this results in a need for fewer 

dwellings because the assumption is that job growth can be supported from the resident 

population without the need to bring in additional migrants. 

 

5.26 As mentioned above, the OAHN Update provides no detail on the assumptions applied by 

Experian for Tendring in respect of commuting or unemployment.  However, with reference to 

the EEFM sense check analysis against Experian provided by the OAHN Update for Braintree, 

Colchester and Chelmsford, which shows Experian assume a decline in unemployment and an 

increased outflow of commuters, we can presume that Experian have applied a similar approach 

to the assumptions for Tendring. 

 
5.27 Whilst we support the assumption that unemployment declines over the period 2013-2037, we 

do not support the approach of adjusting commuting assumptions because adjusting 

commuting assumptions has implications for other local authorities affected by it.  This is a 

point PBA make themselves in the Technical Advice Note they have produced for the Planning 

Advisory Service (PAS).40   

 
5.28 We accept that for Braintree, Chelmsford and Colchester the Experian data presented (Table 

6.4 of the OAHN Update) shows an assumption that out-commuting from these authorities 

                                                
38 Paragraph 4, page 1, Examination of the Telford & Wrekin Local Plan (2011-2031) Inspector’s Note to Telford & Wrekin 
Council – 30 March 2017, document F10 
39 Paragraph 5, page 1, Examination of the Telford & Wrekin Local Plan (2011-2031) Inspector’s Note to Telford & Wrekin 
Council – 30 March 2017, document F10 
40 PBA, on behalf of the Planning Advisory Service, Objectively Assessed Need and Housing Targets – Technical Advice Note, 
second edition, July 2015, paragraph 8.16, page 36 
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increases over the plan period.  Whilst in this instance, such an assumption has the effect of 

increasing housing need, we remain of the view that commuting assumptions should not be 

changed over the projection period.    

 

iv) Bringing the evidence together  

 
5.29 The exact level of job growth that the demographic OAHN for Tendring can support is not 

provided in the OAHN Update.  It would be helpful if this was provided.   

 
5.30 We note that the OAHN Update states that the more recent September 2016 Experian forecast 

shows lower job growth than the January 2016 vintage on which the OAHN Update’s assessment 

is based, and therefore the conclusion reached on economic OAHN for Tendring still holds in 

light of more recent information.41  However, since then, Experian have published the December 

2016, March 2017 and June 2017 forecasts.   

 
5.31 There is a risk that if economic activity rates do not turn out to be as high as we believe 

Experian have assumed, then the demographic OAHN may not in fact be able to support 

economic growth and therefore economic OAHN for Tendring may in fact be higher than 

suggested by the OAHN Update.  As PBA themselves state in the PAS Technical Advice Note: 

 
“It is important to avoid unrealistic assumptions on the relationship 
between housing, population and jobs.  A number of housing 
assessments have been criticised by Inspectors for expecting very fast 
increases in economic activity rates.  Such increases reduce the 
population growth, and hence number of homes, that is required to 
support a given number of new jobs.  But unrealistic figures put the 
emerging plan at risk.”42 (our emphasis) 

 
v) Conclusions on Tendring’s Economic OAHN 

 

5.32 The OAHN Update does not provide a consistent assessment of economic OAHN across the four 

HMA authorities.  A different approach is applied in Tendring to the other three authorities.  

This is justified by the OAHN Update on the basis of UPC.  However, as discussed in Chapter 4 

of this report, we consider a UPC adjustment for Tendring to be inappropriate.  On this basis, 

we consider the same approach to assessing economic OAHN should be applied across the 

HMA. 

 

5.33 Our recommendation is that consideration is given to economic forecasts from the three main 

independent forecasting houses (Experian, Oxford Economics and Cambridge Econometrics) 

                                                
41 PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, Tendring OAHN Study, November 2016 Update, Paragraph 6.31, page 74 
42 PBA, on behalf of the Planning Advisory Service, Objectively Assessed Need and Housing Targets – Technical Advice Note, 
second edition, July 2015, paragraph 8.15, page 36 
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and a triangulated average taken.  We consider the OAHN Update’s reliance on a single forecast 

to be a weakness given the volatility of economic forecasts.  

 
5.34 The OAHN Update provides no detail or interrogation of the assumptions applied by Experian 

with regards to unemployment, commuting or economic activity for Tendring.  Again, this is 

considered a weakness. 

 
5.35 However, Experian’s economic activity rates have been found by planning Inspectors to be 

unrealistically high, especially for older people, a point which we support.  The effect of which 

is to reduce the level of housing required to support economic growth.  Placing a reliance on 

high economic activity rates for older people is risky, as if economic activity turns out not to 

be as high as assumed by Experian, this will put economic growth in Tendring at risk.   

 
5.36 On this basis, the application of a more realistic set of economic activity assumptions has the 

potential to increase economic OAHN for Tendring.  To assist further sensitivity testing of this, 

it would be helpful if the OAHN Update had presented the exact level of job growth it considered 

could have been supported by the demographic OAHN.  The OAHN Update simply concludes 

that the demographic OAHN could support job growth of 490 jobs per annum as indicated by 

Experian January 2016 forecast. 
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6.0 THE APPROACH TO MARKET SIGNALS TAKEN IN THE COUNCIL’S 

EVIDENCE 

 

i) Introduction 

 

6.1 The PPG lists six market signals to be analysed (ID2a-019/020) as part of the OAHN, and 

Chapter 5 of the OAHN Update sets out its analysis of these signals as part of the wider OAHN 

it presents.   

 

6.2 The PPG states how market signals analysis should be undertaken on the basis of a comparison 

with similar demographic/economic areas, and in this context the OAHN Update compares each 

of the four local authority areas to the county, regional and national averages, along with local 

authorities that have similar characteristics as identified by the ONS Area Classification.  We 

consider the analysis of the OAHN Update below. 

 

ii) House Prices 

 

6.3 The OAHN Update provides an analysis of average house prices.   The analysis identifies that 

house price change in the HMA authorities has paralleled the regional and national trend, with 

the exception of Chelmsford where house price growth has exceeded trends.43 

 

6.4 The PPG HEDNA (ID2a-020) states that comparisons of indicators should be made in both 

absolute levels and rates of change.  It appears (although this could be made clearer) that 

only indexed change in absolute house prices has been considered in the OAHN Update.   

 
6.5 To fill this gap, we have considered the rate of median house price change in Tendring.  

Between 1997 and 2016 median house prices increased by 273%.  This is slightly above the 

national average increase of 267% but below the HMA and regional averages.  See Table 6.1. 

 

  

                                                
43 PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, Tendring OAHN Study, November 2016 Update, Paragraph 5.17, page 42 
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Table 6.1: Median house prices 

 

Median house price (£) 

1997 2016 

Absolute 
Change  

1997-2016 
% Change  
1997-2016 

Braintree  59,995   250,000   190,005  317% 

Chelmsford  66,000   295,500   229,500  348% 

Colchester  57,000   230,000   173,000  304% 

Tendring  49,000   183,000   134,000  273% 

HMA  57,999   219,375   161,376  278% 

East of England  61,995   250,000   188,005  303% 

England  59,995   220,000   160,005  267% 
Source: ONS/ Barton Willmore 

 

 

iii) Affordability Ratios 

 

6.6 Perhaps the most critical of the PPG’s market signals relate to affordability, and in particular 

the lower quartile and median affordability ratios. The lower quartile ratio measures lower 

quartile earnings to lower quartile house prices.  The lower the ratio, the more affordable 

housing is.  The median ratio calculates median earnings against median house prices. 

 

6.7 The OAHN Update considers the lower quartile affordability ratio over the period 2004 to 2015.  

The OAHN Update identifies that affordability is consistently worse in the four HMA districts 

than the national and regional benchmarks but better than most other Essex authorities. 44   

 
6.8 As with the analysis of house prices, the OAHN Update fails to consider the rate of change.  

Barton Willmore’s reference to median affordability ratio data from the ONS (published in March 

2017) shows how Tendring’s median ratio has increased by 141% between 1997 and 2016.  

This is higher than the national average (118%) but slightly lower than the regional (143%) 

and HMA average (146%).  However, the HMA average has been influenced by significantly 

worsening affordability in Chelmsford.  See Table 6.2 for more detail.  Comparing the individual 

HMA authorities, it is apparent that Tendring’s affordability has declined more acutely than in 

Braintree, Colchester and nationally.  

 

  

                                                
44 PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, Tendring OAHN Study, November 2016 Update, Paragraph 5.20, page 44 
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Table 6.2: Median affordability ratios 

 

Median affordability ratio 

1997 2016 

Absolute 
Change  

1997-2016 
% Change  
1997-2016 

Braintree 4.20 8.59 4.39 105% 

Chelmsford 3.68 10.92 7.24 197% 

Colchester 3.65 8.71 5.06 139% 

Tendring 3.26 7.85 4.59 141% 

HMA 3.69 9.06 5.37 146% 

East of England 3.68 8.96 5.28 143% 

England 3.54 7.72 4.18 118% 
Source: ONS/ Barton Willmore 

 

iv) Rents 

 

6.9 The OAHN Update considers absolute change in private sector rents over the period 2011-2016 

identifying that rents in Braintree and Colchester are close to the regional average, whilst 

Chelmsford’s are consistently higher and Tendring’s consistently lower. 

 

6.10 Again, we have considered percentage change (presented in Table 6.3) as this type of analysis 

is not presented in the OAHN Update.  Lower quartile rents in all four authorities have increased 

at the same rate as the national average, if not higher.  Median rents have not increased to 

the same extent, but nonetheless in Braintree and Chelmsford are higher, Tendring the same, 

and Colchester lower than the national rate of increase. 

 
Table 6.3: Private rents 
 

 Median private rents (£) Lower Quartile private rents (£) 

 
2010-11 2014-15 

Change  
2010-11 2014-15 

Change  

No % No % 
Braintree 
 625 695 70 11% 525 600 75 14% 

Chelmsford 
 725 775 50 7% 595 675 80 13% 

Colchester 
 625 650 25 4% 513 565 53 10% 

Tendring 
 595 625 30 5% 495 525 30 6% 

East 
 635 680 45 7% 525 586 61 12% 

England 
 570 600 30 5% 450 475 25 6% 

Source: Valuation Office Agency (VOA) 
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v) Rate of Development 

 

6.11 When analysing past housing delivery, the PPG states how a “meaningful period” should be 

used to measure supply.  The PPG then goes on to state that “if the historic rate of development 

shows that actual supply falls below planned supply, the future supply should be increased to 

reflect the likelihood of under-delivery of a plan.” 

 

6.12 The OAHN Update considers housing completions against plan targets for the four HMA 

authorities combined over the period 1996/97 to 2014/15.  This is considered a reasonable 

time period.   

 
6.13 The OAHN Update acknowledges that completions fell substantially behind planning targets 

from 2009/10 onwards45.  It also acknowledges that completions in the comparator areas have 

all exceeded those of the four HMA authorities. 46 

 
6.14 Consideration is given in the OAHN Update to housing completions compared to targets 

individually for each of the four HMA local authorities.  With regards to Tendring, the OAHN 

Update acknowledges that completions have substantially reduced in Tendring since 2009 and 

attribute this to not having an up-to-date development plan with new land allocations.  The 

OAHN Update goes on to state: 

 
“But where a council lacks an up-to-date development plan the 
analysis is much more vulnerable to challenge. It is much harder to 
demonstrate delivery was low simply because of weak market 
demand.” 47 

 

vi) Overcrowding and concealed households 

 

6.15 The OAHN Update considers the overcrowding indicator from the 2011 Census and identifies 

that overcrowding in all four districts is below the county, regional and national averages. 48 

 

6.16 Similarly, the number of concealed households is also considered by the OAHN Update using 

data from the 2011 Census, again identifying lower proportions of concealed households than 

the county, regional and national averages. 49 

 

                                                
45 PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, Tendring OAHN Study, November 2016 Update, Paragraph 5.10, page 40 
46 PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, Tendring OAHN Study, November 2016 Update, Paragraph 5.12, page 41 
47 PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, Tendring OAHN Study, November 2016 Update, Paragraph 5.77, page 61 
48 PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, Tendring OAHN Study, November 2016 Update, Paragraph 5.28, page 47 
49 PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, Tendring OAHN Study, November 2016 Update, Paragraph 5.30, page 48 
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6.17 The OAHN Update fails to consider change in the level of overcrowded or concealed households. 

Table 6.4 fills this gap by presenting the change in concealed households between 2001 and 

2011. 

 
Table 6.4: Change in concealed households 

 Concealed 
Families 

2001 

Concealed 
Families 2011 % Change Absolute Change 

Braintree 202 491 143% 289 

Chelmsford 293 523 78% 230 

Colchester 283 498 76% 215 

Tendring 352 510 45% 158 

HMA 1,130 2,022 79% 892 

East 13,354 24,999 87% 11,645 

England 161,254 275,954 71% 114,700 
Source: ONS 

 

6.18 The four authorities combined (HMA) have seen a higher rate of increase in concealed 

households than the national average (+79% vs +71%) but lower than the regional average 

(+87%).  In Tendring there has only been a 45% increase in concealed households highlighting 

a less acute problem in Tendring than elsewhere in the HMA, and in comparison to regional 

and national averages. 

 

 
vii) The OAHN Update’s response to market signals 

 

6.19 In the context of the OAHN Update’s analysis it concludes that an uplift to the demographic 

projections may be justified on the basis of housing completions below target and 

affordability. 50   

 

6.20 The OAHN Update acknowledges that the PPG provides no specific guidance on how such an 

adjustment should be made and refers to the fact that the market signals uplifts recommended 

by Local Plan Inspectors have been a matter of judgement.   

 
6.21 By comparing mean house prices, average private rents, and the affordability ratios based on 

both workplace and residents’ earnings in the four HMA authorities, with the national average, 

the OAHN report concludes on the following market signals uplifts: 

 
• Braintree = 10 to 15%; 

• Chelmsford = 20%; 

                                                
50 PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, Tendring OAHN Study, November 2016 Update, Paragraph 5.86, page 64 
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• Colchester = 0%; and 

• Tendring = 15%. 

 
6.22 The OAHN Update’s suggested uplifts are arbitrary based on PBA’s own judgement.  In light of 

this, we believe that the suggested adjustments are open to challenge.  

 

6.23 Furthermore, the PPG (ID2a-020) also states how the market signals adjustment should 

increase supply by “an amount that could be expected to improve affordability.” The OAHN 

Update does not consider how the market signals uplifts it proposes will affect affordability. 

 
6.24 To fill this gap, we have utilised the market signals approach endorsed by the Inspector for 

the Mid Sussex Local Plan which is based on the OBR’s house price and earnings forecasts and 

the University of Reading’s house price elasticity research. 51   

 
6.25 Our analysis has identified that the OAHN Update’s proposed OAHN for Tendring (550 dwellings 

per annum) would result in Tendring’s affordability ratio worsening by 56% from 7.85 in 2016 

to 12.25 in 2037.  See Appendix 1 for detailed calculation. 

 
6.26 On this basis, we do not consider the OAHN Update to provide a sufficient response to market 

signals issues as intended by the PPG HEDNA, given affordability in Tendring will significantly 

worsen over the plan period. 

 

viii) Alternative Approaches to Addressing Market Signals 

 

Loca l  P lans  Ex per t  G roup (LP EG)  Approach   

 

6.27 The only systematic approach to this issue, and clear guidance to answer the question of how 

much uplift is required for market signals pressure, is offered by the LPEG recommendations 

presented to Government in March 2016. 

 

6.28 We note that the LPEG recommendations to Central Government are not yet adopted as formal 

policy or guidance, however the recent Housing White Paper (February 2017) has referred to 

the LPEG report and has stated that a standardised approach to establishing ‘baseline’ OAHN 

will be introduced by April 2018.   

 

6.29 Notwithstanding this the LPEG recommendations provide an alternative methodology to 

assessing OAHN based on alterations to the existing provisions of the PPG’s HEDNA.  It is 

therefore considered appropriate to consider their recommendations here, particularly in the 

                                                
51 Mid Sussex District Local Plan Examination, Inspector’s letter to the Council, 20 February 2017, page 5 
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context of the LPEG recommendations prescribing specific adjustments for market signals, and 

the lack of clear guidance in the existing PPG in respect of market signals uplifts. 

 

6.30 In respect of market signals the LPEG report uses a measure of absolute affordability to justify 

a market signals uplift (additional to the household formation rate adjustment).  The median 

house price affordability banding thresholds arrived at by LPEG are: 

 
• less than 5.3   = 0% uplift; 

• 5.3 to less than 7.0  = 10% uplift; 

• 7.0 to less than 8.7  = 20% uplift; 

• more than 8.7  = 25% uplift. 

 

6.31 For the purposes of calculating the LPEG uplift, the average of the most recent three years of 

recorded data is used.  Based on ONS median affordability ratios the three-year average (2014-

2016) is 7.05.  This ratio falls within the threshold requiring a 20% uplift to demographic-led 

OAHN.  

 

6.32 Application of the LPEG market signals adjustment (20%) to the official 2014-based SNPP/ 

DCLG 2014-based household projection (not adjusted for UPC as in the OAHN update) of 674 

dpa, 2013-2037 would require OAHN of 809 dpa.  This is considered a minimum OAHN based 

on the LPEG approach as the LPEG methodology requires the higher of either the 2014-based 

SNPP or 10-year migration trend to be used, along with permitting an adjustment to address 

suppressed household formation for 25-44 year olds.   

 

Bark er  R ev iew  (M arch  2004 )  

 

6.30 The Barker Review used a baseline figure of 140,000 dwellings against which to measure its 

proposed increase on past supply in order to ‘improve the housing market’. It’s conclusion of 

an additional 120,000 dwellings per annum needed implied an increase in housebuilding of 

85.7% over past supply levels. Whilst this has not been met at a national level in the period 

since (and has led to a much further worsening in affordability), it continues to provide a 

benchmark for how much local authorities might need to improve supply against recent delivery 

to similarly bring about an improvement in the local housing market (assuming the scale of 

problem now is, at best, similar to the level it was in 2004). 

 

6.31 Over the past 15 years (2001-2016), Tendring has delivered an average of 350 dpa. A Barker 

Review style 85.7% increase on this supply position would imply a need for 650 dpa in order 

to improve the housing market.  This falls below the official PPG starting point (674 dpa) but 

provides a 20% uplift to the full OAHN established by the OAHN Update (550 dpa). 
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 Nat iona l  Hous ing  &  P lann ing Adv ice  Un i t  (N HP AU)  

 

6.32 The NHPAU was founded by Government as direct response to the recommendations of the 

Barker Review and in October 2007 published ‘Developing a target range for the supply of new 

homes across England’ 52. This flowed from analytical modelling on the impact of the 

Government’s housing supply target for housing affordability prospects over the medium and 

long-term. The report concluded that a supply range from 240,000 dpa (Government’s annual 

target at that point) to 280,000 dpa should be tested (Table 18), going on to identify (para 

4.68):  

 
“NHPAU believes that there is a realistic possibility of stabilising 
the affordability of market housing over the long-term if a supply 
target for 270,000 net additions to stock, in the right place and of 
the right type can be adopted through the planning system for 
delivery before or by 2016.”  

 
6.33 The target of 270,000 per annum would equate to a 24% increase above the baseline 2014-

based DCLG household projection for England (circa 218,000 dwellings per annum, 2014-2039).  

Applied to the starting point DCLG projection in Tendring this would result in OAHN of 836 

dpa, 2013-2037. 

 

6.34 Crucially, the NHPAU concluded that if stabilising affordability in each region is the goal, then 

the most efficient way to achieve that is to proportionately increase supply in the areas where 

affordability is most severe. Thus it focussed 80% of its uplifts (over the then RSS targets) 

across the South East, the South West and the East of England.  

 
R edfern  Rev iew  (N ovem ber  2016 )  

 
6.35 The Redfern Review53 was an independent review of the causes of falling home ownership, and 

associated housing market challenges. Published in November 2016, it was informed by a 

housing market model and built by Oxford Economics which looked at the impacts of different 

supply assumptions on prices and home ownership. The review ultimately concludes (paragraph 

33):  

 
“…looking forward, if the number of households in the UK were 
to grow at around 200,000 per year, new supply of 300,000 
dwellings per year over a decade would be expected to cut house 
price inflation by around 5 percentage points (0.5 percentage 
points a year)… In other words boosting housing supply will have 

                                                
52 Developing a target range for the supply of new homes across England’ (October 2007), NHPAU - 
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20120919132719/http://www.communities.gov.uk/documents/housing/pdf/5239
84.pdf    
53 The Redfern Review into the decline of home ownership’ (16 November 2016) - http://www.redfernreview.org/wp-
content/uploads/2016/01/TW082_RR_online_PDF.pdf  
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a material impact on house prices, but only if sustained over a 
long period.” 

 
6.36 The accompanying report by Oxford Economics54 identifies that “To put downward pressure on 

prices new supply would need to outstrip underlying household formation”. It actually models 

a boost in housing supply of 100,000 above their baseline forecast of 210,000 dwellings per 

annum, concluding that 310,000 dwellings per annum “helps to keep prices in check” up to 

2026, albeit still rising marginally.  

 

6.37 Although no corresponding analysis is presented on the affordability ratio (i.e. accounting for 

changes in income over that period), the adoption of 310,000 dwellings per annum as a figure 

to keep prices in check would represent a 44.2% uplift over the demographic baseline 

suggested by the 2014-based projections (215,000 dwellings). A lower percentage would be 

sufficient to hold affordability constant if household incomes increased in a corresponding 

manner.  

 

6.38 In Tendring, a 44.2% increase to the 2014-based household projection (674 dpa) would lead 

to a requirement for 972 dpa, 2013-2037.  

 

ix) Conclusions on Market Signals 

 
6.39 The OAHN Update provides an analysis of the market signals identified by the PPG HEDNA.    

However, the OAHN Update fails to consider change in both absolute and percentage terms, 

only considering absolute change.  We have filled this gap in our analysis which does 

strengthen the need for a market signals uplift in Tendring. 

 

6.40 Housing completions in Tendring have fallen 22% below planned targets, constraining the 

supply of housing.  Although Tendring is the most affordable of the four local authorities 

assessed, affordability has worsened to a greater extent in Tendring than compared to 

Braintree and Colchester. 
 

6.41 The OAHN Update acknowledges worsening market signals in Tendring which it proposes to 

address by applying a 15% uplift to its demographic starting point (480 dpa) resulting in full 

OAHN of 550 dpa.  Applied to the official demographic starting point (674 dpa) the OAHN 

Update’s 15% uplift would result in full OAHN of 775 dpa (2013-2037).   
 

6.42 The OAHN Update’s suggested 15% uplift is arbitrary based on PBA’s judgement.  Our analysis 

of a number of alternative approaches to arriving at a market signals OAHN for Tendring have 

                                                
54 ‘Forecasting UK house prices and home ownership’ (November 2016) Oxford Economics - 
http://www.redfernreview.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/11/20161114-Redfern-Review-modelling-paper.pdf  
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been tested, including consideration of approaches by the Local Plans Expert Group’s (LPEG), 

Redfern Review, Barker Review and the NHPAU.  These recommendations would require 

an OAHN range for Tendring of between 650 dpa and 972 dpa (2013-2037). 

 
6.43 Our analysis has identified that the OAHN Update’s proposed OAHN for Tendring (550 dpa) 

would lead to Tendring’s housing affordability ratio worsening by 56% between 2016-2037.  

The upper extent of our identified market signals range (972 dpa) would still result in a 

worsening of Tendring’s affordability ratio but to a lesser extent (+27%). See Chart 6.1. 
 
Chart 6.1: Impact on Tendring’s affordability ratio of proposed OAHN   

 
Source: Barton Willmore 
 

 

6.44 On this basis, we consider the market signals uplift applied in the OAHN Update to be 

insufficient, resulting in a significant worsening of housing affordability in Tendring which is 

contrary to the intent of the PPG HEDNA’s market signals uplift.  Although the upper extent of 

our identified market signals OAHN range also results in a worsening of Tendring’s affordability 

ratio, it is to a lesser extent, and serves to illustrate the need for Tendring to plan for more 

housing than currently proposed if market signals issues are to be addressed.
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7.0 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

 

7.1 Full OAHN presented by the Council’s OAHN Update is the higher of either the demographic 

OAHN with a market signals uplift or the economic OAHN55.  Table 7.1 provides a summary. 

 

Table 7.1: OAHN Update’s demographic OAHN with a market signals uplift compared 

to economic OAHN (2013-2037) 

 Demographic OAHN 

+ Market Signals 

Uplift 

Economic OAHN Full OAHN 

Braintree 716 dpa 702 dpa 716 dpa 

Chelmsford 805 dpa 706 dpa 805 dpa 

Colchester 866 dpa 920 dpa 920 dpa 

Tendring 550 dpa 550 dpa 550 dpa 

 

7.2 For Tendring, the Council’s OAHN Update concludes that full OAHN is the demographic OAHN 

with a markets signal uplift; equivalent to 550 dwellings per annum (2013-2037). 

 

7.3 This report has reviewed and evaluated the Council’s OAHN Update.  On the face of it, the 

OAHN Update’s approach to assessing overall housing need appears to follow the PPG HEDNA 

methodology, making reference to the relevant PPG sections throughout the assessment.  

However, in practice, a number of shortcomings have been identified that give rise to an 

underestimate of housing need in Tendring as we summarise below.   

 
 
i) HMA definition 

 

I ssue 1 : M a ldon  has  been  ex c luded  f rom  the HM A def in i t i on  

 

7.4 The OAHN Update has excluded Maldon District from the definition of the Housing Market Area 

(HMA) on the basis that Maldon Council considers it does not belong to a HMA with Braintree, 

Chelmsford, Colchester and Tendring.  This is despite the OAHN Update demonstrating 

functional housing and economic relationships between Maldon and the rest of the HMA. 

 

7.5 We consider Maldon should be included in the HMA definition. 

 

 

                                                
55 PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, Tendring OAHN Study, November 2016 Update, Paragraph 6.36, page 75 
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ii) Demographic OAHN 

 
 
I ssue 2 : The OAHN  Update  reduces  the o f f i c ia l  s ta r t ing  po in t  for  assess ing  hous ing 

need  by  m ak ing  an  ad jus tm ent  for  UP C 

 
7.6 Whilst the OAHN Update correctly identifies the official starting point estimate of housing need 

for Braintree, Chelmsford and Colchester – presenting the DCLG 2014-based household 

projections, for Tendring, a starting point estimate of 480 dwellings per annum (2013-2037) is 

presented in the OAHN Update which is below the official DCLG 2014-based starting point of 

674 dwellings per annum (including an allowance for vacancy). 

  

7.7 The reduced starting point for Tendring is the result of the OAHN Update applying a UPC 

adjustment.  We consider it inappropriate to apply a UPC adjustment for the following reasons: 

 
• The ONS claims that the effect of UPC was greater towards the start of the decade 

(2000s) and therefore the 2014-based SNPP which underpin the starting point (based 

on trends from the period 2009-2014) will have been less affected by the issue of UPC; 

• Administrative population estimates suggest that the 2011 Census may have 

underestimated Tendring’s population and therefore the downward revision applied to 

Tendring’s MYPE (in effect the UPC adjustment) may have been too great; 

• The 2014-based SNPP are underpinned by a conservative assumption of net 

international migration and therefore to reduce migration trends further is considered 

inappropriate; 

• 2015 and 2016 MYPE published after the 2014-based SNPP have already exceeded the 

2014-based SNPP projection for the same years, further suggesting that the 2014-based 

SNPP provides a conservative projection of population growth for Tendring. 

 

7.8 Support for not making a UPC adjustment has been provided by various Local Plan Inspectors 

including those examining the Aylesbury Vale Local Plan (June 2014); West Oxfordshire Local 

Plan (December 2015); Sefton Local Plan (February 2016); Arun Local Plan (February 2016); 

and Newark and Sherwood s78 Planning Appeal (January 2016).  The Local Plan Expert Group’s 

recommendations to Central Government (March 2016) also exclude UPC from the calculation 

of migration trends. 

 

7.9 On this basis, we consider that the correct demographic starting point for Tendring is 674 

dwellings per annum (2013-2037) and not 480 dwellings per annum as presented by the OAHN 

update.  This is important because it has implications for the consideration of economic OAHN 

and the market signals uplift. 
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I ssue 3 : N o cons idera t i on  o f  a l t erna t ive m igra t i on  t r end scenar i os  fo r  Tendr ing  

  

7.10 Given the UPC adjustment to the starting point for Tendring, the OAHN Update has not 

considered alternative migration trend scenarios for Tendring.  This is considered a weakness.  

An alternative 5-year migration trend from the more recent period 2010-2015 and a 10-year 

migration trend from the period 2005-2015 has been considered by the OAHN Update for 

Braintree, Chelmsford and Colchester.  We consider the same scenarios (without a UPC 

adjustment) should also be considered for Tendring.  Furthermore, now that the 2016 MYPE 

have been published this allows for more recent 5-year and 10-year migration trends to be 

considered. 

 

I ssue  4 : D ism issa l  o f  a l t erna t ive  m igra t i on  t r ends  for  B ra in t ree, Tendr ing  and  

Co lches te r  desp i t e co l lec t iv e ly  show ing  h igher  popu la t i on  grow th  than  the  2014 -

based  SNP P  

 

7.11 Despite the OAHN Update identifying that the alternative migration trends collectively for 

Braintree, Chelmsford and Colchester projected higher population growth than the 2014-based 

SNPP56, the OAHN update concludes that the 2014-based SNPP is the preferred demographic 

projection on which to assess housing need across.  This has implications in particular for 

Colchester’s demographic OAHN which is considerably higher under the alternative migration 

trends.  We believe greater weight should be given to the alternative migration trend scenarios. 

 

I ssue 5 : D ism issa l  o f  t he  GLA  Dem ograph ic  Scena r i o  

 

7.12 In addition to the two alternative migration trends, the OAHN Update also gives consideration 

to a GLA demographic scenario which looks at increased out-migration from London to 

surrounding authorities.  The OAHN Update concludes that the uplift suggested by increased 

out-migration from London to the four HMA authorities of 74 dpa is insignificant.  We disagree.  

Such an uplift is equivalent to an additional 1,776 dwellings over the period 2013-2037 which 

is significant.  Nonetheless, the evidence on which this conclusion is reached is outdated being 

based on the Edge Analytics Phase 7 report produced for the EPOA which only provided a 

comparison with the ONS 2012-based SNPP.  The evidence should be updated to provide a 

comparison with the ONS 2014-based SNPP. 

 

 

 

                                                
56 PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, Tendring OAHN Study, November 2016 Update, Table 3.4, page 29 
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I ssue  6 : P rov ides  no  ad jus tm en t  to  address  suppressed  househo ld  form at ion  fo r  

younger  peop le  

 

7.13 The OAHN Update makes no adjustment to address suppressed household formation which we 

have identified has occurred in Tendring due to under-supply and worsening affordability of 

housing as required by PPG (ID2a-015).  The analysis of HFRs by age group for Tendring has 

identified clear suppression in household formation for younger people which closely correlates 

with a worsening in housing affordability in Tendring.  On this basis, and as required by PPG 

(ID2a-017), sensitivity testing of alternative HFR assumptions is required in Tendring and the 

OAHN Update has failed to consider this. 

 
 

iii) Economic OAHN 

 
 
I ssue  7 : Lack  o f  a  cons is t en t  app roach  to  assess ing  econom ic  OAHN  ac ross  the  HM A 

 

7.14 The OAHN Update does not provide a consistent assessment of economic OAHN across the four 

HMA authorities.  A different approach is applied in Tendring to the other three authorities.  

This is justified by the OAHN Update on the basis of UPC.  However, as discussed above, we 

consider a UPC adjustment for Tendring to be inappropriate.  On this basis, we consider the 

same approach to assessing economic OAHN should be applied across the HMA. 

 

7.15 The ability of Tendring’s demographic OAHN to support economic growth is tested against 

Experian’s January 2016 forecast.  For Braintree, Chelmsford and Colchester the EEFM 2016 is 

utilised. 

 
7.16 Furthermore, the OAHN Update fails to provide the exact level of job growth it considers could 

have been supported by the demographic OAHN.  The OAHN Update simply concludes that the 

demographic OAHN could support job growth of 490 jobs per annum as indicated by Experian 

January 2016 forecast. 

 
I ssue 8 : R e l iance on  a  s ing le  econom ic  fo recast  
 

7.17 Economic forecasts can vary between economic forecasting houses.  Therefore, to avoid any 

volatility, we recommend that consideration is given to economic forecasts from the three main 

independent forecasting houses (Experian, Oxford Economics and Cambridge Econometrics) 

and a triangulated average taken. 
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I ssue 9 : No  in te r roga t ion  o f  the  under ly ing  assum pt ions  f rom  Exper ian  and concern  

tha t  a  h igh  re l iance i s  p laced  on  h igh  econom ic  ac t iv i t y  o f  o lder  peop le  

 

7.18 A weakness of the OAHN Update is that it provides no detail of the assumptions applied by 

Experian with regards to unemployment, commuting or economic activity.  As such it appears 

to take the assumptions at face value. 

 

7.19 However, Experian’s economic activity assumptions have been acknowledged by various 

Planning Inspector’s as projecting unrealistically high rates for older people.  As such, the 

Experian economic activity rates have been dismissed in favour of using economic activity rate 

projections from the Office for Budget Responsibility (OBR).  We support the use of the OBR 

projections and recommend sensitivity testing of the application of OBR rates.  

 
7.20 Placing a reliance on high economic activity rates for older people, as the OAHN Update has 

done, is risky, as if economic activity turns out not to be as high as assumed by Experian, this 

will put economic growth in Tendring at risk.  A point which PBA themselves acknowledge in 

the PAS Technical Advice Note they have produced. 

 
 
iv) Market Signals Uplift 

 
 
I ssue 10 : A rb i t ra ry  m ark et  s i gna ls  up l i f t  app l i ed  

 
7.21 The OAHN Update acknowledges market signals issues within Tendring which it seeks to 

address by applying a 15% uplift to its demographic OAHN for Tendring (480 dpa) resulting in 

full OAHN of 550 dpa (2013-2037).  Our analysis has identified that regardless of the uplift, 

OAHN of 550 dpa would lead to Tendring’s housing affordability ratio worsening by 56% 

between 2016 and 2037. 

 

7.22 As outlined above, we disagree with the demographic OAHN presented for Tendring by the 

OAHN Update due to the application of a UPC adjustment.  Applying the OAHN Update’s 15% 

market signals uplift to the official demographic starting point (674 dpa) would result in full 

OAHN of 775 dpa (2013-2037).  Nonetheless, this would still result in a worsening of Tendring’s 

affordability ratio by 40%.       

 
7.23 The 15% uplift is based on PBA’s own judgement.  We appreciate that the PPG HEDNA leaves 

a gap as to what defines an appropriate uplift and in the absence of any guidance we have 

considered a number of alternative approaches that seek to improve affordability.  The 

approaches we have considered (LPEG, Redfern, Barker and NHPAU) would result in an OAHN 

for Tendring of between 650 dpa and 972 dpa (2013-2037), all in excess of the full OAHN 
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suggested by the OAHN Update (550 dpa).  The upper limit of our identified market signals 

range (972 dpa) would result in Tendring’s housing affordability ratio worsening by 27%.  This 

analysis serves to illustrate the need for Tendring to plan for more housing than currently 

proposed if market signals issues are to be addressed. 

 

v) Summary and Way Forward 

 

7.24 Table 7.2 summarises our critique of the OAHN Update alongside the requirement of the PPG. 

 

Table 7.2: PPG HEDNA and OAHN Update for Tendring (November 2016) 

PPG ID 2a 015 to 020 (HEDNA) OAHN Update (November 2016) 

Latest DCLG household projections starting point  
Reduces the official starting 
point for Tendring by making a 
UPC adjustment  

A
d

ju
st

m
e

n
ts

 t
o

 p
ro

je
ct

io
n

s 

1. Demography 

A. Household formation (ID2a 015, 016) may 
have been supressed historically by undersupply 
and worsening affordability of housing.  As a 
result, the CLG household formation rate 
projections may also be suppressed.  If so they 
must be adjusted upwards so that the 
suppression is removed. 

Fails to fully investigate and 
address projected suppressed 
household formation  

 

B. Migration and population change (ID2a 
016, 017). Sensitivity testing of local migration 
and population change, taking account of the 
most recent demographic evidence from ONS. 

Fails to consider alternative 
migration trends for Tendring 
due to the UPC adjustment 
applied   

1. Gives rise to the ‘demographic OAHN’ 

Demographic OAHN 
underestimated because of UPC 
adjustment and no uplift for 
suppressed household formation  

2. Future job growth (ID2a 018) based on past trends and or 
projections should be taken into account. The OAN must be capable of 
accommodating the supply of working age population that is 
economically active (labour force supply), if it does not them it should 
be adjusted upwards. 

2. Gives rise to the ‘future jobs OAHN’ 

Future job growth assumption 
prudent but potentially high 
reliance on economic activity of 
older people which in turn 
underestimates number of 
homes need 

3. Market signals (ID2a 019, 020) of undersupply relative to demand 
that are worsening trigger an upward adjustment to planned housing 
numbers that are based solely on household projections.  The more 
significant the affordability constraints, the larger the additional supply 
response should be. 

3. Gives rise to the ‘market signals uplift’ 

Worsening market signals are 
observed and addressed, but 
alternative evidence suggests a 
higher uplift is justified 

Full objectively assessed housing need (FOAHN) (Overall housing 
need) 

For the reasons identified above (1a, 
1b, 2 and 3) the OAHN Update 
underestimates FOAHN for 
Tendring 
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7.25 Based on the findings of our critique, we believe that OAHN of 550 dwellings per annum (2013-

2037) provides an underestimate of full OAHN for Tendring.  As a very minimum we consider 

housing need for Tendring is 674 dwellings per annum (2013-2037) as indicated by the DCLG 

2014-based household projections with the application of a vacancy rate.  However, housing 

need would increase above this level if the identified suppressed household formation for 

younger people and worsening market signals are addressed.   

 

7.26 Furthermore, the level of economic growth that can be supported by a revised demographic 

OAHN should also be determined using more realistic economic activity assumptions and tested 

against more recent economic forecasts. 

  

7.27 On this basis, we recommend further sensitivity testing to address the weaknesses identified 

in the OAHN Update, which would result in an increase to Council’s OAHN of 550 dwellings per 

annum (2013-2037). 



 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX 1: 

 

AFFORDABILITY CALCULATOR – TENDRING DISTRICT 



 

 

 
 

Affordability Calculator

Earnings rate of increase = 1.031 (OBR March 2017)
Housing Price rate of increase = 1.048 (OBR March 2017)
*Number of homes taken from 2016 Council Tax Base

Implicit dwelling growth in OBR model 743 per annum (2031-2016)

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036 2037
Median Earnings 23,302    24,024         24,769          25,537       26,329          27,145       27,986    28,854          29,748          30,671          31,621          32,602          33,612          34,654          35,728          36,836          37,978          39,155          40,369          41,621          42,911          44,241          
Median House price 183,000  191,784      200,990       210,637     220,748       231,344     242,448  254,086       266,282       279,063       292,458       306,496       321,208       336,626       352,784       369,718       387,464       406,063       425,554       445,980       467,387       489,822       

Number of homes* (assuming 1% growth as per OBR) 69,205    69,897         70,596          71,302       72,015          72,735       73,463    74,197          74,939          75,688          76,445          77,210          77,982          78,762          79,549          80,345          81,148          81,960          82,779          83,607          84,443          85,288          
Median affordability Ratio 7.85 7.98 8.11 8.25 8.38 8.52 8.66 8.81 8.95 9.10 9.25 9.40 9.56 9.71 9.87 10.04 10.20 10.37 10.54 10.72 10.89 11.07

Total annual dwelling increase = 550 per annum (Local Plan target)
2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036 2037

No. of houses 69,205    69,755         70,305          70,855       71,405          71,955       72,505    73,055          73,605          74,155          74,705          75,255          75,805          76,355          76,905          77,455          78,005          78,555          79,105          79,655          80,205          80,755          
Increase in supply above baseline assumption -0.2% -0.4% -0.6% -0.8% -1.1% -1.3% -1.5% -1.8% -2.0% -2.3% -2.5% -2.8% -3.1% -3.3% -3.6% -3.9% -4.2% -4.4% -4.7% -5.0% -5.3%
Price change (assuming -2.0) 0.4% 0.8% 1.3% 1.7% 2.1% 2.6% 3.1% 3.6% 4.1% 4.6% 5.1% 5.6% 6.1% 6.6% 7.2% 7.7% 8.3% 8.9% 9.5% 10.0% 10.6%
Median House price including reduction 183,000  192,564      202,647       213,278     224,487       236,306     248,768  261,908       275,763       290,371       305,775       322,016       339,142       357,199       376,238       396,314       417,481       439,800       463,332       488,144       514,304       541,886       
Affordability ratio 7.85 8.02 8.18 8.35 8.53 8.71 8.89 9.08 9.27 9.47 9.67 9.88 10.09 10.31 10.53 10.76 10.99 11.23 11.48 11.73 11.99 12.25

Total annual dwelling increase = 972 per annum (BW MS upper range)
2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036 2037

No. of houses 69,205    70,177         71,149          72,121       73,093          74,065       75,037    76,009          76,981          77,953          78,925          79,897          80,869          81,841          82,813          83,785          84,757          85,729          86,701          87,673          88,645          89,617          
Increase in supply above baseline assumption 0.4% 0.8% 1.1% 1.5% 1.8% 2.1% 2.4% 2.7% 3.0% 3.2% 3.5% 3.7% 3.9% 4.1% 4.3% 4.4% 4.6% 4.7% 4.9% 5.0% 5.1%
Price change (assuming -2.0) -0.8% -1.6% -2.3% -3.0% -3.7% -4.3% -4.9% -5.4% -6.0% -6.5% -7.0% -7.4% -7.8% -8.2% -8.6% -8.9% -9.2% -9.5% -9.7% -10.0% -10.2%
Median House price including reduction 183,000  190,248      197,841       205,798     214,139       222,884     232,055  241,676       251,771       262,365       273,486       285,162       297,424       310,305       323,837       338,057       353,003       368,714       385,233       402,604       420,874       440,094       
Affordability ratio 7.85 7.92 7.99 8.06 8.13 8.21 8.29 8.38 8.46 8.55 8.65 8.75 8.85 8.95 9.06 9.18 9.29 9.42 9.54 9.67 9.81 9.95
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Land at Bromley Road | Parsons Heath

Tendring District Council

DEVELOPMENT BRIEF



Gladman Developments Ltd is promoting land at Bromley Road, 
Parsons Heath for development. The 7.33 hectare site presents an 
ideal opportunity to create a sustainable, high quality residential 
development situated in a sought-after location.

A residential development on the site would incorporate both 
new market and affordable housing (of a variety of types, from 
affordable rented properties to discounted sale properties to 
help key workers and first time house buyers) to help meet  
the current and future housing needs of both Parsons Heath and 
the district. 

Development of this site would respond to and complement its 
surroundings to achieve seamless integration. Gladman would 
welcome the opportunity to discuss the potential delivery of 
this site with you in more detail so it can be considered fully in 
the preparation of the emerging Local Plan.

Introduction

Should you wish to discuss our proposals further, 
please contact

Planner: Kate Fitzgerald

k.fitzgerald@gladman.co.uk

01260 288866



Site & Planning Context

Site & Surroundings

A Vibrant Community

Principle of Development

Going forward

Parsons Heath is a vibrant area on the edge of Colchester. It is an active 
and successful community and provides residents with direct access 
to community facilities.

Parsons Heath offers a range of amenities within walking and cycling 
distance of the site. These are located in three main clusters: on Bromley 
Road, on Harwich Road/Parsons Heath and in Greenstead district centre. 
These areas offer services and facilities including nursery schools, primary 
schools, a secondary school, a health centre, pharmacy, leisure centre, 
library and places of worship.

The site is located on the eastern edge of Colchester and is 7.33 hectares 
in area. It is anticipated that around 4.2 hectares would be residential 
development, with the remainder comprising green infrastructure.

The land lies to the south of Bromley Road and comprises two fields. It is 
well enclosed by tree and hedgerow cover along its boundaries with Churn 
Wood, Bromley Road and Salary Brook, which is located directly to the west 
of the site. Its north-eastern boundary adjoins the grounds of Hill Farm and 
Crockleford Grange. The site is opposite existing residential development 
at Longridge.

The site is adjacent to the large town of Colchester and falls within a  
broad location proposed as a new garden community on the Colchester-
Tendring border. 

The proposed garden community on the Tendring-Colchester border is 
classified as a Strategic Urban Settlement in the emerging Local Plan. The 
publication draft consultation document explains that it will incorporate 
around 2,500 dwellings within the plan period (to 2033), as part of an 
overall total of 7,000-9,000 homes.



Site Development Potential

This site offers a unique opportunity for Tendring District Council to plan and, importantly, deliver, a new and exemplary housing 
development where people will genuinely want to live and choose to stay, while embracing the distinctive character of the surrounding area.  
This will be achieved by:

Landscape CharacterHousing Delivery

• The site is capable of coming forward within the next 5 years.

• Gladman has demonstrated that the site is capable of delivering up to
145 dwellings of varying sizes, types and tenures (including affordable
housing delivered in accordance with planning policy).

• The site is not subject to any national, local or other landscape designations.

• Landscape buffers could be provided to the north and east of the site,
adjacent to Churn Wood and Salary Brook, which would be designated as
a new waterside park.

• The site is well-contained adjacent to the existing urban context. A
landscape appraisal undertaken by special consultants has confirmed
that a residential development and associated green infrastructure could
be incorporated within the local landscape without resulting in any
unacceptable landscape or visual effects.



Heritage

Hydrology

Biodiversity, Green Infrastructure & Local Wildlife

• The development of the site would aim to enhance the environment
through the provision of green infrastructure, comprising new publically
accessible green space, an equipped area of play and recreational
pathways, increasing permeability to surrounding areas of interest and
facilities.

• The site is not designated for its biodiversity value.

• The site is adjacent to Churn Wood and Salary Brook, which are local
conservation sites. Any potential recreation effects as a result of
residential development could be mitigated.

• A detailed ecological assessment has been carried out by specialist
ecological consultants. This found that no protected species would be
adversely affected by a residential development.

• Through additional planting, landscaping and the creation of habitat,
there is the potential to create improved conditions for wildlife.

• There are no designated heritage assets within or immediately adjacent
to the site.

• A detailed heritage assessment undertaken by specialist consultants
has established that the development of the site would have only a
very minor impact on the heritage significance of the non-designated
Hill Farmhouse, a residential dwelling located circa 95 metres to the
north east of the site.

• The development proposal falls entirely within the Environment Agency
Flood Risk Zone 1 i.e. land assessed as having a less than 1 in 1,000
annual probability of flooding.

• The development of the site would include a comprehensive surface
water drainage scheme, which would not cause flooding on the
site or elsewhere.

Site Development Potential

SCHOOL



Design

Topography

Accessibility

Socio-economic

  

• The development of the site would follow a design-led approach,
informed by consultation with the district council, key stakeholders
and the local community, responding sensitively to the site’s setting
and respecting the grain of the surrounding landscape, both built
and undeveloped.

• A high quality housing development would be a positive addition to
Parsons Heath, complementing the character of the surrounding area
in terms of character and quality.

• The site is located on the south-eastern facing slope of the Ardleigh
Valley. The valley ascends north towards Ardleigh Reservoir and south
as it wraps around the southern edge of Greenstead before joining
the River Colne.

• The landform of the site itself slopes down from a high point of
approximately 27-28m AOD along the eastern boundary with Churn
Wood towards Salary Brook and a low point of approximately 6-7m AOD. 
The sloping topography of the site contributes to its distinctiveness.

• The topography of the area constrains views into and across the site,
which should reduce any visual impact of a development.

• Development in this location will provide quality pedestrian, cycle and
public transport connections.

• A pedestrian route around the site would also link to Bromley Road and
onwards to local facilities.

• Tactile paving would be installed at the existing dropped kerbs and
pedestrian refuge crossing of Longridge at its junction with Bromley Road.

• The closest bus stops to the site are on Longridge and Bromley Road;
these are within 800m of all parts of the site. Gladman would be willing
to provide a CIL-compliant financial contribution towards the upgrade
of the bus stops closest to the site, if necessary.

The development of up to 145 dwellings on the site has the potential to 
provide significant economic benefits, including:

• An investment in construction of circa £14 million;

• Around 120 full-time equivalent jobs per annum throughout the
construction period;

• An additional 130 full-time equivalent jobs in associated industries;

• New Homes Bonus payment of more than £1 million over 5 years;

• Council Tax payments of more than £2.2 million over 10 years.

Site Development Potential
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If you have any questions, contact your Project Manager: 
Ivor Beamon

01260 288 927

i.beamon@gladman.co.uk

www.gladmanland.co.uk

Gladman Land

Gladman House, Alexandria Way, 

Congleton, CW12 1LB
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DEVELOPMENT BRIEF

Land at Grange Road, 
Lawford

Tendring District Council



Gladman Developments wish to promote land at Grange Road, 
Lawford for development. The 6.6 hectare site presents an ideal 
opportunity to create a sustainable, high quality residential 
development situated in a sought-after location.

A new residential development on this site would incorporate 
both new market and affordable housing of a variety of types and 
tenures, to help meet the current and future housing needs of 
Lawford and the District.

Development of this site would respond and complement its 
surroundings to achieve seamless integration. Gladman would 
welcome the opportunity to discuss the potential delivery of this 
site with you in more detail so it can be considered fully in the 
preparation of your emerging Local Plan.

Introduction

Should you wish to discuss our proposals further, 
please contact

Planner: John Mackenzie

Email: j.mackenzie@gladman.co.uk

Telephone: 01260 288941



Site & Planning Context

Site & Surroundings Principle of Development

Going forward

Lawford is a vibrant settlement which adjoins the built-up area of the town of 
Manningtree. The civil parish of Manningtree (which includes Lawford) is home 
to a population in the region of 5,700 people according to the 2011 Census. 

Lawford is an active and successful community and provides residents 
with direct access to community facilities including:

• Lawford Church of England Primary School

• Highfields County Primary School

• The Lawford GP Surgery

Lawford is also accessible to facilities in Manningtree, such as:

• Manningtree High School

• Manningtree Train Station

• A range of retailers including convenience stores

• Pharmacies

• Public Houses

• Post Office

The principle of development in Lawford is well established through 
existing and emerging planning policies.

Adopted Local Plan policy QL1: Spatial Strategy identifies Lawford as a Town.

Lawford (alongside Manningtree and Mistley) is identified within the emerging 
Local Plan as a suitable location to accommodate additional homes with an 
established town centre, employment areas and infrastructure. 

Emerging Local Plan policy SPL1: Managing Growth identifies Lawford as a ‘Smaller 
Urban Settlement’ within the second tier of the settlement hierarchy. Between 
1,500 and 2,500 new homes are proposed within this tier over the plan period, 
equating to the second largest proportion of the District’s housing stock increase.

Emerging Local Plan policy SP2: Spatial Strategy for North Essex establishes 
that development will be accommodated within or adjoining settlements 
according to their scale, sustainability and existing role.

Gladman believe that Lawford is capable of supporting further growth beyond the 
minimum 1,500 to 2,500 dwellings proposed for this tier in the emerging Local 
Plan, so housing development need not be limited to this amount.

The site is located to the south-west of Lawford, north of Grange Road and 
is approximately 6.6 hectares in area. It is currently envisaged that built 
development would only be situated in the southern part of the site in 
order to protect and enhance a Scheduled Monument in the northern portion.  
With this in mind the developable area is likely to be less than 6.6 hectares.

A Vibrant Community



Site Development Potential

Housing Delivery

This site offers a unique opportunity for Tendring District Council to plan, and more importantly deliver, a new development where people will 
genuinely choose to live, whilst embracing the distinctive character of the surrounding area. This will be achieved by:

Landscape Character

The site is capable of delivering up to 105 dwellings of varying sizes, 
types and tenures (including affordable housing delivered in 
accordance with planning policy).

Gladman consider that housing on this site is capable of being brought forward 
within the next 5 years. Gladman are promoting this site for development on 
behalf of the landowner. 

The site is not designated for its environmental value, and its development 
can be sensitively designed to be incorporated within the wider landscape 
without causing significant harm.

The proposed development will aim to enhance the environment through 
the provision of green infrastructure, comprising new publically accessible 
greenspace, equipped play areas and recreational paths increasing permeability 
to surrounding areas of interest and facilities.

Our initial ecology work, carried out by specialist consultants has found 
that there are no protected species or potential for bats, newts etc. on-site. 
Additional ecology surveys will take place prior to the determination of the 
planning application. Work will also be carried out to assess impact on nearby 
ecological designations. 

Where necessary, the development proposals will provide adequate mitigation 
and enhancement, wherever possible to ensure species are protected.

SCHOOL

Biodiversity, Green Infrastructure & Local WildlifeLand Ownership and Delivery



Heritage Hydrology

The site contains a Scheduled Monument ‘Settlement site NNE of Lawford 
House’ the precise nature of which is the topic of some debate, although it 
can be summarised as a henge-type monument.

The initial work carried out by Gladman’s archaeological consultant concludes 
that development of the site incorporating open space within the northern 
section and built form in the south, making provision for the evidential value 
of the Scheduled Monument to be preserved in situ would, at most, result in a 
negligible adverse impact to the significance of the Monument.

The proposed development will also aim to promote a wider public 
understanding about the Scheduled Monument on site.

Residential development of the site would also not adversely impact any 
designated heritage assets in the wider areas as a result of alteration to setting.

The development proposal falls entirely within the Environment Agency Flood 
Risk Zone 1 i.e. land assessed as having a less than 1 in 1,000 annual probability 
of flooding.

A sustainable drainage solution to manage surface water run-off will be 
provided as part of the proposals.

SCHOOL



Design Accessibility

The proposed development will follow a design-led approach, 
informed by consultation with the District Council, key stakeholders 
and the local community, responding sensitively to the site’s setting and 
respecting the grain of the surrounding landscape, both built and 
undeveloped. The development will be a positive addition to Lawford, 
complementing the character of the surrounding area in terms of scale, 
density, character and quality. Built development would only be situated 
in the southern part of the site in order to protect and enhance a Scheduled 
Monument in the northern portion.

The site is flat with no technical barriers to overcome in order to secure 
its development.

Development in this location will provide quality pedestrian, cycle and 
public transport connections with the existing built form of Lawford and 
nearby communities. The site fronts directly onto Highways land. An 
access solution with suitable visibility splays can be achieved without the 
need for third party land. 

Our preliminary research shows that the proposed development could lead to 
a significant boost in local spending and there is an indication that the 
gross spending power of the new residents could be in excess of £3 million 
each year, a proportion of which will be spent in the locality.

Topography Socio-economic



Site Location Plan



If you have any questions, contact your Project Manager: 
Steve Barker

01260 288 931

s.barker@gladman.co.uk

www.gladmanland.co.uk

Gladman Land

Gladman House, Alexandria Way, 



Appendix 5 

 

 

 

 

Wick Lane, Ardleigh 

Development Brief 

 



DEVELOPMENT BRIEF

Land at Wick Lane | Ardleigh

Tendring District Council



Gladman Developments Ltd is promoting land at Wick Lane, 
Ardleigh for residential development. The 7.58 hectare site 
presents an ideal opportunity to create a sustainable, high quality 
residential development situated in a sought-after location.

A residential development on the site would incorporate both 
new market and affordable housing (of a variety of types, from 
affordable rented properties to discounted sale properties to 
help key workers and first time house buyers), to help meet 
the current and future housing needs of both Ardleigh and the 
district responding to and complementing its surroundings to 
achieve seamless integration. 

Gladman would welcome the opportunity to discuss the 
potential delivery of this site with you in more detail so it can be 
considered fully in the preparation of the emerging Local Plan.

Introduction

Should you wish to discuss our proposals further, 
please contact

Planner: Kate Fitzgerald

k.fitzgerald@gladman.co.uk

01260 288866



Site & Planning Context

Site & Surroundings

A Vibrant Community

Principle of Development

Going forward

Ardleigh is a vibrant settlement and hosts a population in the region of 
973 people according to the 2011 Census. The vast majority of the parish’s 
population lives within the village itself. Providing more affordable homes 
and homes of varying size and tenure will help to address the ageing 
population structure in Ardleigh.

Ardleigh is an active and successful community and provides 
residents with direct access to community facilities including:

• St Mary’s Primary School; 

• General Stores and Post Office;

• Newstrend newsagents;

The site is located on the western edge of Ardleigh and is approximately 7.6 
hectares in area. It is anticipated that around 4.2 hectares would be residential 
development, with the remainder comprising green infrastructure.

The land lies to the north of Wick Lane, at its junction with the A137 
(Colchester Road). The southern boundary of the site abuts 12 existing 
properties on Colchester Road. Immediately east of the site lies St Mary’s 
Church of England Primary School and land used by the neighbouring 
industrial area for the storage and distribution of agricultural machinery. 
The village centre is also situated to the east, focused along The Street and 
Colchester Road. Open countryside under arable cultivation lies to the 
north and west of the site. 

Ardleigh is identified in the adopted and emerging versions of the Tendring 
District Local Plan as a suitable location to accommodate additional 
homes and this is evidenced a number of under-construction and recently 
completed housing developments in the village.

Ardleigh is identified as a ‘Secondary Defined Village’ under policy RA4 of the 
adopted Local Plan and as a ‘Smaller Rural Settlement’ under policy SPL1 the 
emerging Local Plan.

Ardleigh is identified within the emerging Local Plan as a settlement which 
can achieve an increase in housing stock over the plan period, with the Rural 
Service Centres and Smaller Rural Settlements proposed to accommodate 
around 1,500 new homes between 2011 and 2031. 

Emerging Local Plan policy SP2 establishes that development will be 
accommodated within or adjoining settlements according to their scale, 
sustainability and existing role.

• Ardleigh Surgery; and

• Ardleigh Village Hall.



Site Development Potential

Housing Delivery

This site offers a unique opportunity for Tendring District Council to plan and, importantly, deliver, a new and exemplary housing 
development where people will genuinely want to live and choose to stay, while embracing the distinctive character of the  
surrounding area. 

• The site is capable of delivering up to 118 dwellings (including affordable 
housing delivered in accordance with the council’s requirements).

• The site is owned by one landowner and is capable of coming forward 
within the next 5 years.

• Gladman has demonstrated that the site is capable of delivering up to 
118 dwellings of varying sizes, types and tenures (including affordable 
housing delivered in accordance with planning policy).

Landscape Character

• The site is not subject to any national, local or other landscape designations.

• The site is well contained within the landscape and landscape features 
would be retained where possible.

• A landscape appraisal has confirmed that through sensitive landscaping, 
green infrastructure provision and good quality design, any impact of 
a development on the countryside and the character of Ardleigh could 
be minimised.



Heritage

Hydrology

Biodiversity, Green Infrastructure & Local Wildlife

• The development of the site would aim to enhance the environment 
through the provision of green infrastructure, comprising new publically 
accessible green space, an equipped area of play and recreational pathways, 
increasing permeability to surrounding areas of interest and facilities.

• The site is not designated for its biodiversity value and is predominantly in 
intensive agricultural use.

• Detailed ecological assessment has been carried out by specialist ecological 
consultants. This found that no protected species would be adversely 
affected by a residential development.

• Through additional planting, landscaping and the creation of habitat, there 
is the potential to create improved conditions for wildlife.

• The sites lies outside Ardleigh Conservation Area.

• A detailed heritage appraisal undertaken by specialist consultants has 
established that the ability to appreciate the significance of both the 
conservation area and St Mary’s Church would not be affected by the 
development of the site.

• Archaeological desk-based assessment has established that the site has 
moderate to good potential for as yet to be discovered archaeological 
assets of local significance from various eras. Essex County Council’s 
archaeologists have confirmed that planning conditions would  
suffice to secure trial trenching, archaeological fieldwork and post-
excavation assessment.

• The development proposal falls entirely within the Environment Agency 
Flood Risk Zone 1 i.e. land assessed as having a less than 1 in 1,000 
annual probability of flooding.

• Essex County Council, as lead local flood authority, have previously 
confirmed that a proposed surface water drainage scheme demonstrated 
that surface water management is achievable in principle, without 
causing flooding on the site or elsewhere.

SCHOOL

Site Development Potential



Topography

The site is flat, with no technical barriers to overcome in order to secure 
its development.

Accessibility

• Development in this location would provide quality pedestrian, cycle 
and public transport connections.

• New pedestrian links through the site could be created, linking the site 
to the centre of Ardleigh and the surrounding area.

• The site benefits from being within 550m of a bus stop, from which 
regular buses to nearby settlements, including Harwich, Manningtree 
and Colchester, can be caught.

• Development of the site offers the opportunity to provide improvements 
to existing bus services and pedestrian linkages. 

Socio-economic

  The development of up to 118 dwellings on the site has the potential to 
provide significant economic benefits, including:

• An investment in construction of circa £12 million;

• Around 107 full-time equivalent jobs per annum throughout the
construction period;

• An additional 117 full-time equivalent jobs in associated industries;

• New Homes Bonus payment of more than £1 million over 6 years;

• Council Tax payments of more than £1.4 million over 10 years.

Site Development Potential

Design

• The development of the site would follow a design-led approach,
informed by consultation with the district council, key stakeholders
and the local community, responding sensitively to the site’s setting
and respecting the grain of the surrounding landscape, both built and
undeveloped.

• A high quality housing development would be a positive addition to
Ardleigh, complementing the character of the surrounding area in
terms of character and quality.
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If you have any questions, contact your 
Project Manager: Danielle Bassi

01260 288 935

d.bassi@gladman.co.uk

www.gladmanland.co.uk

Gladman Land

Gladman House, Alexandria Way, 

Congleton, CW12 1LB
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1 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

i. This representation provides Gladman Developments Ltd written representations on the 

publication version of the Tendring District Local Plan (TDLP), currently out for public 

consultation.  

ii. Gladman specialise in the promotion of strategic land for residential development with 

associated community infrastructure. 

iii. These representations concern the following main matters: 

 Duty to Cooperate 

 Sustainability Appraisal 

 Housing Needs 

 Shared Strategic Plan for the North Essex Authorities 

 Vision and Objectives 

 Managing Growth 

 Design 

 Housing 

 Rural Landscapes and Green Gaps 

 Heritage 

iv. Alongside this individual submission, Gladman have submitted responses to the Braintree 

and Colchester consultations, with regard to Part 1 of the Local Plan as well as the 

individual Part 2 plans. 

v. Gladman commissioned Lichfields to review the Sustainability Appraisal of both the North 

Essex Part 1 Plan and the Tendring Part 2 Plan (attached as Appendix 1). The review 

concludes that although the quantity of sites assessed for garden communities is deemed 

acceptable, the site selection has been artificially supressed by the 5,000-dwelling 

threshold that has been applied.  There is overwhelming evidence that this has resulted in 

a narrow focus being applied to the consideration of the new Garden Community options.  

vi. However, the Sustainability Assessment for Tendring only explores a settlement hierarchy 

approach to the spatial distribution of housing and there is no evidence to suggest that 

this is the most sustainable approach to development in Tendring. As a consequence, the 

Sustainability Appraisal’s approach to site allocations in Tendring cannot be considered 

robust as they are built on an unjustified approach to housing distribution. 
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vii. Gladman commissioned Barton Willmore to undertake a review of the Objectively 

Assessed Housing Need (OAHN) undertaken by the Council in 2017. The review (attached 

as Appendix 2) concludes that an unjustified approach has been taken to the issue of 

Unattributable Population Change in Tendring, the OAHN makes no adjustment for 

supressed household formation in Tendring, it does not provide a consistent approach to 

the economic aspects of housing need and there is evidence to suggest that a greater 

than 15% uplift should be applied to the OAHN for Tendring to address worsening 

Market Signals.  

viii. In Barton Willmore’s professional opinion, 550 dwellings per annum represents an under 

estimate of the level of housing need for Tendring and at the minimum, there is a need 

for 674 dwellings per annum simply to meet the demographic need identified by DCLG in 

the household projections. Barton Willmore’s overall conclusion is that the true level of 

housing need in Tendring is between 674 and 972 dwellings per annum. 

ix. Gladman commissioned Strutt and Parker to undertake an assessment of the delivery of 

the North Essex Garden Communities. As this report covers all of the Garden 

Communities and relates specifically to the strategic Part 1 North Essex Plan (the subject 

of a joint Examination in Public), the detail of its findings has been covered in Gladman’s 

representations submitted as part of the response to the Colchester Borough Local Plan 

to avoid repetition. 

x. Gladman support the fact that growth will effectively come from development in and 

around existing settlements and through the new garden communities allocated in the 

plan. Gladman’s experience is that the best way in which to ensure the delivery of housing 

targets is to maintain a good spread of sites and site typologies across the districts. It is 

our view therefore, that the spatial strategy needs to recognise new garden villages as 

well as the larger garden settlements. These in addition to the smaller allocations will help 

the plan soundly meets its housing targets.  

xi. Gladman supports the concept of new garden communities which represent a potentially 

sustainable means of providing new homes, jobs and associated community infrastructure 

in the longer term. It is, however, concerned that the scale, complexity and development 

requirements of the garden communities proposed is such that their anticipated 

deliverability is questionable and consequently considers that the Plan contains unrealistic 

expectations for the delivery of new housing on such developments. 
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xii. Having regard to the need for the preparation of the Strategic Growth Development Plan 

Documents, a significant amount of land assembly to be undertaken, the need for a 

considerable amount of infrastructure to be provided and the expectation that the Garden 

Communities will each involve two authorities, Gladman considers that it is extremely 

unlikely that the delivery of new housing on these sites will be achieved within the 

timescales anticipated by the Councils. 

xiii. Gladman support the inclusion of a detailed Settlement Hierarchy in Policy SPL1 of the 

Plan and the definition of Clacton, Harwich and Dovercourt as Strategic Urban 

Settlements. Gladman also support the identification of Lawford as a Smaller Urban 

Settlement where modest levels of housing growth will be directed. 

xiv. However, Gladman object to the categorisation of Ardleigh as a Smaller Rural Settlement. 

Ardleigh is considered to be a sustainable settlement with good access to services and 

facilities to meet the daily needs of its residents. It is located in close proximity to 

Colchester with high quality bus service from early morning until the evening allowing 

easy access to the town for employment, education and leisure purposes. It is therefore 

considered that Ardleigh should be categorised as a Rural Service Centre. 

xv. Gladman have some concerns with regards to the Housing Land Supply Policy LP1. The 

table set out within Section 5.1 of the Plan (Table A) also includes completions data from 

the start of the Plan period until 2016/17. This shows an existing shortfall in housing 

supply against the housing requirement totalling 826 units or one and a half years’ worth 

of supply. This is a significant under-supply of dwellings and represents real people in 

need of housing now. It is therefore essential that the Council allocates a range of 

housing sites in a variety of locations and of a variety of sizes to ensure that the housing 

needs of local people are delivered in the short term, before the large scale strategic sites 

come on stream and to meet the significant backlog within the first five years of the Plan. 

xvi. Gladman are promoting a number of sites in sustainable locations which are available, 

achievable and deliverable and should be included within the Tendring Local Plan as 

residential allocations. These include: 

a. Bromley Road, Parsons Heath (Appendix 3). 

b. Grange Road, Lawford (Appendix 4). 

c. Wick Lane, Ardleigh (Appendix 5). 

d. Land East of Oakwood Park, Clacton (Appendix 6). 
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2 INTRODUCTION 

2.1 Introduction 

2.1.1 This representation is made by Gladman Developments Ltd (GDL) in response to the current 

consultation on the publication version of the Tendring District Local Plan (TDLP). GDL 

specialise in the promotion of strategic land for residential development with associated 

community infrastructure and has land interests across Tendring.  

2.1.2 GDL has considerable experience in the development industry in a number of sectors 

including residential and employment development. From that experience, it understands 

the need for the planning system to provide local communities with the homes and jobs that 

they need to ensure that they have access to a decent home an employment opportunities. 

2.1.3 GDL also has a wealth of experience in contributing to the Development Plan preparation 

process, having made representations on numerous local planning documents through the 

UK and having participated in many local plan public examinations. It is on the basis of that 

experience that the comments are made in this representation.  

2.2 Context 

2.2.1 The National Planning Policy Framework sets out four tests that must be met for Local Plans 

to be considered sound. In this regard, we submit that in order to prepare a sound plan it is 

fundamental that it is:  

 Positively Prepared – The Plan should be prepared 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 a proportionate evidence base. 

 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 Framework. 

2.3 Previous Submissions 

2.3.1 GDL have made submission in response to the following consultations in relation to the 

TDLP. 
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 Issues and Options (September 2015) 

 Preferred Option (August 2016) 

2.4 Overview of Soundness 

2.4.1 Due to the significant issues raised through this submission, and summarised in Table 1 

below, GDL consider it necessary that we are given the opportunity to discuss our 

representations further at the Examination in Public. 

Table 1 – Summary of policy soundness  

Policy Sound/Unsound Test of 

Soundness 

Reason Evidence 

SP1 Sound Consistent with 

National Policy 

Reflects the 

presumption in 

favour of 

sustainable 

development. 

NPPF 

SP2 Unsound Effective Support for focus on 

existing settlements 

but consider that 

the Spatial Strategy 

should consider 

smaller Garden 

Villages as a 

potential source of 

housing supply in 

the short-term. 

NPPF 

SP3 Unsound Positively 

Prepared 

The Plan does not 

meet the full 

objectively assessed 

housing needs for 

Tendring. 

Barton 

Willmore 

Technical 

Review of 

Housing 

Needs. 

SP5 Unsound Effective See response to 

Colchester Borough 

Local Plan Part 1. 

 

SP7 Unsound Effective There are concerns 

over the speed of 

delivery of the 

Garden 

Communities and as 

such there is a lack 

of housing supply in 

the early part of the 

Plan period and a 

shortfall of supply 
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across the entire 

Plan which needs to 

be addressed with 

further allocations. 

SP8 Unsound Effective Gladman consider 

that the Garden 

Community on the 

boundary of 

Colchester and 

Tendring will not 

deliver units as 

quickly as the 

Council expect and 

therefore further 

smaller scale 

housing sites will be 

required to be 

allocated to deliver 

in the short term. 

Strutt and 

Parker 

SPL1 Unsound Positively 

Prepared 

Gladman support 

the identification of 

Clacton as a 

Strategic Urban 

Settlement and 

Lawford as a Smaller 

Urban Settlement. 

However, Gladman 

consider that 

Ardleigh is mis-

categorised and 

based on its services 

and facilities and 

proximity to 

Colchester, it should 

be a Rural Service 

Centre. 

NPPF 

SPL2 Unsound Positively 

Prepared 

Consistent with 

National Policy 

The use of 

Settlement 

Development 

Boundaries to 

arbitrarily restrict 

sustainable sites 

from coming 

forward does not 

accord with the 

positive approach to 

growth required by 

the Framework. 

NPPF 

SPL3 Unsound Positively 

Prepared 

Consistent with 

Policy SPL3 should 

be reworded to 

allow the decision 

NFFF 
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National Policy maker to undertake 

a planning balance 

exercise as required 

by the NPPF rather 

than a proposal 

having to meet 

every criteria. 

HP4 Comment Consistent with 

National Policy 

Local Greenspace 

designations should 

conform with 

Paragraph 77 of the 

Framework. 

NPPF 

LP1 Unsound Positively 

Prepared 

Effective 

Consistent with 

National Policy 

The Council have a 

recognised housing 

shortfall which is 

significant and 

should be rectified 

within the first five 

years of the Plan 

period. A larger 

flexibility factor 

should also be built 

into the plan to 

ensure the housing 

requirement is met. 

NPPF 

LP2 Sound  The focus on 

retirement and extra 

care 

accommodation is 

supported. 

NPPF 

LP3 Unsound Positively 

Prepared 

Effective 

Consistent with 

National Policy 

The Council needs 

to provide sufficient 

evidence to justify 

the requirement for 

internal space 

requirements. 

NPPF 

WMS 

LP5 Unsound Effective There is an 

inconsistency in the 

Plan over the 

requirement for 

affordable housing. 

TDLP 

LP10 Sound Effective Support the 

Council’s approach 

to Care and 

Independent 

Assisted Living. 

 

PP12 Comment  LPAs should work 

positively with 

developers to 

address Educational 

provision. 

NPPF 
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PPL3 Unsound Positively 

Prepared 

Consistent with 

National Policy 

Policy PPL3 is 

inconsistent with 

the Framework’s 

approach to 

designated 

landscapes. 

NPPF 

PPL6 Unsound Positively 

Prepared 

Consistent with 

National Policy 

Policy PPL6 is 

inconsistent with 

the Framework and 

the need to balance 

all factors in making 

development 

management 

decisions. 

NPPF 

PPL8 Unsound Consistent with 

National Policy 

Policy PPL8 is not 

consistent with the 

Framework in its 

treatment of 

Heritage Assets. 

NPPF 

PPL9 Unsound Consistent with 

National Policy 

Policy PPL8 is not 

consistent with the 

Framework in its 

treatment of 

Heritage Assets. 

NPPF 

CP2 Unsound Consistent with 

National Policy 

Policy CP2 is not 

consistent with the 

Framework in its 

treatment of traffic 

impact 

NPPF 

DI1 Unsound Justified There is no 

definition of the 

term minimum 

developer profit 

level which makes 

the Policy unclear. 

NPPF 
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3 NATIONAL PLANNING POLICY 

3.1 National Planning Policy Framework and Planning Practice 

Guidance 

3.1.1 The NPPF has been with us now for over five years and the development industry has 

experience with its application and the fundamental changes it has brought about in relation 

to the way the planning system functions. The NPPF sets out the Government’s goal to 

‘significantly boost the supply of housing’ and how this should be reflected through the 

preparation of Local Plans. In this regard, it sets out specific guidance that local planning 

authorities must take into account when identifying and meeting their objectively assessed 

housing needs: 

“To boost significantly the supply of housing, local planning authorities 

should: 

 Use their evidence base to ensure that their Local Plan meets the 

full, objectively assessed needs for market and affordable housing 

in the housing market area. 

 Identify and update annually a supply of specific deliverable sites 

sufficient to provide five years’ worth of housing against their 

housing requirements…” 

 Identify a supply of specific, developable sites or broad locations 

for growth, for years 6-10, and where possible for years 11-15” 

(Paragraph 47)”. 

3.1.2 The starting point of identifying objectively assessed housing needs is set out in paragraph 

159 of the NPPF, which requires local planning authorities to prepare a Strategic Housing 

Market Assessment (SHMA), working with neighbouring authorities where housing market 

areas cross administrative boundaries.  It is clear from the NPPF that the objective 

assessment of housing needs should take full account of up-to-date and relevant evidence 

about the economic and social characteristics and prospects of the area, with local planning 

authorities ensuring that their assessment of and strategies for housing and employment are 

integrated and take full account of relevant market and economic signals (paragraph 158).  

3.1.3 Once a local authority has identified its objectively assessed needs for housing these needs 

should be met in full, unless any adverse impacts would significantly and demonstrably 
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outweigh the benefits of doing so (paragraph 14).  Local planning authorities should seek to 

achieve each of the economic, social and environmental dimensions of sustainable 

development, and net gains across all three. Adverse impacts on any of these dimensions 

should be avoided.  Where adverse impacts are unavoidable, mitigation or compensatory 

measures may be appropriate (paragraph 152). 

3.1.4 As the Council will be aware the Government published its final suite of Planning Practice 

Guidance (PPG) on the 6th March 2014, clarifying how specific elements of the NPPF should 

be interpreted when preparing their Local Plans. The PPG on the Housing and Economic 

Development Needs in particular provides a clear indication of how the Government expects 

the NPPF to be taken into account when Councils are identifying their objectively assessed 

housing needs. Key points from this document include: 

a. Household projections published by the Department for Communities and Local 

Government should provide the starting point estimate of overall housing need. 

b. 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 

underperformance, infrastructure or environmental constraints. 

c. Household projection based estimates of housing need may need adjusting to reflect 

factors affecting local demography and household formation rates which are not 

captured by past trends, for example historic suppression by under supply and 

worsening affordability of housing.  The assessment will need to reflect the 

consequences of past under delivery and the extent to which household formation rates 

have been constrained by supply. 

d. Plan makers need to consider increasing their housing numbers where the supply of 

working age population is less than projected job growth, to prevent unsustainable 

commuting patterns and reduced local business resilience. 

e. Housing needs indicated by household projections should be adjusted to reflect 

appropriate market signals, as well as other market indicators of the balance between 

the demand for and supply of dwellings. 

3.1.5 The more significant the affordability constraints (as reflected in rising prices and rents, and 

worsening affordability ratio) and the stronger other indicators of high demand (e.g. the 

differential between land prices), the larger the improvement in affordability needed, and 

the larger the additional supply response should be. 
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3.1.6 The total affordable housing need should be considered in the context of its likely delivery 

as a proportion of mixed market and affordable housing developments, given the probable 

percentage of affordable housing to be delivered by market housing led developments.  An 

increase in the total housing figures included in the local plan should be considered where it 

could help to deliver the required number of affordable homes. 

3.2 Housing White Paper – Fixing our broken housing market 

3.2.1 The Government published the Housing White Paper in February 2017 for consultation. 

Whilst it is a White Paper, it nevertheless represents a very clear direction of travel and clear 

indication of the Government’s intent. The Council will need to consider the emerging Plan 

against the points raised within the White Paper, and monitor the progress of the 

consultation as the proposals within it materialise as potential reforms to the planning 

system. Given that the intention of the document is to have some of its proposed changes 

come into force by November 2017, it is highly likely that a number of its measures will be 

relevant considerations prior to the adoption of the plan.  

3.2.2 The title of the White Paper makes apparent that the Government considers the housing 

market to be broken, it is also clear from the document forward by the Prime Minister that 

the cost of housing is a key part of why the housing market is considered broken. In the 

foreword, the Prime Minster states: 

“Today the average house costs almost eight times average earnings – an 

all-time record.”  

“In total, more than 2.2 million working households with below-average 

incomes spend a third or more of their disposable income on housing.” 

“We need to build many more houses, of the type people want to live in, in 

the places they want to live. To do so requires a comprehensive approach 

that tackles failure at every point in the system.”  

3.2.3 The second foreword from the Secretary of State adds further to the Government’s thinking, 

particularly on the need to build new homes now, it states: 

“This country doesn’t have enough homes. That’s not a personal opinion or 

a political calculation. It’s a simple statement of fact” 
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“Soaring prices and rising rents caused by a shortage of the right homes in 

the right places has slammed the door of the housing market in the face of 

a whole generation.” 

“That has to change. We need radical, lasting reform that will get more 

homes built right now and for many years to come.” 

3.2.4 The White Paper outlines further potential reforms to the plan making process, OAN 

methodology, and Green Belt consideration and housing delivery tests, amongst others. 

Gladman will refer to key aspects from the White Paper in relevant sections of this 

representation.  

3.2.5 The reason for this housing crisis is that the country is simply not building enough homes 

and has not done so for far too long. The consensus is that we need from 225,000 to 

275,000 or more homes per year to keep up with population growth and to start to tackle 

years of under-supply. 

3.2.6 Everyone involved in politics and the housing industry therefore has a moral duty to tackle 

this issue head on.  The White Paper states quite unequivocally that “the housing shortage 

isn’t a looming crisis, a distant threat that will become a problem if we fail to act. We are 

already living in it.” 

3.2.7 Tackling the housing shortage is not easy. It will inevitably require some tough decisions. But 

the alternative, according to the White Paper, is a divided nation, with an unbridgeable and 

ever-widening gap between the property haves and have-nots. 

3.2.8 The challenge of increasing supply cannot be met by Government alone. It is vital to have 

local leadership and commitment from a wide range of stakeholders, including local 

authorities, private developers, housing associations, lenders and local communities. 

3.2.9 The starting point is building more homes. This will slow the rise in housing costs so that 

more ordinary working families can afford to buy a home and it will also bring the cost of 

renting down. We need more land for homes where people want to live. All areas therefore 

need a plan to deal with the housing pressures they face.  

3.2.10 Currently, over 40 per cent of local planning authorities do not have a plan that meets the 

projected growth in households in their area. All local authorities should therefore develop 

an up-to-date plan with their communities that meets their housing requirement based 

upon an honest assessment of the need for new homes.  
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3.2.11 Local planning authorities have a responsibility to do all that they can to meet their housing 

requirements, even though not every area may be able to do so in full. The identified 

housing requirement should be accommodated in the Local Plan, unless there are policies 

elsewhere in the Framework that provide strong reasons for restricting development, or the 

adverse impacts of meeting this requirement would significantly and demonstrably 

outweigh the benefits. Where an authority has demonstrated that it is unable to meet all of 

its housing requirement, it must be able to work constructively with neighbouring 

authorities to ensure the remainder is met.  

3.2.12 Plans should be reviewed regularly, and are likely to require updating in whole or in part at 

least every five years. An authority will also need to update their plan if their existing 

housing target can no longer be justified against their objectively assessed housing 

requirement.  

3.2.13 Policies in Local Plans should also allow a good mix of sites to come forward for 

development, so that there is choice for consumers, places can grow in ways that are 

sustainable, and there are opportunities for a diverse construction sector including 

opportunities for SME housebuilders to deliver much needed housing. 

3.2.14 In terms of rural areas, the Government expects local planning authorities to identify 

opportunities for villages to thrive, especially where this would support services and help 

meet the need to provide homes for local people who currently find it hard to live where 

they grew up. It is clear that improving the availability and affordability of homes in rural 

areas is vital for sustaining rural communities, alongside action to support jobs and services. 

There are opportunities to go further to support a good mix of sites and meet rural housing 

needs, especially where scope exists to expand settlements in a way which is sustainable and 

helps provide homes for local people. This is especially important in those rural areas where 

a high demand for homes makes the cost of housing a particular challenge for local people.  

3.2.15 Finally, the Government has made it clear through the White Paper that local planning 

authorities are expected to have clear policies for addressing the housing requirements of 

groups with particular needs, such as older and disabled people. 

3.2.16 The White Paper is the cornerstone of future Government policy on fixing the broken 

housing market. It provides the direction of travel the Government is intending to take and 

is a clear statement of intent that this Government is serious about the provision of the right 

number of houses in the right places. The Tendring Local Plan therefore needs to consider 
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these policy intentions now in order to ensure that it fulfils the Government’s agenda and 

provides the homes that its local communities need. 

3.2.17 Following the election, Sajid Javid re-iterated the Government’s intentions for boosting 

housing growth stating that he wants areas that have benefitted from soaring property 

prices to play their part in solving the housing crisis. Mr Javid pointed out that where 

property prices were particularly unaffordable, local leaders would need to take a long, hard 

and honest look to see if they are planning for the right number of homes. He also 

announced that a new consultation on a standardised methodology for calculating housing 

needs would be released in July 2017. The Council will therefore need to consider the 

implications of this consultation going forward. 
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4 DUTY TO COOPERATE 

4.1 Overview 

4.1.1 The Duty to Cooperate is a legal requirement established through Section 33(A) of the 

Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act, 2004, as amended by Section 110 of the Localism 

Act. It requires local authorities to engage constructively, actively and on an ongoing basis 

with neighbouring authorities on cross-boundary strategic issues throughout the process of 

Plan preparation. As demonstrated through the outcome of the 2012 Coventry Core 

Strategy Examination and the 2013 Mid Sussex Core Strategy Examination, if a Council fails 

to satisfactorily discharge its Duty to Cooperate, this cannot be rectified through 

modifications and an Inspector must recommend non-adoption of the Plan. 

4.1.2 Whilst Gladman recognise that the Duty to Cooperate is a process of ongoing engagement 

and collaboration as set out in the PPG, it is clear that it is intended to produce effective 

policies on cross boundary strategic matters. In this regard, the Tendring District Plan must 

be able to demonstrate that it has engaged and worked with neighbouring authorities, 

alongside their existing joint working arrangements, to satisfactorily address cross boundary 

strategic issues and the requirement to meet any unmet housing needs. This is not simply an 

issue of consultation but a question of effective cooperation.  

4.1.3 Tendring is working alongside the other North Essex Authorities (Colchester and Braintree) 

to prepare a strategic plan which sets the overall strategic framework for planning in the 

area upon which, the local plans can be based. This approach is to be welcomed as it allows 

the authorities to address cross-boundary strategic issues such as the delivery of new 

settlements in a coordinated manner. It is considered that Maldon is also part of the same 

Housing Market Area as Tendring, Colchester and Braintree but it is recognised that their 

Local Plan preparation is ahead of the other authorities and for practical purposes it may not 

be possible to align key evidence. However, it is important to recognise that the North Essex 

authorities have a number of key links with other LPAs outside of North Essex including 

Maldon, Chelmsford and Uttlesford and they need to work cooperatively with these 

authorities, through the Duty to Cooperate to address cross boundary issues. 

4.1.4 It is noted in paragraph 1.8 of the TDLP that Chelmsford is part of the Housing Market Area 

(HMA) which encompasses the North Essex authorities who are preparing the joint plan, 

however they are not part of the joint plan making process. The Council will therefore need 

to ensure that such an approach is robustly evidenced, and that regardless of the joint plan 

making between Colchester, Braintree and Tendring sufficient consideration of strategic 
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issues as they relate to Chelmsford are undertaken through the Duty to Cooperate. For 

example, the planned opening of Crossrail which has its eastern terminus at Shenfield, near 

Chelmsford. 

4.1.5 Further, the PPG reflects on the public bodies which are subject to the duty to cooperate. It 

contains a list of the prescribed bodies. The PPG then goes on to state that: 

“These bodies play a key role in delivering local aspirations, and 

cooperation between them and local planning authorities is vital to 

make Local Plans as effective as possible on strategic cross 

boundary matters.”  
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5 SUSTAINBILITY APPRAISAL 

5.1 Context 

5.1.1 Under Section 19 of the 2004 Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act, policies set out in 

Local Plans must be subject to Sustainability Appraisal (SA). Incorporating the requirements 

of the Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations 2004, SA is a 

systematic process that should be undertaken at each stage of the Plan’s preparation, 

assessing the effects of the Local Plan’s proposals on sustainable development when judged 

against reasonable alternatives. 

5.1.2 The Council need to ensure that the results of the SA process clearly justify its policy choices. 

In meeting the development needs of the area, it should be clear from the results of the 

assessment why some policy options have been progressed, and others have been rejected.  

Undertaking a comparative and equal assessment of each reasonable alternative, the 

Council’s decision making and scoring should be robust, justified and transparent. 

5.1.3 Gladman remind the Council that there have now been a number of instances where the 

failure to undertake a satisfactory SA has resulted in Plans failing the test of legal 

compliance at Examination or being subjected to legal challenge. 

5.2 North Essex and Tendring Sustainability Appraisal 

5.2.1 Gladman instructed Lichfields to assess the outputs from the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) 

that has been undertaken for the Part 1 North Essex Authority Plan and the Part 2 Tendring 

Local Plan. Associated Part 2 reports were also prepared for Braintree and Colchester. 

5.2.2 The report, included in full as Appendix 1, has made a number of conclusions which are set 

out in summary in the paragraphs below. 

5.2.3 Although the quantity of sites assessed for garden communities is deemed acceptable, the 

site selection has been artificially supressed by the 5,000-dwelling threshold that has been 

applied.  There is overwhelming evidence that this has resulted in a narrow focus being 

applied to the consideration of the new Garden Community options.  

5.2.4 The Sustainability Assessment for Tendring only explores a settlement hierarchy approach to 

the spatial distribution of housing and there is no evidence to suggest that this is the most 

sustainable approach to development in Tendring. 

5.2.5 The Sustainability Appraisal’s approach to site allocations in Tendring cannot be considered 

robust as they are built on an unjustified approach to housing distribution. They have been 
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considered against which settlement they are in and therefore this has the potential to 

exclude more sustainable sites just because they are located in a settlement where there are 

already enough site allocations or it is within a settlement which is further down in the 

hierarchy. 

5.2.6 On top of this, nowhere in the SA is the appropriate level of development for each 

settlement in the hierarchy established and therefore it is completely unknown if this is the 

most sustainable level that could be achieved. There is also no clarity as to why strategic 

housing allocations have been chosen in the areas they have been and why those in other 

locations have been excluded. 

5.2.7 On the whole, these factors set out that there is a distinct lack of information supporting any 

of the conclusions made on housing distribution and site allocations and therefore they 

cannot be relied upon within this Sustainability Appraisal to allow the Local Plan to be found 

sound. 

  



Tendring District Council  Publication Draft Local Plan 

 

6 OBJECTIVELY ASSESSED HOUSING NEED (OAN) 

6.1 Background 

6.1.1 The process of undertaking an OAN is clearly set out in the Framework, principally in §14. 

§47, §152 and §159 and should be undertaken in a systemic and transparent way to ensure 

that the plan is based on a robust evidence base. 

6.1.2 The starting point for this assessment requires local planning authorities to have a clear 

understanding of housing needs in their area. This involves the preparation of a Strategic 

Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) working with neighbouring authorities where housing 

markets cross administrative areas as detailed in §159 of the Framework. The Framework 

goes on to set out factors that should be included in a SHMA including identifying: 

“the scale and mix of housing and the range of tenures that the local 

population is likely to need over the plan period which: 

 Meets household and population projections taking account of 

migration and demographic change; 

 Addresses the need for all types of housing including affordable 

housing and the needs of different groups in the community (such 

as, but not limited to, families with children, older people, people 

with disabilities, service families and people wishing to build their 

own homes); and 

 Caters for housing demand and the scale of housing supply 

necessary to meet this demand.” 

6.1.3 Key points that are worth noting from the above are that the objective assessment should 

identify the full need for housing before the Council consider undertaking any process of 

assessing the ability to deliver this figure. In addition, §159 specifically relates to catering for 

both housing need and housing demand within the authority area. It is also worth pointing 

out that any assessment of housing need and demand within the SHMA must also consider 

the following factors; falling household formation rates, net inward migration, the need to 

address the under provision of housing from the previous local plan period, the results of 

the Census 2011, housing vacancy rates including the need to factor in a housing vacancy 

rate for churn in the housing market, economic factors to ensure that the economic 

forecasts for an area are supported by sufficient housing to deliver economic growth, 
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offsetting a falling working age population by providing enough housing to ensure retiring 

workers can be replaced by incoming residents, addressing affordability and delivering the 

full need for affordable housing in the area.  

6.1.4 Of particular importance is the need to consider market signals. The consideration of market 

signals is one of the core planning principles considered in §17 of the Framework, which 

states: 

“Plans should take account of market signals, such as land prices and 

housing affordability, and set out a clear strategy for allocating sufficient 

land which is suitable for development in their area, taking account of the 

needs of the residential and business communities.” 

6.1.5 Of critical importance is what the Framework goes on to say in §158 in the section discussing 

Plan Making. It states here that: 

“Local planning authorities should ensure that their assessment of and 

strategies for housing, employment and other uses are integrated, and that 

they take full account of relevant market and economic signals.” 

6.1.6 Market signals are therefore at the very core of what the Framework is trying to achieve in 

promoting sustainable development and boosting the supply of housing land.  

6.1.7 The Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) gives further explanation to what the Framework 

means with regards to market signals, and sets out in a range of paragraphs the way in 

which local planning authorities should go about factoring in relevant market signals in 

arriving at their OAN. §19 and §20 of the PPG gives guidance on what market signals should 

be taken into account and how plan makers should respond to these market signals. The 

below extract identifies some particularly pertinent points: 

“The housing need number suggested by household projections (the 

starting point) should be adjusted to reflect the appropriate market 

signals, as well as other market indicators of the balance between demand 

for and supply of dwellings. Prices of rents rising faster than national/local 

average may well indicate particular market undersupply relative to 

demand.” 

6.1.8 The paragraph goes on to indicate that these factors would include, but should not be 

limited to land prices, house prices, rents, affordability, rates of development and 
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overcrowding. However, given what the Framework says at §17, quoted above, it seems clear 

that particular consideration should be given to affordability.  

6.1.9 In order to consider how market signals should be taken forward §20 identifies some key 

concepts: 

“Appropriate comparisons of indicators should be made. This includes 

comparison with longer term trends (both in absolute levels and rates of 

change) in the: housing market area; similar demographic and economic 

areas; and nationally. A worsening trend in any of these indicators will 

require upward adjustment to planned housing numbers compared to ones 

based solely on household projections.” 

6.1.10 It is therefore clear that where market signals are apparent (in any of the indicators assessed) 

there is an absolute and clear direction that an upward adjustment to housing numbers is 

required. It is also clear that both the level of change and the rates of change are 

considerations and that local planning authorities need to carefully benchmark themselves 

against other areas. This should not simply be a case of considering neighbouring 

authorities but should look at, as well as these, local authorities on a national basis, if the 

demographic and economic indicators are relevant.  Gladman are firmly of the view that 

considering comparisons purely against neighbouring authorities is not sufficiently robust 

and does not address the underlying issues which both the Framework and the PPG are 

trying to tackle with regard to housing.  

6.1.11 What is of further importance when considering these issues is the period of time analysed 

when considering both relative and absolute change. It has become apparent in our 

consideration of a number of plans that many local planning authorities choose to look at 

periods of time which are not fully representative of the depth of the housing crisis which we 

are currently within. 

6.1.12 Gladman is of the view that local planning authorities must take a long-term view when 

considering affordability and consider the relative and absolute change over a long term 15-

20 year period, which coincides with the normal time span of a Local Plan. Authorities should 

assess as a constituent part of their OAN, how they can improve affordability over the life 

time of a plan to a point where affordability is more in line with average earnings and 

affordable mortgage lending rates. They should assess a level of housing over the 15-20 

year plan period which would enable this step change and consider its deliverability in the 

plan. Only through planning for significant housing growth can local authorities realistically 
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tackle market signals in the way advocated by the PPG and tackle the affordability and 

housing crisis. 

6.1.13 The need to identify the full OAN before considering any issues with the ability of a Local 

Planning Authority to accommodate that level of development has been confirmed in the 

High Court. Most notably in Solihull Metropolitan Borough Council v (1) Gallagher Homes 

Limited (2) Lioncourt Homes Limited where it was considered that arriving at a housing 

requirement was a two-stage process and that first the unconstrained OAN must be arrived 

at. In the judgment, it was stated: 

“The NPPF indeed effected a radical change. It consisted in the two-step 

approach which paragraph 47 enjoined. The previous policy’s methodology 

was essentially the striking of a balance.   By contrast paragraph 47 

required the OAN [objectively assessed need] to be made first, and to be 

given effect in the Local Plan save only to the extent that that would be 

inconsistent with other NPPF policies. […] The two-step approach is by no 

means barren or technical. It means that housing need is clearly and 

cleanly ascertained. And as the judge said at paragraph 94, “[h]ere, 

numbers matter; because the larger the need, the more pressure will or 

might be applied to [impinge] on other inconsistent policies”. 

6.1.14 Therefore, following the exercise to identify the full OAN for housing in an area:  

“Local planning authorities should seek opportunities to achieve each of 

the economic, social and environmental dimensions of sustainable 

development, and net gains across all three. Significant adverse impacts on 

any of these dimensions should be avoided and, wherever possible, 

alternative options which reduce or eliminate such impacts should be 

pursued. 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.” (NPPF §152) 

6.1.15 This statement clearly sets out that local planning authorities should seek to deliver the full 

OAN and that this should be tested through the evidence base. Only where the evidence 

shows that this is not achievable, should they then test other options to see if any significant 

adverse impacts could be reduced or eliminated by pursuing these options. If this is not 

possible then they should test if the significant adverse impacts could be mitigated and 

where this is not possible, where compensatory measures may be appropriate. 
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6.1.16 The final stage of the process is outlined in §14 and involves a planning judgement as to 

whether, following all of the stages of the process outlined above: 

“Local Plans should meet OAN, 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.”  

6.1.17 It is also worth noting that the final part of this sentence refers to footnote 9 of the 

Framework which sets out the types of policies that the Government consider to be 

restrictive. These include: 

 “sites protected under the Birds and Habitat Directive (see paragraph 119) 

and/or designated as Sites of Special Scientific Interest; land designated as 

Green Belt, Local Green Space, 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”.  

6.1.18 Although this list is not exhaustive it is clear that local landscape designations, intrinsic value 

of the countryside, character of areas, green gaps etc. are not specifically mentioned as 

constraints by the Framework. 

6.1.19 Obviously, the Government intends to standardise the calculation of housing need as set out 

in the White Paper on housing. As yet, we are unaware of what the new methodology will 

involve but the Council will need to keep the evidence base of the Local Plan under constant 

review to ensure that it reflects the latest guidance as the White Paper is implemented. It is 

anticipated that the consultation on the standardised housing needs calculation will take 

place in July/August 2017.  
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7 SHARED STRATEGIC PLAN - TENDRING 

7.1 Overview 

7.1.1 Gladman note the positive intentions for the North Essex areas as outlined in paragraphs 1.1 

– 1.13 of the Plan. Clearly there are a range of issues which promote the need for a strategic 

approach and Gladman support the concept of joint plan making to ensure that unmet 

housing needs can be met in a region or sub region. That said, Gladman note a number of 

concerns from the opening paragraphs of Section 1.  

7.1.2 Firstly, it is noted in paragraph 1.8 that Chelmsford is part of the Housing Market Area 

(HMA) which encompasses the North Essex authorities who are preparing the joint plan, 

however they are not part of the joint plan making process. The Council will need to ensure 

that such an approach is robustly evidenced, and that regardless of the joint plan making 

between Colchester, Braintree and Tendring sufficient consideration of strategic issues as 

they relate to Chelmsford are undertaken through the Duty to Cooperate. For example, the 

planned opening of Crossrail which has its eastern terminus at Shenfield, near Chelmsford. 

7.1.3 Similarly, the plan in paragraph 1.10 also acknowledges that the adjacent authorities of 

Maldon and Uttlesford sit outside the HMA, but that ongoing consideration has been given 

to strategic issues with these authorities.  Gladman remain sceptical of the view that Maldon 

sits outside of the HMA, nevertheless, as we outline in the previous paragraph, it will be 

imperative that even if the above authorities are considered to be outside of the HMA the 

cross boundary strategic issues will require addressing through the Duty to Cooperate. In 

particular, with regard to Uttlesford due consideration will need to be given to key regional 

issues such as the planned growth at Stanstead Airport.  

7.1.4 The plan in paragraph 1.25 clearly recognises the economic growth potential of the area, as 

we have highlighted above there are also regional infrastructure drivers which are likely to 

sustain significant economic growth over the plan period and beyond. Gladman are 

therefore supportive of the joint plan making initiative and its desire to sustainably meet 

development needs. The Councils however must not ignore their neighbouring authorities in 

Essex as they plan for the future of their districts.  

7.2 Vision for the Strategic Area 

7.2.1 The vision for the areas is set out within paragraph 1.30 of the consultation document. 

Whilst Gladman are fully supportive of the ambitious nature of this vision, seeking for North 
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Essex to be an area of significant growth over the period to 2033 and beyond, it is critical 

that the plan provides the policies which are capable of delivering this vision.  

7.2.2 It is key that this positive vision remains within the strategic plan and that it seeks to provide 

for significant economic growth and housing to meet the full needs of the districts. 

Alongside this it is fundamental that the associated infrastructure is planned for and 

delivered at the appropriate time. These themes, critically, must also cascade down beyond 

the joint strategic plan and become the cornerstones for the development of the policies 

within the individual Local Plans.  

7.2.3 Clearly North Essex has an important role to play, not just locally, but as a key element of 

wider national importance. Its location in the South East, largely free of constraints mean 

that as well as being able to capitalise on the economic growth of Essex, and the important 

infrastructure at Stanstead Airport and through Crossrail, it can make a significant 

contribution towards helping alleviate housing pressure on both London and the 

constrained Green Belt authorities to the south. These wider regional issues should not be 

forgotten when considering the context of North Essex and the vision and policies within the 

plans.  

7.3 Policy SP1 – Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development 

7.3.1 Gladman are fully supportive of the inclusion of the policy on Sustainable Development. The 

ethos of sustainable development is key to assessing planning proposals, it is the golden 

thread running through the NPPF.  

7.4 Policy SP2 – Spatial Strategy for North Essex 

7.4.1 Gladman note the different spatial strategies for the component authorities within the Local 

Plan, we will comment on the spatial strategy for Tendring in the following section. With 

regard to the specific provision of Policy SP2, Gladman support the fact that growth will 

effectively come from development in and around existing settlements and through the new 

garden communities allocated in the plan. We also support the policy in recognising that the 

level of growth to be apportioned to a settlement will depend on the needs of that 

settlement and that in particular the diversification of the rural economy will be important. It 

will be important for the spatial strategies of the individual local plans to have these issues 

in mind when allocating sites and considering planning applications.  

7.4.2 Gladman’s experience is that the best way in which to ensure the delivery of housing targets 

is to maintain a good spread of sites and site typologies across the districts. When 
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considering the housing needs in North Essex (and with one eye to the next plan period) it is 

reasonable for the Council to consider new settlements. Gladman would contend however, 

that there is an additional level of sites which could require further consideration by the 

Councils to ensure they can meet their short and medium term housing needs. Whilst the 

new garden settlements will help meet housing demands in the medium/long term, the level 

of infrastructure required to deliver the sites is costly and substantial.  It is therefore likely to 

take time to implement.  

7.4.3 On the other end of the scale the smaller allocations in the plan will no doubt deliver 

quickly. To fill the gap between the two, Gladman consider that the Council may wish to 

further assess proposals for new garden villages. These new settlements of typically 1,000-

1,500 dwelling can be developed in places where there is considerable existing infrastructure 

and can be brought forward relatively quickly. Such proposals, if carefully selected, can 

contribute dwelling completions within the first 5-10 years of a plan period, thus giving the 

Council more of a buffer. 

7.4.4 It is our view therefore, that the spatial strategy needs to recognise new garden villages as 

well as the larger garden settlements. These, in addition to the smaller allocations, will help 

the plan soundly meets its housing targets.  

7.4.5 We consider these issues further below when we address the level of overall housing need in 

North Essex and when considering overall Local Plan trajectories. However at this time, 

whilst there is support for elements of policy SP2, without provision for the medium size 

sites, such as new Garden Villages we consider the spatial strategy would be problematic in 

delivering housing needs. We therefore consider it inconsistent with National Policy and not 

justified or effective and as such unsound.  

7.5 Policy SP3 – Meeting Housing Needs 

7.5.1 Gladman object to Policy SP3 in that it fails to identify the full need for housing across the 

Housing Market Area (HMA).  

7.5.2 Gladman instructed Barton Willmore to prepare a critique of the Council’s latest housing 

needs evidence base to assess how robust the study was. The full report is attached as 

Appendix 2 and relates specifically to Tendring District. However, Barton Willmore undertook 

this exercise on an HMA basis and for ease of use, prepared three reports, one for each of 

the districts currently consulting upon their Plans (Braintree, Colchester and Tendring). The 

representations that Gladman have prepared for the other districts’ consultations (Braintree 

and Colchester) contain the detailed reports relating to each of the respective authorities. 
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7.5.3 Barton Willmore consider that Maldon forms part of the wider HMA and should have been 

included within the study of housing needs. 

7.5.4 Whilst the Housing Needs Update Report correctly identifies the demographic starting point 

for Braintree, Colchester and Chelmsford, it presents a figure for Tendring of 480 dwellings 

per annum which is below the DCLG 2014-based Household Projections starting point of 

674 dwellings per annum. This is due to an adjustment which is made by the study to 

account for Unattributable Population Change (UPC). Barton Willmore consider that it is 

inappropriate to make such an adjustment because of a number of factors which are 

highlighted in Section 4 of their report (Appendix 2) and on this basis, they consider the 

correct demographic starting point for Tendring should be 674 dwellings per annum. 

7.5.5 No consideration has been made within the Housing Needs Update Report of alternative 

migration trends for Tendring whereas for Braintree, Colchester and Chelmsford alternative 

trends have been considered. 

7.5.6 The Housing Needs Update Report concludes that based upon the Greater London 

Authority (GLA) demographic scenario which looks at increased migration out of London, 

only an additional 74 dwellings per annum will be needed across the HMA to house out-

migrants from London. The report concludes that this increase is insignificant and therefore 

does not make an adjustment to overall housing need in the HMA. Barton Willmore disagree 

as 74 dwellings per annum across the Plan period would total an additional 1,776 dwellings 

across the HMA. 

7.5.7 The Housing Needs Update Report does not make any adjustment to address suppressed 

household formation which Barton Willmore have identified as an issue in Tendring due to 

undersupply and worsening affordability. 

7.5.8 The Housing Needs Update Report does not provide a consistent approach to the 

assessment of the economic element of the housing needs calculation. A different approach 

is applied to Tendring based upon the demographic adjustment made for UPC. Barton 

Willmore consider that the approach to UPC employed is fundamentally flawed and 

consequently any adjustment to the economic element of the housing need calculation 

should similarly not include an adjustment for UPC. 

7.5.9 The Housing Needs Update Report only considered a single economic forecast and 

economic forecasts can vary greatly between forecasting houses. In order to avoid any 

volatility, Barton Willmore suggest that the study should have considered economic 
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forecasts from the three recognised forecasting houses and calculated a triangulated 

average. 

7.5.10 Another weakness of the Housing Needs Update Report is that it provides no detail of how 

issues such as unemployment, commuting or economic activity rates have been considered 

in Tendring. Relying on Experian’s Economic Activity Rates has been acknowledged by 

various Inspectors as risky as they place a reliance on high economic activity rates for older 

people. 

7.5.11 Finally, whilst the Housing Needs Update Report acknowledges worsening Market Signals 

and makes an adjustment of a 15% uplift for Tendring, based upon the evidence and other 

methods of calculating the level of uplift required to address affordability, a higher uplift is 

justified. 

7.5.12 In Barton Willmore’s professional opinion, 550 dwellings per annum represents an under 

estimate of the level of housing need for Tendring and at the minimum, there is a need for 

674 dwellings per annum simply to meet the demographic need identified by DCLG in the 

household projections. Barton Willmore’s overall conclusion is that the true level of housing 

need in Tendring is between 674 and 972 dwellings per annum. 

7.5.13 This section has set out a brief summary of Barton Willmore’s findings and for the detail, the 

Council should refer to the full report attached as Appendix 2. 

7.6 Policy SP5 –Infrastructure and Connectivity 

7.6.1 Gladman commissioned Strutt and Parker to undertake an assessment of the delivery of the 

North Essex Garden Communities. As this report covers all of the Garden Communities and 

relates specifically to the strategic Part 1 North Essex Plan (the subject of a joint Examination 

in Public), the detail of its findings has been covered in Gladman’s representations submitted 

as part of the response to the Colchester Borough Local Plan to avoid repetition. 

7.6.2 Therefore, for Gladman’s response to Policy SP5 please see Gladman’s Colchester 

representations. 

7.7 Policy SP7 – Development and Delivery of New Garden 

Communities in North Essex 

7.7.1 Gladman notes the proposal to establish three new garden communities which are on the 

Tendring/Colchester boundary, Colchester/Braintree boundary and West of Braintree. 

Gladman supports the concept of new garden communities which represent a potentially 
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sustainable means of providing new homes, jobs and associated community infrastructure in 

the long term. It is, however, concerned that the scale, complexity and development 

requirements of the garden communities proposed is such that their anticipated 

deliverability is questionable and consequently considers that the Plan contains unrealistic 

expectations for the delivery of new housing on such developments.  

7.7.2 The two new garden communities proposed for Braintree District are ultimately expected to 

deliver between 15,000 and 24,000 new homes (Colchester/ Braintree Borders) and between 

7,000 and 10,000 homes (West of Braintree) respectively. Both are expected to deliver 2,500 

homes in the Plan period. The plan only identifies broad search areas for both proposals and 

it is proposed that further detail will be provided in due course by additional Strategic 

Growth Development Plan Documents which will be prepared for both garden community 

proposals jointly with Colchester Borough Council and Uttlesford District Council 

respectively.  

7.7.3 Similarly, the new garden community on the border between Colchester and Tendring is 

proposed to be allocated for 7,000-9,000 dwellings with 2,500 anticipated to be delivered 

within the Plan period. Again, the plan only identifies a broad area of search for the proposal 

and it is proposed that further detail will be provided in due course by additional Strategic 

Growth Development Plan Documents 

7.7.4 Having regard to the need for the preparation of the Strategic Growth Development Plan 

Documents, a significant amount of land assembly to be undertaken, the need for a 

considerable amount of infrastructure to be provided and the expectation that these 

developments will each involve two authorities, Gladman considers that it is extremely 

unlikely that the delivery of new housing on these sites will be achieved within the 

timescales anticipated by the Councils. Furthermore, the inclusion of a requirement for 

Gypsy and Traveller provision to be made on the sites is also likely to add further 

complications (and thus delay) to the development process. 

7.7.5 Gladman considers therefore, that there must be some degree of uncertainty as to whether 

the garden communities will deliver any homes at all during the plan period and that 

certainly the anticipated number of new homes that the Plan expects to be delivered within 

the plan period will be significantly less than set out in the policy. 

7.7.6 Paragraph 1.108 of the Plan states that each of the garden communities is planned to deliver 

2,500 dwellings and that no matter where they are physically built within the Local Plan 

period to 2033, they will be attributed as set out in section 2 of each of the individual Local 
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Plans, or if more dwellings are built then on a 50:50 ratio between the two districts 

concerned.” Gladman considers that such a manipulation of completions is artificial and is 

totally unjustified and unsupported by the NPPF and PPG. Dwelling completions can only 

accrue to the authority in which they are physically located. Bearing in mind that the location 

of the new garden communities are only indicative ‘broad locations’ at this stage, there is a 

possibility that when the extent of these proposed developments are finalised, the 

proportion of each site that is within one authority may actually be very small and its 

housing capacity may bear very little relationship with the above mentioned mechanism set 

out in the Local Plan. 

7.8 Policy SP8 – Tendring/Colchester Border Garden Community 

7.8.1 The new garden community on the border of Tendring and Colchester is proposed in Policy 

SP8 for between 7,000 and 9,000 dwellings with 2,500 dwelling anticipated for delivery 

before the end of the Plan period in 2033. 

7.8.2 Whilst Gladman support the concept of garden communities, we have concerns with various 

aspects of their deliverability and question whether 2,500 units will be delivered by the end 

of the Plan period. 

7.8.3 The site also requires the provision of pitches for Gypsy and Travellers as part of the 

allocation which presents additional barriers to the delivery of the site. 

7.8.4 Policy SP8 requires a Strategic Growth DPD to be prepared which will set out the form and 

boundary of the new community and will also include a concept plan detailing the 

disposition and quantity of future land uses together with a phasing and implementation 

strategy.  

7.8.5 With the need to prepare the Strategic Growth DPD, along with a significant amount of land 

assembly to be undertaken, the need for a considerable amount of infrastructure to be 

provided and the expectation that the development will involve two authorities, Gladman 

consider that there will be significant lead-in times associated with the site which calls into 

question its ability to deliver 2,500 units by 2033. 

7.8.6 Policy SP8 also sets out a comprehensive and detailed list of requirements which will need to 

be provided as part of the development of the garden community. This includes 30% 

affordable housing, employment provision, a package of transport improvements, new 

healthcare facilities, new district and neighbourhood centres, a secondary school, primary 

schools and early-years facilities amongst other requirements. 



Tendring District Council  Publication Draft Local Plan 

 

7.8.7 With the requirement set out in Policy SP7 for the sequencing of development and 

infrastructure on the garden communities which needs to ensure that the latter is provided 

ahead of or in tandem with the development it supports, issues of development viability, 

cashflow and equalisation of developer contributions amongst the various interested parties 

will be complex. The legal agreements associated with any planning proposals for the site 

will similarly be lengthy and complex which will add significantly to the lead-in times 

associated with the site. 

7.8.8 The work undertaken by Strutt and Parker on behalf of Gladman on the viability and 

deliverability of the garden community sites (submitted as part of the Gladman’s 

representations on Part 1 of the Colchester Plan), coupled with the complexities outlined 

above, must call into question the ability of the garden communities to deliver the numbers 

of units that the Councils expect them to deliver in the Plan period. If this is the case, then 

additional sites will be required in the short to medium term to ensure housing delivery is 

maintained and a 5-year housing land supply can be demonstrated across the plan period 

before the garden communities come on stream. These sites should offer something 

different from the large scale strategic allocations to ensure competition in the market and 

to ensure that small to medium sized housebuilders have an opportunity to deliver sites 

within the districts. Smaller scale housing sites will therefore be required to plug the 

inevitable gap in housing supply and Gladman consider that the sites included in these 

representations offer suitable, available and deliverable alternatives which should be 

allocated in the Tendring Local Plan (See Appendices 3, 4, 5 and 6).. 
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8 LOCAL PLAN FOR TENDRING 

8.1 Vision and Objectives 

8.1.1 Gladman support the Vision contained in the Tendring Local Plan which seeks to meet local 

housing needs through a range of high quality new housing. The Council should not only be 

seeking to meet local needs, but should do everything it can to exceed the housing 

requirement given the lack of delivery in the past and the uncertainty over unmet housing 

needs in London. 

8.1.2 Gladman support in principle, the Vision to create a new garden suburb to the east of 

Colchester on the border with Tendring to help meet the needs of both areas, although we 

have concerns over the site’s ability to deliver in the timeframe set out in Part 1 of the Plan. 

8.1.3 Gladman also support the Council’s Vision to deliver modest levels of housing growth in the 

larger villages to support local services and facilities and meet local housing needs in areas 

such as Lawford. However, it is considered that the smaller villages such as Ardleigh are also 

capable of providing modest housing growth, in scale with the existing settlements, to 

ensure that their current services and facilities are maintained and local housing need is met. 

This should be reflected in the Vision. 

8.1.4 Gladman consider that Objective 1 should be amended to state that the main objective is to 

meet housing needs in full by providing new dwellings with sufficient variety to meet the 

needs of a growing and ageing population. 

8.1.5 In allocating sites, the Council should therefore be mindful that to maximize housing supply 

the widest possible range of sites, by size and market location are required so that house 

builders of all types and sizes have access to suitable land in order to offer the widest 

possible range of products. The key to increased housing supply is the number of sales 

outlets. For any given time period, all else being equal, overall sales and build out rates are 

faster from 20 sites of 50 units than 10 sites of 100 units or 1 site of 1,000 units. The 

maximum delivery is achieved not just because there are more sales outlets but because the 

widest possible range of products and locations are available to meet the widest possible 

range of demand. In summary, a wider variety of sites in the widest possible range of 

locations ensures all types of house builder have access to suitable land which in turn 

increases housing delivery. 
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8.2 Policy SPL1: Managing Growth 

8.2.1 Whilst it is supported that the main urban areas continue to play a key role in the 

accommodation of future development within the district, this should not be at the expense 

of ensuring that the housing and employment needs of other settlements are met. Para 55 

of the Framework seeks to promote sustainable development in rural areas to maintain and 

enhance rural vitality and viability. It is essential therefore, that the needs of the sustainable 

rural settlements across the district, including Lawford and Ardleigh are assessed and 

meaningful growth apportioned to them to ensure their ongoing vitality and viability. 

8.2.2 Gladman support the inclusion of a detailed Settlement Hierarchy in Policy SPL1 of the Plan 

and the definition of Clacton, Harwich and Dovercourt as Strategic Urban Settlements. 

Gladman consider that the Garden Community on the border of Colchester and Tendring is 

a potential appropriate solution to delivering the level of housing growth required to meet 

the needs of both districts in the long term but do have concerns over the viability of the 

proposal and the timescale for delivery. 

8.2.3 Gladman also support the identification of Lawford as a Smaller Urban Settlement where 

modest levels of housing growth will be directed. Lawford is a vibrant settlement which 

adjoins the built-up area of the town of Manningtree and provides the community with 

direct access to a primary school, GP surgery and other services within Manningtree 

including a high school, train station, a range of retail opportunities, a pharmacy, public 

houses and a Post Office. 

8.2.4 Gladman consider that given Lawford’s services and facilities and its lack of constraints, the 

settlement is capable of supporting further growth beyond the minimum 1,500 to 2,500 

dwellings proposed for this tier of the settlement hierarchy within the Local Plan 

8.2.5 However, Gladman consider that Ardleigh is miss-categorised as a Smaller Rural Settlement 

both in terms of its current levels of services and facilities and its proximity and connections 

to Colchester. The settlement is by far the best performing Smaller Rural Settlement in terms 

of overall sustainability and is served by a number of core services including a primary 

school, a G.P. Surgery, a Post Office, a convenience store and a public house. It also has a 

village hall, playing fields and various sports clubs. There is a good level of employment 

within a 20-minute travel time of the settlement and fast broadband speeds are available 

that are sufficient to support home working, leisure and business activities.  

8.2.6 Ardleigh is therefore considered to be a sustainable settlement with good access to services 

and facilities to meet the daily needs of its residents. It is located in close proximity to 
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Colchester with high quality bus service from early morning until the evening allowing easy 

access to the town for employment, education and leisure purposes. It is therefore 

considered that Ardleigh should be categorised as a Rural Service Centre. 

8.3 Policy SPL2: Settlement Development Boundaries 

8.3.1 The Framework is clear that development which is sustainable should go ahead without 

delay. The use of settlement limits to arbitrarily restrict suitable development from coming 

forward on the edge of settlements would not accord with the positive approach to growth 

required by the Framework.  

8.3.2 The Policy has been substantially reviewed since the previous version of the Plan and is now 

more positive in its approach to development outside of the arbitrary Settlement 

Development Boundaries (SDB). The Council should recognise that a site’s location outside 

of a SDB is only one factor that should be weighed in the planning balance when 

considering any particular proposal and it should not be the determinative factor in 

assessing whether a scheme is acceptable or not. 

8.4 Policy SPL3: Sustainable Design 

8.4.1 Policy SPL3 introduces a large number of criteria which proposals must meet in order to be 

considered acceptable. Gladman would point out that the Framework is based on a planning 

balance exercise being undertaken by the decision maker and it is only where the harms of a 

proposal significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits that planning permission 

should be refused. Policy SPL3 should therefore be worded to allow the decision maker to 

undertake such a balancing exercise and so that failure to meet any one of the criteria listed 

would not automatically mean a failure to conform with the policy overall.  At present, Policy 

SPL3 is not worded in this positive fashion and should be redrafted. 

8.4.2 Criterion (a) under Part B of the Policy states that proposals should not lead to an 

unacceptable increase in congestion. This is contrary to the Framework as para 32 states that 

development should only be refused on transport grounds where the residual cumulative 

impacts of development are severe. Criterion (a) should be reworded to reflect this 

guidance. 

8.4.3 Part C of Policy SPL3 also requires developers to consider the use of renewable energy and 

the reductions of emissions as part of any proposals. The Written Ministerial Statement of 

25
th

 March 2015 clearly states that improvements in energy efficiency and carbon reductions 

will be delivered through changes to Building Regulations with only a limited number of 
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optional technical standards that can be required through local plans where supported by 

specific evidence. There is no evidence that the Local Plan should require such measures and 

therefore this reference should be deleted from the Policy. 

8.5 Policy HP4: Safeguarded Local Greenspace 

8.5.1 Gladman take this opportunity to remind the Council of the tests which need to be met 

when seeking to designate Local Green Space (LGS). 

8.5.2 Paragraph 77 of the Framework sets out the following in terms of when it is appropriate or 

not to designate land as a LGS.  

“The Local Green Space designation will not be appropriate for most green areas or 

open space. The designation should only be used: 

 Where the green space is in reasonably close proximity to the community it 

serves; 

 Where the green area is demonstrably special to a local community and holds 

particular local significance, for example because of its beauty, historic 

significance, recreational value (including as a playing field), tranquillity or 

richness of its wildlife; and 

 Where the green area concerned is local in character and is not an extensive 

tract of land.” 

8.5.3 The Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) provides further guidance on LGS designations 

including paragraph ID. 37-015-20140306,  

“There are no hard and fast rules about how big a Local Green Space can be because 

places are different and a degree of judgement will inevitably be needed. However, 

paragraph 77 of the National Planning Policy Framework is clear that Local Green 

Space Designation should only be used where the green area concerned is not an 

extensive tract of land. Consequently, blanket designation of open countryside adjacent 

to settlements will not be appropriate. In particular, designation should not be proposed 

as a ‘back door’ way to try to achieve what would amount to a new are of Green Belt by 

another name.” 



Tendring District Council  Publication Draft Local Plan 

 

8.6 Policy LP1: Housing Supply 

8.6.1 Gladman have some concerns with regards to the Housing Land Supply Policy LP1. Our 

issues with the overall housing requirement have been set out above in Section 7.5 and in 

the report prepared by Barton Willmore on our behalf (Appendix 2). It is therefore not 

necessary to repeat these here. 

8.6.2 Paragraph 5.1.3 of the Plan refers to the 550 homes a year housing requirement as a target. 

This is not consistent with the Framework as housing requirements should be expressed as a 

minimum and should be exceeded if possible. This statement should therefore be amended. 

8.6.3 The table set out within Section 5.1 of the Plan (Table A) also includes completions data 

from the start of the Plan period until 2016/17. This shows an existing shortfall in housing 

supply against the housing requirement totalling 826 units or one and a half years’ worth of 

supply. This is a significant under-supply of dwellings and represents real people in need of 

housing now. 

8.6.4 In fact, Tendring have only achieved their housing requirement in one year (2016/17) out of 

the first four years of the plan period. Given the fact that the Council has also not met its 

housing requirement in 10 of the past 19 years between 1996/97 and 2014/15, it is 

inevitable that the Council needs to apply a 20% buffer to its housing requirement as 

required by the Framework for persistent under-delivery. 

8.6.5 In addition, based upon the housing trajectory which is included in the latest Annual 

Monitoring Report (2015/2016), the Council are anticipating the delivery of just over 400 

units in 2017/18 which again is below the new housing requirement, further adding to the 

housing under-supply. 

8.6.6 Based on the guidance set out in the Planning Practice Guidance (PPG), the Council should 

be seeking to address this housing shortfall in the first five years of the Plan period. This 

would mean a significant step change in housing delivery for the Council once the Plan is 

adopted. 

8.6.7 It is therefore essential that the Council allocates a range of housing sites in a variety of 

locations and of a variety of sizes to ensure that the housing needs of local people are 

delivered in the short term, before the large scale strategic sites come on stream and to 

meet the significant backlog. 

8.6.8 Gladman are also concerned with the level of windfall sites that the Council are including 

within the housing supply going forward. The Framework states that local planning 
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authorities may make an allowance for windfall sites if they have compelling evidence that 

such sites have consistently become available in the local area and will continue to provide a 

reliable source of supply going forward. Any allowance should be realistic having full regard 

to the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA). Therefore, in order to 

include a windfall allowance in the Plan, Tendring will have to provide robust and credible 

evidence on this source of supply to justify the 1,399 units which is included in the Local 

Plan. 

8.6.9 The table on page 115 sets out that the Council’s housing requirement over the Plan period 

is 11,000 units whilst the sources of supply listed total 12,001, a contingency of 9.1%. This is 

considered to be too little flexibility to mitigate against sites not coming forward as 

anticipated in the Local Plan. Given the issues raised in this representation regarding the 

speed of delivery of the strategic sites, it is considered that a 20% flexibility factor is built 

into the Local Plan which is equivalent to 2,200 units above the housing requirement. 

8.7 Policy LP2: Housing Choice 

8.7.1 Gladman support Policy LP2 in that the Council will support the development of retirement 

complexes, extra care housing and other forms of residential accommodation aimed at 

meeting the future needs of older and disabled residents. 

8.8 Policy LP3: Housing Density and Standards 

8.8.1 Gladman object to Policy LP3 in relation to the reference to national space standards. The 

Written Ministerial Statement (WMS) dated 25th March 2015 confirms that “the optional 

new national technical standards should only be required through any new Local Plan 

policies if they address a clearly evidenced need, and where their impact on viability has 

been considered, in accordance with the NPPG”. Furthermore, with particular reference to 

the nationally described space standard, the NPPG (ID: 56-020-20150327) confirms “where a 

need for internal space standards is identified, local planning authorities should provide 

justification for requiring internal space policies”. If the Council wishes to adopt this standard 

it should be justified by meeting the criteria set out in the NPPG including need, viability and 

impact on affordability. The Council therefore needs to provide sufficient evidence to justify 

adoption of either of these standards or delete reference to these standards in Policy LP3. 
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8.9 Policy LP5: Affordable and Council Housing 

8.9.1 There is an inconsistency in the Local Plan between the level of affordable housing required 

as set out in paragraph 5.1.4 (30%) and that set out in Policy LP5 (25%). This needs to be 

rectified in order to ensure the policy position is clear. 

8.10 Policy LP10: Care, Independent Assisted Living 

8.10.1 Gladman support Policy LP10 on Care and Independent Assisted Living and in particular, the 

support shown for the construction of high quality care and extra-care housing in 

sustainable locations. 

8.10.2 Gladman also support the Council’s approach to care homes located outside of Settlement 

Development Boundaries as set out in Policy LP10. 

8.11 Policy PP12: Improving Education and Skills 

8.11.1 The requirement to provide educational facilities is a key part of the Framework. Paragraph 

72 states that local planning authorities should take a proactive, positive and collaborative 

approach to meeting this requirement. This should involve working closely with developers 

over schemes to assess the best possible solution to educational provision taking account of 

the capacity of all schools in the area that serve the development, the distance pupils travel 

to access schools and the most efficient and sustainable use of existing educational 

resources before requiring the provision of new facilities. Viability should also be a key 

consideration to ensure schemes are not prevented from being brought forward because of 

the need for significant infrastructure contributions. Gladman remind the Council that the 

lack of educational provision should not be used a reason for refusal as local planning 

authorities should work positively with the development industry to identify suitable and 

deliverable solutions to these issues. 

8.12 Policy PPL3: The Rural Landscape 

8.12.1 Policy PPL3 on the Rural Landscape is unsound. The guidance set out in the Framework 

advocates a balancing exercise of all of the benefits of a proposal against the harms to 

determine if the harms, significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits. 

8.12.2 In addition, any policy for the protection and enhancement of the environment should be 

established in light of the national policies contained in the Framework, particularly 

paragraphs 109 to125. 
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8.12.3 Para 109 sets out that the planning system should contribute to and enhance valued 

landscapes with advice in Para 113 stating that Local Planning Authorities should set criteria 

based policies against which proposals for any development on or affecting such sites 

should be judged. In addition, Para 113 highlights that distinctions should be made between 

the hierarchy of international, national and locally designated sites so that protection is 

commensurate with their status. 

8.12.4 It is important to note that this advice does not suggest a ban on all development in or 

adjacent to designated areas and that the weight that can be attached to any conflict with 

such designations should be aligned with their importance based on the hierarchy detailed 

above. 

8.12.5 Policy PPL3 as written is therefore contrary to the Framework and should be reviewed to 

reflect the guidance contained above. In particular, the policy should be flexible enough to 

be able to accommodate new development, outside of existing development boundaries, to 

allow the Council to quickly address any issues in a shortfall in housing land supply against 

the plan requirement. 

8.13 Policy PPL6: Strategic Green Gaps 

8.13.1 In terms of the natural environment, the identification of any local environmental 

designations, including Strategic Green Gaps and separation policies, must be predicated on 

a robust and comprehensive evidence base that can be used in the planning balance 

advocated by the Framework, allowing the Council to assess whether the adverse impacts of 

the loss of such areas significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits of delivering the 

full need for housing. 

8.13.2 Green Gap policies have been questioned by Inspectors in recent appeal decisions as to 

whether they are compliant with the Framework and the Presumption in Favour of 

Sustainable Development. It is unlikely that any Green Gap policy will meet the tests of the 

Framework. Inspectors have dismissed similar policies as being inconsistent with the 

Framework in the determination of a number of recent Appeals. Gladman do not support 

the Green Gap policy approach due to its inconsistency with the Framework as it may 

prevent the Council from granting planning permissions in sustainable locations to meet its 

full objectively assessed need. The Council should therefore not continue to promote this 

policy designation. 



Tendring District Council  Publication Draft Local Plan 

 

8.14 Policy PPL8: Conservation Area 

8.14.1 Paragraphs 132 to 134 of the Framework relate specifically to designated heritage assets 

and highlight that the more important the asset the greater the weight that should be 

attached to it. The policies in the Local Plan therefore need to make such a distinction so as 

to ensure they are consistent with the Framework.  

8.14.2 The Framework states that if the harm to a heritage asset is deemed to be substantial then 

the proposal needs to achieve substantial public benefits to outweigh that harm.  If the harm 

is less than substantial, then the harm should be weighed against the public benefits of the 

proposal including securing its optimum viable use. The policies in the Local Plan should 

therefore make a distinction between the two tests included in the Framework for 

designated heritage assets to ensure they are sound. 

8.14.3 Paragraph 135 of the Framework relates specifically to non-designated heritage assets and 

the policy test that should be applied in these cases is that a balanced judgment should be 

reached having regard to the scale of any harm and the significance of the heritage asset. 

Once again, policies in the Local Plan need to reflect this guidance. 

8.14.4 In addition, in light of the judgement in FODC v. SSCLG and Gladman Developments Ltd. 

[2016] EWHC 421 Admin, Gladman consider it is necessary for the TDLP to carry out an 

assessment of the potential impact of proposed development on heritage assets, as set out 

in paragraph 129 of the Framework. The Judgement concerns the interaction between 

paragraph 14 and paragraph 134 of the Framework, and the issues of the balancing exercise 

to be undertaken to assess the harm of any proposals against the benefits of the identified 

proposed development in accordance with paragraphs 133, 134 and 135 of the Framework. 

Gladman consider that the implications of the Judgement apply equally to both the 

decision-making process and the plan making process. Paragraph 134 is clear in talking 

about ‘development proposals’, a phrase which can apply equally to planning applications 

and proposed allocations. Furthermore, footnote 29 of the Framework clearly states that 

“The principles and policies set out in this section apply to the heritage-related consent 

regimes for which local planning authorities are responsible under the Planning (Listed 

Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990, as well as to plan-making and decision-taking”. 

It is therefore essential that the implications of the above Judgment are fully considered in 

the context of both decision-taking and plan-making. 

8.15 Policy PPL9: Listed Building 

8.15.1 Gladman object to Policy PPL9 on the same basis as set out above in Section 8.14. 
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8.16 Policy CP2: Improving the Transport Network 

8.16.1 Gladman object to Policy CP2 in that it states that proposals which would have any adverse 

transport impacts will not be granted planning permission. This is completely contrary to the 

Framework.  

8.16.2 Para 32 of the Framework states that development should only be refused on transport 

grounds where the residual cumulative impacts of development are severe. Policy CP2 

should therefore be reworded to avoid it being unsound. 

8.17 Policy DI1: Infrastructure Delivery and Impact Mitigation 

8.17.1 Gladman object to Policy DI1 in that there is no definition within the Policy, nor supporting 

text, as to what the Council consider to be a minimum level of developer profit. This Policy is 

therefore unclear, not enforceable and the implications of the Policy cannot be properly 

tested. Reference to a minimum level of developer profit should therefore be removed from 

the Policy. 
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9 SITE SUBMISSIONS 

9.1 Overview 

9.1.1 Gladman consider that there is an over reliance in the North Essex Part 1 Plan for Braintree, 

Colchester and Tendring on the strategic Garden Communities. These are all large-scale sites 

with significant requirements for infrastructure which will take a considerable amount of 

time to deliver. It is considered that the Councils’ view that 2,500 units will be delivered on 

each of the Garden Communities by the end of the Plan period (2033) is ambitious and 

because of the reliance on the large-scale sites, there will be a shortfall of housing provision 

in the early years of the Plan. 

9.1.2 Barton Willmore have also highlighted an issue with the OAN for Tendring suggesting that 

550 dwellings per annum does not meet the full need for housing in the district and that, as 

a minimum, the Local Plan should be based on a minimum housing requirement of 674 

dwellings per annum, with the need having the potential to be significantly higher than this 

figure. 

9.1.3 There is also a need for the Local Plan for Tendring to be flexible to allow for changes in 

circumstances which include sites not coming forward as anticipated or delivering fewer 

units than expected. Typically, Inspectors are seeking an additional 20% above the housing 

requirement to ensure that the Local Plan meets or hopefully surpasses the housing 

requirement over the Plan period. 

9.1.4 Therefore, in order to account for all of the above factors, it is considered that additional, 

small scale allocations should be made in the Tendring Local Plan to deliver housing in the 

short term, contributing to the Council’s 5-year housing land supply and allowing small and 

medium sized housebuilders the opportunity to deliver sites in Tendring, thereby increasing 

delivery in the district. 

9.1.5 Gladman are promoting a number of sites across the district which are located in sustainable 

settlements and are available, achievable and deliverable. The sites are listed below and are 

covered in more detail in the attached Development Briefs (Appendices 3, 4, 5 and 6). These 

sites should therefore be allocated in the Tending Local Plan. 
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9.2 Bromley Road, Parsons Heath 

9.2.1 Gladman is promoting land at Bromley Road, Parsons Heath for residential development 

(See Appendix 3). The 7.33-hectare site presents an ideal opportunity to create a sustainable, 

high quality residential development situated in a sought-after location. 

9.2.2 The site is located on the eastern edge of Colchester and it is anticipated that around 4.2 

hectares would be residential development, with the remainder comprising green 

infrastructure. 

9.2.3 The land lies to the south of Bromley Road and comprises two fields. It is well enclosed by 

tree and hedgerow cover along its boundaries with Churn Wood, Bromley Road and Salary 

Brook, which is located directly to the west of the site. Its north-eastern boundary adjoins 

the grounds of Hill Farm and Crockleford Grange. The site is opposite existing residential 

development at Longridge. The site is also adjacent to the large town of Colchester and falls 

within a broad location proposed as a new garden community on the Colchester-Tendring 

border.  

9.2.4 Parsons Heath is a vibrant area on the edge of Colchester which offers a range of amenities 

within walking and cycling distance of the site. These are located in three main clusters: on 

Bromley Road, on Harwich Road/Parsons Heath and in Greenstead district centre. These 

areas offer services and facilities including nursery schools, primary schools, a secondary 

school, a health centre, pharmacy, leisure centre, library and places of worship. 

9.2.5 The site is capable of delivering up to 145 dwellings of varying sizes, types and tenures 

including affordable housing delivered in accordance with planning policy and is capable of 

coming forward within the next 5 years. 

9.2.6 The site is not subject to any national, local or other landscape designations and landscape 

buffers could be provided to the north and east of the site, adjacent to Churn Wood and 

Salary Brook, which would be designated as a new waterside park. The site is well-contained 

adjacent to the existing urban context and a residential development and associated green 

infrastructure could be incorporated within the local landscape without resulting in any 

unacceptable landscape or visual effects. 

9.2.7 Gladman consider the site is available, achievable and deliverable and should therefore be 

allocated in the Tending Local Plan. 
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9.3 Grange Road, Lawford 

9.3.1 Gladman are promoting land at Grange Road to the south-west of Lawford for residential 

development (See Appendix 4). This 6.6-hectare site presents an ideal opportunity to create 

a sustainable, high quality residential development situated in a sought-after location. 

9.3.2 It is currently envisaged that built development would only be situated in the southern part 

of the site in order to protect and enhance a Scheduled Monument in the northern portion. 

With this in mind the developable area is likely to be less than 6.6 hectares. 

9.3.3 Lawford is a vibrant settlement which adjoins the built-up area of the town of Manningtree. 

The civil parish of Manningtree (which includes Lawford) is home to a population in the 

region of 5,700 people according to the 2011 Census.  

9.3.4 Lawford is an active and successful community and provides residents with direct access to 

community facilities including: 

 Lawford Church of England Primary School 

 Highfields County Primary School 

 The Lawford GP Surgery 

9.3.5 Lawford is also accessible to facilities in Manningtree, such as: 

 Manningtree High School 

 Manningtree Train Station 

 A range of retailers including convenience stores 

 Pharmacies 

 Public Houses 

 Post Office 

9.3.6 Lawford (alongside Manningtree and Mistley) is identified within the emerging Local Plan as 

a suitable location to accommodate additional homes with an established town centre, 

employment areas and infrastructure. Gladman believe that Lawford is capable of 

supporting further growth beyond the minimum 1,500 to 2,500 dwellings proposed for this 

tier in the emerging Local Plan, so housing development need not be limited to this amount. 

9.3.7 The site is capable of delivering up to 105 dwellings of varying sizes, types and tenures 

including affordable housing delivered in accordance with planning policy. The proposed 

development will follow a design-led approach, informed by consultation with the District 

Council, key stakeholders and the local community, responding sensitively to the site’s 
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setting and respecting the grain of the surrounding landscape, both built and undeveloped. 

The development will be a positive addition to Lawford, complementing the character of the 

surrounding area in terms of scale, density, character and quality. 

9.3.8 Gladman consider the site is available, achievable and deliverable and should therefore be 

allocated in the Tending Local Plan. 

9.4 Wick Lane, Ardleigh 

9.4.1 Gladman is promoting land at Wick Lane, Ardleigh for residential development (Appendix 5). 

The 7.58-hectare site presents an ideal opportunity to create a sustainable, high quality 

residential development situated in a sought-after location. It is anticipated that around 4.2 

hectares would be residential development, with the remainder comprising green 

infrastructure. 

9.4.2 The land lies to the north of Wick Lane, at its junction with the A137 (Colchester Road). The 

southern boundary of the site abuts 12 existing properties on Colchester Road. Immediately 

east of the site lies St Mary’s Church of England Primary School and land used by the 

neighbouring industrial area for the storage and distribution of agricultural machinery. The 

village centre is also situated to the east, focused along The Street and Colchester Road. 

Open countryside under arable cultivation lies to the north and west of the site. 

9.4.3 Ardleigh is an active and successful community and provides residents with direct access to 

community facilities including: 

 St Mary’s Primary School; 

 General Stores and Post Office; 

 Newstrend newsagents; 

 Ardleigh Surgery 

 Ardleigh Village Hall. 

9.4.4 Ardleigh is identified in the adopted and emerging versions of the Tendring District Local 

Plan as a suitable location to accommodate additional homes.  

9.4.5 The site is capable of delivering up to 118 dwellings including affordable housing delivered 

in accordance with the Council’s requirements. The site is not subject to any national, local 

or other landscape designations and is well contained within the landscape.  A landscape 

appraisal has confirmed that through sensitive landscaping, green infrastructure provision 

and good quality design, any impact of a development on the countryside and the character 

of Ardleigh could be minimised. 
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9.4.6 A high-quality housing development would be a positive addition to Ardleigh, 

complementing the character of the surrounding area in terms of character and quality. 

Gladman consider the site is available, achievable and deliverable and should therefore be 

allocated in the Tending Local Plan. 

9.5 Land East of Oakwood Park, Holland Road, Clacton 

9.5.1 Gladman are promoting land to the East of Oakwood Park, Holland Road to the north-east 

of Clacton Town Centre for residential development (See Appendix 6). This 11.6 ha site is 

located within the Settlement Development Boundary of Clacton to the east of the proposed 

allocation SAMU3. 

9.5.2 Clacton is a Strategic Urban Settlement at the top of the Council’s Settlement Hierarchy 

where a considerable level of new housing growth will be directed and the Council have 

accepted that growth in this location is sustainable by allocating land at Oakwood Park in 

Policy SAMU3. 

9.5.3 The site is capable of delivering up to 300 residential units with associated community 

benefits, open space and affordable housing delivered in accordance with the Council’s 

requirements. The site is not subject to any national, local or other landscape designations 

and is well contained within the landscape and landscape features would be retained where 

possible.  

9.5.4 A high-quality housing development would be a positive addition to Clacton, 

complementing the character of the surrounding area in terms of character and quality. 

Gladman consider the site is available, achievable and deliverable and should therefore be 

allocated in the Tending Local Plan  
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10 CONCLUSIONS 

10.1 Overview 

10.1.1 Having considered the TDLP, Gladman are concerned about a range of matters including the 

housing and employment needs, delivery of the Garden Communities, spatial distribution 

and several of the detailed development management policies. 

10.1.2 The plan must be positively prepared, effective, justified and consistent with national policy 

to be found sound at examination. In the first instance, the Council must start with clearly 

defining a NPPF and PPG compliant OAN by developing an unconstrained requirement 

which properly follows the guidelines set out at the national level. The Council should then 

develop a robust housing requirement using this OAN as a starting point.  

10.1.3 Gladman commissioned Barton Willmore to undertake a review of the Objectively Assessed 

Housing Need (OAHN) undertaken by the Council in 2017. The review (attached as Appendix 

2) concludes that an unjustified approach has been taken to the issue of Unattributable 

Population Change in Tendring, the OAHN makes no adjustment for supressed household 

formation in Tendring, it does not provide a consistent approach to the economic aspects of 

housing need across the HMA and there is evidence to suggest that a greater than 15% 

uplift should be applied to the OAHN for Tendring to address worsening Market Signals.  

10.1.4 In Barton Willmore’s professional opinion, 550 dwellings per annum represents an under 

estimate of the level of housing need for Tendring and at the minimum, there is a need for 

674 dwellings per annum simply to meet the demographic need identified by DCLG in the 

household projections. Barton Willmore’s overall conclusion is that the true level of housing 

need in Tendring is between 674 and 972 dwellings per annum. 

10.1.5 Careful consideration needs to be given to the spatial strategy that forms the basis of the 

spatial distribution of growth across the district. All sustainable settlements should be 

allowed to play their part in meeting their own housing and employment needs as well as 

contributing to the wider district’s requirements. A flexible approach to delivering the 

development needs of the district will ensure the plan’s ultimate deliverability and success. 

10.1.6 Whilst it is supported that the main urban areas continue to play a key role in the 

accommodation of future development within the district, this should not be at the expense 

of ensuring that the housing and employment needs of other settlements are met. Para 55 

of the Framework seeks to promote sustainable development in rural areas to maintain and 

enhance rural vitality and viability. 
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10.1.7 This is particularly the case given that with the complexities of delivering the Garden 

communities, it is considered that there is a significant shortfall of housing provision in the 

short to medium term which needs to be addressed through additional smaller scale 

housing allocations. 

10.1.8 With this in mind, Gladman are promoting a number of sites in sustainable locations which 

are available, achievable and deliverable and should be included within the Tendring Local 

Plan as residential allocations. These include: 

a. Bromley Road, Parsons Heath. 

b. Grange Road, Lawford. 

c. Wick Lane, Ardleigh. 

d. Land East of Oakwood Park, Holland Road, Clacton. 
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Ref:NAH/MacMillan July 2017 Representations to
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Enter your full representation here:

Consultation On behalf of the landowner, Mr W
McMillan, we are instructed to make representations
to the current Tendring District Council Publication
Draft Local Plan Consultation to promote two parcels
of land in Bradfield (‘the Sites’) for allocation for
residential development. These are referred to as
Sites A and B in this letter and plan below. We object
to Policy SPL2 – Settlement Development Boundaries
and the Map for Bradfield which exclude the sites from
Bradfield’s settlement development boundary. As is
demonstrated in this letter the sites present a uniquely
sustainable option for helping to meet the district’s
housing need and the plan should therefore be revised
to include them as allocations for residential
development. We wish to also make representations
on behalf of Mr McMillan regarding the emerging Local
Plan’s identified housing need (Policies SP3 and LP1),
the level of housing supply that is predicted to be
delivered at the Tendring Colchester Borders Garden
Community (Policies SP7, SP8 and LP1) and the
plans Vision for Tendring District. These are: •
Tendring’s Objectively Assessment Housing Need
(OAHN) has been incorrectly calculated as 11,000
new homes (550 per annum), but based on the 2014
Sub-National Population Projections it should be
15,520 (776 per annum), leaving an additional 4,520
new homes still to plan for in the emerging Local Plan;
• The predicted delivery from the Tendring Colchester
Borders Garden Community of 2,500 new homes
(1,250 in Tendring and 1,250 in Colchester) during
the plan period is far too optimistic. Based on industry
averages the Council can only realistically expect
1,000 homes (500 in Tendring and 500 in Colchester)
to be delivered on this site during the plan period
leaving a further shortfall of 750 additional new homes
to plan for in the emerging Local Plan; and • The plans
Vision for Tendring District fails to place enough
emphasis on the role of the towns and villages not
identified as ‘seaside towns’ in meeting the districts
housing need. Villages such as Bradfield need a
similarly positive vision to that prepared for the so
called “seaside towns” that recognises the
opportunities and threats they face and most
importantly makes the most of the clear opportunity
to use well planned residential development to deliver
much needed regeneration and investment in these
villages. In the context of the above, it is clear that
there is a critical need for the emerging Local Plan to
consider additional housing allocations in order to
plan for the currently unmet need. In this context the
two Sites at Bradfield represent a uniquely sustainable
location for development. The sites (see below plan)
comprise: Site A – hatched black on the plan and
amounting to 0.80 hectares (2 acres) or thereabouts.
It comprises arable agricultural land and adjoins the
existing built edge of Bradfield’s Development
Boundary. There are no environmental or planning
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designations on the site and the site is in Flood Zone
1 (i.e. low risk). There are no footpaths and the site
has road frontage on its northern and eastern
boundary. All services and utility connections are
located nearby and are adequate. It is proposed that
upto 8 houses are allocated on this site which is a
very low density. Site B – hatched black on the plan
and amounting to 0.60 hectares (1.5 acres) or
thereabouts. It comprises arable agricultural land and
adjoins the existing built edge of Bradfield’s
Development Boundary. There are no environmental
or planning designations on the site and the site is in
Flood Zone 1 (i.e. low risk). There are no footpaths
and the site has road access suitable for residential
development. All services and utility connections are
located nearby and are adequate. It is proposed that
upto 5 houses are allocated on this site which is a
very low density. The Sites A and B are clearly a
sustainable option that would help meet Tendring
District Council’s need to find additional housing sites
for inclusion in the emerging Local Plan. Both are
available now, are sustainable, deliverable and with
no constraints for development. It is proposed that
the Inset Map for Bradfield is amended to include
Sites A and B as being within the Settlement
Development Boundaries for the village. For further
information, contact Nick Harper FAAV MRICS:
nickharper@hawkspur.co.uk . Tel: 01787 462389 or
07528 089419. Above: TDC Publication Draft (2017)
Plan for Bradfield – Sites A and B shown hatched
black.

NoDo you wish to participate at the oral part of the
examination?

NoDid you raise the matter that is the subject of your
representation with the LPA earlier in the process
of the preparation of the Local Plan?

If Yes - which stage?

Do you wish to be notified? When the document is submitted for
independent examination?
When the Inspectors Report is published?
When the document is adopted?
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Representations to Tendring District Council Publication Draft Local Plan Consultation 

 

On behalf of the landowner, Mr W McMillan, we are instructed to make representations to the current 

Tendring District Council Publication Draft Local Plan Consultation to promote two parcels of land in 

Bradfield (‘the Sites’) for allocation for residential development. These are referred to as Sites A and B in 

this letter and plan below. 

 

We object to Policy SPL2 – Settlement Development Boundaries and the Map for Bradfield which exclude 

the sites from Bradfield’s settlement development boundary. As is demonstrated in this letter the sites 

present a uniquely sustainable option for helping to meet the district’s housing need and the plan should 

therefore be revised to include them as allocations for residential development. 

 

We wish to also make representations on behalf of Mr McMillan regarding the emerging Local Plan’s 

identified housing need (Policies SP3 and LP1), the level of housing supply that is predicted to be delivered 

at the Tendring Colchester Borders Garden Community (Policies SP7, SP8 and LP1) and the plans Vision for 

Tendring District. These are: 

 

 Tendring’s Objectively Assessment Housing Need (OAHN) has been incorrectly calculated as 11,000 

new homes (550 per annum), but based on the 2014 Sub-National Population Projections it should 

be 15,520 (776 per annum), leaving an additional 4,520 new homes still to plan for in the emerging 

Local Plan; 

 

 The predicted delivery from the Tendring Colchester Borders Garden Community of 2,500 new 

homes (1,250 in Tendring and 1,250 in Colchester) during the plan period is far too optimistic. 

Based on industry averages the Council can only realistically expect 1,000 homes (500 in Tendring 

and 500 in Colchester) to be delivered on this site during the plan period leaving a further shortfall 

of 750 additional new homes to plan for in the emerging Local Plan; and 

 

 The plans Vision for Tendring District fails to place enough emphasis on the role of the towns and 

villages not identified as ‘seaside towns’ in meeting the districts housing need. Villages such as 

Bradfield need a similarly positive vision to that prepared for the so called “seaside towns” that 

recognises the opportunities and threats they face and most importantly makes the most of the 

clear opportunity to use well planned residential development to deliver much needed 

regeneration and investment in these villages. 



 
 

EXPERT ADVICE ON: 

DEVELOPMENT • INVESTMENT • ACQUISITIONS & DISPOSALS 
STRATEGIC PROPERTY REVIEWS • ASSET PERFORMANCE 

 

In the context of the above, it is clear that there is a critical need for the emerging Local Plan to consider 

additional housing allocations in order to plan for the currently unmet need. In this context the two Sites at 

Bradfield represent a uniquely sustainable location for development. 

 

The sites (see below plan) comprise: 

 

Site A – hatched black on the plan and amounting to 0.80 hectares (2 acres) or thereabouts. 

It comprises arable agricultural land and adjoins the existing built edge of Bradfield’s Development 

Boundary.  

 

There are no environmental or planning designations on the site and the site is in Flood Zone 1 (i.e. low 

risk). There are no footpaths and the site has road frontage on its northern and eastern boundary. All 

services and utility connections are located nearby and are adequate. 

 

It is proposed that upto 8 houses are allocated on this site which is a very low density.  

 

Site B – hatched black on the plan and amounting to 0.60 hectares (1.5 acres) or thereabouts. 

It comprises arable agricultural land and adjoins the existing built edge of Bradfield’s Development 

Boundary.  

 

There are no environmental or planning designations on the site and the site is in Flood Zone 1 (i.e. low 

risk). There are no footpaths and the site has road access suitable for residential development. All services 

and utility connections are located nearby and are adequate. 

 

It is proposed that upto 5 houses are allocated on this site which is a very low density.  

 

The Sites A and B are clearly a sustainable option that would help meet Tendring District Council’s need to 

find additional housing sites for inclusion in the emerging Local Plan. Both are available now, are 

sustainable, deliverable and with no constraints for development.
 
It is proposed that the Inset Map for Bradfield is amended to include Sites A and B as being within the Settlement 
Development Boundaries for the village. 
 
For further information, contact Nick Harper FAAV MRICS: nickharper@hawkspur.co.uk .  
Tel: 01787 462389 or 07528 089419. 
 
 
 
 
 
   

mailto:nickharper@hawkspur.co.uk
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Above: TDC Publication Draft (2017) Plan for Bradfield – Sites A and B shown hatched black. 

Site A – Proposed Housing Allocation 

Site B – Proposed Housing Allocation 
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Sent by email to: planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk 
           24/07/2017 
 
 
Dear Sir/ Madam 
 
Response by the House Builders Federation to the Tendring Draft Local Plan 

 

Thank you for consulting the Home Builders Federation (HBF) on the Tendring Draft 
Local Plan. The HBF is the principal representative body of the housebuilding industry 
in England and Wales and our representations reflect the views of discussions with our 
membership of national and multinational corporations through to regional developers 
and small local housebuilders. Our members account for over 80% of all new housing 
built in England and Wales in any one year. 
 

Duty to Co-operate 

It is clear that Tendring, Braintree and Colchester have been working closely in the 
preparation of their Local Plans. The shared approach to meet housing need across the 
Housing Market Area (HMA) set out in ‘Part 1’ of each Local Plan shows a real 
commitment from to addressing the strategic and cross boundary issues facing the 
housing market area. However, we are disappointed that Chelmsford, despite being 
mentioned in paragraph 1.8 of the draft Local Plan as being part of the HMA, are not 
part of this shared policy framework. A strategic framework covering all four authorities 
would provide an even more appropriate approach to delivering much needed housing 
and the infrastructure required to support that growth. As Braintree, Tendring and 
Colchester have looked to meet housing need at a strategic level we have considered 
the evidence on housing needs and the Garden Communities under the strategic Part 1 
of the draft Local Plan that is shared across each authority. Consequently we comment 
on the needs of each authority in this representation. 

Local Plan Part 1 

 

Meeting Housing needs in the North Essex HMA 

 

Policy SP3 is not sound as it is unjustified 
 
Policy SP3 sets out the housing requirement for each of the Councils in the HMA which 
would deliver a total of 43,720 new homes. Whilst we would agree with the use of the 
2014 Sub National Population Projections (SNPP) as a robust demographic starting 
point we are concerned that this level of delivery underestimates housing needs. In 
particular we are concerned that this figure does not: 

 Adequately consider increased in migration from London  
 Effectively assess key market signals in relation to Braintree and Colchester 

http://www.hbf.co.uk/
mailto:planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk
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 Use ONS data as the starting point for Tendring’s Objectively Assessed Housing 
Need (OAHN). 

London migration 
 
It is essential that Council’s across the East and South East of England consider the 
impact of expected changes in migration between the three authorities and London. 
The Mayor of London’s alternative ‘Central Variant’ migration assumptions in his SHMA 
of 2013 sets out the expectation that more people will move out of London, and fewer 
will move in from the rest of England than had been projected by the DCLG in its 2011-
interim household projections. The Mayor is expecting that there will be 12,000 fewer 
households a year in London compared to the official DCLG projections. In this respect, 
we are pleased to see that Section 4 of the 2016 update to Objectively Assessed 
Housing Need Study (OAHNS) considers the impact of increased migration from 
London on the HMA. The potential impact is assessed by comparing the GLA’s central 
scenario against the 2012 Sub National Population Projections and this analysis 
indicates that across the HMA there is likely to be a small increase in housing needs 
based on current GLA demographic models.  
 
However, we do not agree with the final assessment that due to the annualised impact 
being relatively small it should not be considered. 64 homes per year over the plan 
period equates to 1,280 homes. This is a significant amount of housing need and 
should not be ignored. We would therefore suggest that even a minor uplift as indicated 
at paragraph 4.10 of the 2016 OAHNS should be considered. The changes in migration 
patterns between capital and the HMA also reflect the difficulties that London Boroughs 
are having in meeting their housing needs and concerns that the amount of unmet need 
arising from the capital in future will increase. As part of the evidence supporting the 
Further Amendments to the London Plan the GLA indicated a land supply to realistically 
deliver 42,000 dwellings per annum against an needs assessment of between 49,000 
and 62,000 per annum depending on whether unmet needs are delivered over the next 
five or twenty years. Therefore as a minimum there is likely to be an unmet housing 
need of at least 7,000 dwellings. The table below sets out the delivery expectations of 
those 17 London Boroughs with an adopted or emerging Local Plan that reflects the 
housing requirements from the Further Amendments to the London Plan which were 
adopted in 2013 and clearly illustrates our concerns. 
 

London Borough FALP requirement Delivery Difference 

Bromley 641 641 0 
Camden 1,120 889 231 
Croydon 1,592 1,435 157 
Enfield 798 798 0 
Hackney 1,599 1,599 0 
Hammersmith & Fulham 1,100 1,031 69 
Haringey 1,502 1,502 0 
Havering 1,170 1,170 0 
Hounslow 822 822 0 
Lambeth 1,195 1,559 -364 
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Redbridge 1,252 1,123 129 
Richmond Upon Thames 315 315 0 
RBKC 733 733 0 
Southwark 2,000 2,736 -736 
Sutton 427 363 64 
Tower Hamlets 3,931 3,931 0 
Wandsworth 1,812 1,812 0 
Total 22,009 22,459 -450 

 
This table shows there is an undersupply of 450 dpa compared to the housing targets in 
the London Plan. Although there are still 16 London boroughs who have yet to produce 
up-to-date plans that adopt the new London Plan housing targets, the evidence at the 
moment suggests that the London boroughs are struggling to produce local plans that 
will meet the London Plan minimum figure of 42,000 dpa let alone increase supply to 
achieve the London (lower end of the range) OAN of 49,000.  
 
The evidence indicates the starting point should be increased, as a minimum, within 
both Colchester and Braintree based on GLA scenarios. Further consideration will need 
to be given to uplifting Tendring’s starting point in future depending on London’s ability 
to meet its housing needs. Tendring has in the past seen relatively high net in-migration 
from London. This is shown in the Edge Analytics report Greater Essex Demographic 
Forecasts 2013-2037 Phase 7 May 2015. Figure 2 of this report shows that Tendring 
experienced similar levels of net in migration from London to those authorities in Essex 
that border the Capital. 
 
Market signals 
 
The 2016 OAHNS examines the issue of market signals and recommends an uplift of 
20% for Chelmsford, 15% for Braintree and Tendring and no uplift for Colchester.  We 
disagree with some of this assessment and suggest the evidence points towards a 
higher uplift for Braintree and Colchester given the affordability ratios and rising house 
prices seen across the area.  
 
With regard to Braintree there are clear affordability issues that are not dissimilar to 
those found in Chelmsford. Affordability ratios based on work place earnings in 
Chelmsford are 10.9 compared to 9.7 for Braintree. Despite a steeper fall in house 
prices during the recession the study shows that values have grown in line with the rest 
of Essex with Figure 5.17 showing a worsening trend with regard to affordability ratios 
since 2013. Therefore whilst we would agree that there has been no long term historical 
under supply of homes in Braintree a high, and worsening, affordability ratio and steeply 
increasing house prices indicates that a 20% uplift in line with Chelmsford is warranted. 
 
The study sets out that it does not consider there to be sufficient evidence to support an 
uplift for Colchester. The reasons given are that affordability is “slightly above the 
national average” with “house prices and rents well below national averages”. Whilst 
helpful in providing context studies should be careful when considering affordability 
ratios and house prices against other authorities as well as national and local averages. 
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The affordability of housing is a national concern and the affordability ratio for England 
reflects this issue. Just because affordability is close to the national position should not 
be sufficient justification for not applying a market signals uplift. The same applies to 
local benchmarking. House prices could be lower within one area of an HMA but if 
incomes are also disproportionately lower there would still be significant affordability 
concerns that would support an uplift in the OAHN. The issue of using comparisons to 
assess market signals was considered at the examination into the Mid Sussex District 
Plan. On page three of his interim conclusions on the Council’s housing requirement 
2017 the inspector stated: 
 
“The Council places much reliance on the relative position of Mid Sussex vis- à-vis 
other districts in the HMA and in Sussex. It believes that if house price trends and 
related signals in Mid Sussex are broadly aligned with those in nearby authorities, 
which by and large they are, it should not be necessary to make a significant uplift to its 
OAHN to reflect market signals. The flaw with this is that if each authority simply had 
regard to similar trends in neighbouring authorities, and each plan were to replicate the 
OAHN approach of its neighbours, the cycle would be perpetuated and there would be 
no adequate response to continually worsening affordability.” 
 
It is also worth remembering that despite lower than average house prices and rents it 
would still require someone on lower quartile earnings working in Colchester to borrow 
8.7 times their salary to afford a home within this area. We would therefore suggest that 
based on the affordability ratios a minimum 10% uplift is applied on the basis of market 
signals. However, it should be noted that the Local Plan Expert Group advised that 
where affordability ratios were at this level uplifts of 20% should be considered. 
Therefore, to suggest, as the report does in paragraph 5.101, that there is no strong 
evidence for a market signal uplift would seem absurd. 
 
Future jobs 
 
We are pleased to see the consideration of jobs growth on the basis of whether there 
are sufficient homes, once the starting point and market uplifts have been considered, 
to meet the employment expectations of the area. Only where OAHN based on the 
demographic starting point and market uplifts indicate this would below the jobs growth 
expected in the area should an additional uplift be applied. The approach taken in the 
2016 OAHNS would appear to be reasonable and given the uncertainties around 
economic forecasts we are pleased to see that a range of forecasts are considered. 
 
Tendring and UPC 
 
We fundamentally disagree with the decision to reduce the starting point for Tendring 
on the basis of UPC. In doing so the Council appears to be seeking to base future 
needs on past housing delivery rather than rely on the Government’s published 
projections. We do not consider such a scenario to be appropriate and we consider 
Tendring’s starting point for their OAHN should be 675 dpa as set out in table 1 of the 
Tendring note. This starting point is derived from the most up to date projections, the 
2014 based Sub-National Population Projections that were published in May 2016. 
Given that this is a 20 year plan and planning policy requires regular reviews of this 
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plan it will be possible to consider future iterations arising from ONS demographic 
projections should this be required. By using the 2014 estimates as a starting point 
ensures consistency not only with other authorities in the HMA but will also allow for 
effective strategic reviews in future across all three local planning authorities. 
 
Conclusion on OAHN 
 
Based on both increased migration from London and concerns regarding affordability 
we would suggest the following OANs for each of the three Councils forming part of the 
“North Essex” area: 

 Braintree – 762 dpa (623 starting point plus 12 units for London migration 
scenario and a 20% uplift) 

 Colchester – 1002 dpa (866 starting point plus 45 units for London migration 
scenario and a 10% uplift) 

 Tendring – 776 dpa (675 plus 15% uplift) 
 
This level of delivery would require the North Essex HMA to deliver 2540 homes per 
annum, a total of 50,800 new homes between 2013 and 2033. 
 

Garden communities 

 

Part 3 of SP8, SP9 and SP10 are unsound as they are not consistent with national 
policy 
 
We welcome the identification of three new settlements across the North Essex HMA. 
This shows not only a commitment to delivering housing for this plan period but beyond. 
However, we do have a point of consistency to raise regarding the target for affordable 
housing in each new settlement. In SP7 the absolute target of 30% is clearly set out in 
part v. However, in Policy SP8 and Policy SP9 these targets are set out is minimums. 
An essential part of the local plan is to provide certainty to the applicants and to 
decision makers with regard to new development. Placing a minimum on the affordable 
housing requirement suggests that a higher proportion may be applicable and is purely 
a starting point for negotiation. The local plan must be clear as to the target it is seeking 
in order provide a clear pricing signal to the market. This can then be factored into the 
price of land by developers when seeking to acquire land in these areas. To make 
these policies sound the affordable housing requirement in SP8, SP9 and SP10 should 
not be set as minimums. 
 

Local Plan Part 2 

 

LP1 – Housing Supply 

 

Policy LP1 is not sound as it is not justified 
 

The information set out in Tables LP1 and A2 appear to have not considered delivery 
for the 2017/18 period. Table LP1 sets out net completions up to 2016/17 but the Local 
Plan housing allocations in Table A2 begins from 2018/19. In order to effectively assess 
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the Council’s housing supply and the effectiveness of policy LP1 it is essential that clear 
information is provided. On the basis of the most recent Authority Monitoring Report 
(AMR) it would appear that for this period delivery is expected to be just over 400 
dwellings1. This would be a shortfall against the annual housing requirement and as 
such would increase the shortfall set out in table LP1 to over 950 units.  
 
If this is the case then our assessments indicate the Council would still be able to show 
a 5 year land supply for the period 2017/18 to 2021/22 on the basis of the Liverpool 
methodology, with either the 5% or the 20% buffer required by the NPPF being 
implemented. However, Planning Practice Guidance is clear that “Local Planning 
Authorities should deal with any backlog in the first five of the plan period where 
possible” and not across the whole plan period as would be the case if the Liverpool 
methodology were used. In addition paragraph 47 of the NPPF states that a 20% buffer 
should be applied where there has been persistent under delivery of housing.  
 
The Objectively Assessed Housing Study 2016 shows that in the 19 year period 
between 1996/97 and 2014/15 Tendring failed to deliver their housing target in ten of 
those years and failed to meet their structure plan housing target. Over the last ten 
years this situation has been much worse with the Borough failing to deliver its housing 
requirement between 2008/09 and 2015/16. Of particular concern is the degree to 
which the Council has under delivered. Between 2010/11 and 2015/16 the Council 
delivered less than 300 homes per annum against their RSS Target of 425. Whilst an 
improvement has been seen in 2016/17 it is clear from the Council’s own monitoring 
that there has been persistent under delivery of housing. We would therefore argue that 
a 20% buffer is required. It would also appear that the Council agrees with this position 
as they have applied a 20% buffer to their housing land supply in the latest AMR for 
2015/16 (see Table 6 at paragraph 6.18).  
 
If the housing shortfall is considered across the first five years of the Local Plan and the 
2017/18 period is included as 400 dwellings2 in the five year assessment we estimate 
that the Council has housing land supply of 4.9 years for the 2017/18 to 2021/22 period. 
This is set out in table 1 below. 
  

Liverpool 
method 
with 5% 
buffer 

Liverpool 
with 20% 
buffer 

Sedgefield 
with 5% 

Sedgefield 
with 20% 

Basic five year 
requirement 2017/18 
to 2021/22  

2750 2750 2750 2750 

Backlog 2013/14 to 
2017/18 

258 258 826 826 
 

total 5 year 
requirement 2017 - 
2022 

3008 3008 3576 3576 

                                                           
1 & 2 Estimate based graph 2 on page 22 of the AMR 2015/16 (Feb 2017) 
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Buffer applied 
(5%/20%) 

3159 3610 3755 4441 

Supply 2017/18 to 
2021/22 

4236 4236 4261 4261 

surplus/shortfall 1077 626 506 -180 
Number of years 
supply in first five 
years 

6.7 5.9 5.7 4.9 

 
We have one final concern with the Council’s housing land supply and that is the level 
of windfall being proposed in Table A2. Paragraph 48 of the NPPF sets out in 
paragraph 48 that the Council should have compelling evidence to include windfall sites 
in the five-year land supply. Whilst there is evidence to support the inclusion of windfall 
in the first five years of the plan we would suggest that it is much lower than the 864 
dwellings include in table A2. For the period 2018/19 the Council expect 864 dwellings 
to come forward on such sites. However, the latest AMR projects in Table 3 on page 19 
that for the same period 591 dwellings can be expected on small sites of 9 or fewer 
dwellings. In fact the AMR goes further by applying a discount of 20%, we assume to 
reflect lapse rates on such sites. This cautious approach is one that is supported by the 
PPG which states at paragraph 025 (Ref ID: 3-025-20140306) that “An overall risk 
assessment should be made as to whether sites will come forward as anticipated.” 
 
We would suggest that evidence on windfall set out in the Council’s latest AMR for the 
2015/16 period, which recommends a figure of around 500 units, provides a more 
robust assessment of windfall. This would also be reflective of the Council’s policies 
such as LP8 Backland Residential Development. Such policies are likely to constrain 
small windfall sites rather than increase their delivery and point to adopting a 
significantly reduced estimate of delivery from small windfall sites.  
 
This evidence suggests that the Council does not have a robust 5 year land supply. In 
particular we are concerned that supply in the first five years is overly reliant on windfall 
estimates that are not fully justified and fails to take into account the potential for 
permissions to lapse. Even if this level of windfall were to be secured the five year 
supply is still marginal if the Council, as required by national policy, seeks to meet its 
backlog within five years. To secure more robust delivery in the first five years of the 
plan we would suggest further small sites are allocated in the plan if it is not to be 
considered out of date on adoption in line with paragraph 48 of the NPPF.  
 
When allocating sites the Council should be mindful that to maximize housing supply 
the widest possible range of sites, by size and market location are required so that 
house builders of all types and sizes have access to suitable land in order to offer the 
widest possible range of products. The key to increased housing supply is the number 
of sales outlets. The maximum delivery is achieved not just because there are more 
sales outlets but because the widest possible range of products and locations are 
available to meet the widest possible range of demand. 
 

LP 5: Affordable housing 
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The Council will need to address an inconsistency in the plan relating to  paragraph 
5.1.4 and the Councils actual policy set out in LP5. Paragraph 5.1.4  of the supporting 
text sets out the intention to consider a 30% affordable housing requirement yet in the 
policy sets this target as 25%. To avoid confusion the Council must be clear as to its 
intentions and paragraph 5.1.4 must be amended to reflect the approach set out in 
policy LP5.  
 
LP3 Housing design and standards and LP4 Housing Layout 

 

These policies are unsound as they are unjustified 
 
In policies LP3 and LP4 the Council are seeking to introduce optional technical 
standards in relation to minimum space standards. However, whilst this optional 
standard has been tested, as required, against viability, Planning Practice Guidance is 
also clear that evidence of need is also required to support implementation.  
 
“evidence should be provided on the size and type of dwellings currently being built in 
the area, to ensure the impacts of adopting space standards can be properly assessed, 
for example, to consider any potential impact on meeting demand for starter homes.” 
 
The Local Plan, nor any of the evidence papers supporting the Plan, set out why 
minimum space standards are needed. No evidence has been provided on the size and 
type of dwelling being built in the area nor an assessment of the impacts of adopting the 
space standards. As such the Council are not able to justify the use of space standards 
in either of these polices. We would therefore suggest that any reference to space 
standards in both LP3 and LP4 are deleted. 
 

SPL3 Sustainable design  

 
This policy is unsound because they are ineffective. 
 
This policy will require housing developers to consider the use of renewable energy and 
the reduction of emissions. However, the Government have been clear through both the 
Written Ministerial Statement dated the 25th March 2015 and Planning Practice 
Guidance that it considers improvements in energy efficiency and carbon reduction will 
be achieved through Building Regulations with only a limited number of optional 
technical standards that can be required through a Local Plan where there is sufficient 
evidence to support their implementation. There is no need for the Council, through the 
Local Plan, to ask for consideration to be given to such measures. Such policies cannot 
be implemented or monitored and as such are ineffective and should be deleted. 
 
CP3 Improving the telecommunications network 

 
This policy in unsound as it is inconsistent with national policy and is unjustified. 
 
Whilst paragraphs 43 to 46 of the NPPF establishes that local planning authorities 
should seek support the expansion of electronic communications networks it does not 
seek to prevent development that does not have access to such networks. By stating 



 

9 
 

all, new dwellings must be served by super-fast broadband potentially allows the 
Council to refuse a development without such provision or impose a Grampian 
condition preventing a development from being occupied until such networks are 
provided. The provision of super-fast broadband is not in the control of the developer 
who requires a third party provider for such infrastructure. It is also the case that the 
house building industry is fully aware of the benefits of having their homes connected to 
super-fast broadband and what their customers will demand. 
 
We are also concerned that no additional costs have been included in the viability study 
for such provision. The study sets out in appendix 2 that these costs are incorporated 
into standard assumptions on development costs. However, we consider it essential 
that this policy is properly costed within the viability study. In particular the cost of such 
a policy on smaller developments in more rural communities could be significant and 
should be considered separately. Without this additional evidence there is clearly no 
justification to support this policy. In seeking to extend broadband to homes the Council 
should work proactively with telecommunications providers to extend provision and not 
rely on the development industry to provide for such infrastructure. 
 
The fourth bullet point following part d) of this policy should therefore be deleted. 
 
Conclusion 

 
For the Tendring Local Plan to be found sound it must pass the four tests set out in 
paragraph 182 of the NPPF. At present we consider the Publication Local Plan to be 
unsound due to: 

 Under-estimation of objectively assessed housing needs 
 Inconsistent application of affordable housing requirements on strategic sites 
 Lacking a robust five year housing land supply with significant overestimation of 

windfall allowances 
 Unjustified policies in relation to housing standards 

 
We hope these representations are of assistance in taking the plan forward to the next 
stage of plan preparation and examination. I would also like to express my interest in 
attending any relevant hearing sessions at the Examination in Public. Should you 
require any further clarification on the issues raised in this representation please 
contact me. 
 
I would also like to express my interest in attending any relevant hearing sessions at the 
Examination in Public. Should you require any further clarification on the issues raised 
in this representation please contact me. 
 
Yours faithfully 
 
 

Mark Behrendt 
Planning Manager – Local Plans 
Home Builders Federation 
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Email: mark.berhendt@hbf.org.uk 
Tel: 020 7960 1616  
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Land Logic td Clacton-on-Sea 

- 1 -

1.0 INTRODUCTION AND TERMS OF REFERENCE 

1.1 The Tendring District Local Plan Publication Draft, June 2017, has been published for 

public consultation between 16 June and 28 July 2017. This Report sets out our 

client’s representations to various Policies contained in Sections 1 and 2 of the Local 

Plan, with regard to promoting land south of London Road, Clacton-on-Sea, as a 

housing allocation for circa 220 dwellings. 

1.2 Our client’s representations to the Draft Local Plan comprise the following: 

• Strategic representations to Section 1 Policy SP3 and Section 2 Policy LP1;

• Strategic representations to Section 1 Policies SP7 and SP8; and to Section 2

Policy LP1 and Table LP2, relating to the forecast delivery for the proposed East

Colchester/West Tendring Garden Community;

• Representations to Section 2 Policy SPL2 and to Section 2 Policies SAMU2,

SAMU3 and SAMU4; and to Section 2 Table LP2, Policies Map 2 and Local Maps

B.6 and B.19, in respect of proposed mixed-use and housing allocations at

Clacton-on-Sea and Little Clacton; and

• Site-specific representations to Section 2 Policies SPL2 and PPL6; and to

Section 2 Table LP2, Policies Map 2 and Local Map B.6, by way of promoting land

in our client’s control south of London Road, Clacton-on-Sea, as a housing

allocation for circa 220 dwellings.
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2.0 STRATEGIC REPRESENTATIONS 

A Strategic Representations to Section 1 Policy SP3 and Section 2 

Policy LP1 

2.1 Paragraphs 8.37 and 8.38 of the Objectively Assessed Housing Need Study 

(November 2016 Update) prepared for Braintree District, Chelmsford City, Colchester 

Borough and Tendring District Councils, concludes that Tendring District Council 

should provide for an Objectively Assessed Need for housing equivalent to 550 

dwellings per annum. Section 1 Policy SP3 and Section 2 Table LP1 of the Local Plan 

take forward this figure, in committing to deliver a minimum of 11,000 net additional 

dwellings over the plan period from 2013 to 2033.  

2.2 Section 2 Policy LP1 of the Local Plan then commits to deliver a minimum of 12,001 

net additional dwellings between 2013 and 2033, from a variety of sources. As such, 

it is clear that in order for this policy requirement to be met, it will be necessary to 

deliver 600 dwellings per year throughout the District. In order to provide clarity and 

consistency, our client therefore requests that Section 1 Policy SP3 and Section 2 

Table LP1 are revised to align with Section 2 Policy LP1 of the Local Plan, to commit 

to deliver a minimum of 12,001 dwellings between 2013 and 2033, at a rate of 600 

dwellings per year. 

B Strategic Representations to Section 1 Policies SP7 and SP8; and to 

Section 2 Policy LP1 and Table LP2, relating to the Proposed 

Tendring/Colchester Borders Garden Community 

2.3 Section 1 Policy SP7 of the Local Plan commits to delivering three new ‘Garden 

Communities’ in North Essex; and Section 1 Policy SP8 deals specifically with the 

proposed Tendring/Colchester Borders Garden Community, with reference to a ‘broad 

area of search’ shown on the Local Plan’s Policies Map 1 and Local Map B.7. Section 1 

Policy SP8 commits to delivering 2,500 dwellings from the Garden Community within 

the plan period (as part of a total of between 7,000 to 9,000 dwellings); and Section 

2 Policy LP1 of the Local Plan commits to delivering 1,250 dwellings out of the 2,500 

within Tendring District within the plan period. 

2.4 Section 1 Policy SP7 and, so far as Tendring District is concerned, Section 1 Local 

Plan Policy SP8 are both necessarily comprehensive, insofar as what is expected of 

the proposed Tendring/Colchester Borders Garden Community in terms of design 

quality; community, employment, transport and utilities infrastructure; and general 

environmental, ecological and landscape considerations. However, it is clear from 
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Section 1 Policy SP8 that the proposed Garden Community is currently little more 

than a ‘broad area of search’ – specific boundaries for the Garden Community have 

yet to be determined, let alone a Masterplan Framework devised, consulted upon and 

adopted to guide the proposal’s delivery. As such, the submission and approval of a 

planning application for the Garden Community must be some years away. 

2.5 Although our client accepts that Section 2 Local Plan Policy LP1 commits to deliver a 

relatively modest 1,250 dwellings from the proposed Tendring/Colchester Borders 

Garden Community within the Local Plan period, the split of 500 dwellings between 

2023/24 and 2027/28 and 750 dwellings between 2028/29 and 2032/33 set out in 

Section 2 Table LP2 of the Local Plan represents an annual delivery of 125 dwellings 

and 188 dwellings respectively. This seems to be a little over-optimistic and the Local 

Plan and its evidence base lack the evidence to support this yield, particularly bearing 

in mind that all three Garden Communities proposed in North Essex lie within a 

Minerals Safeguarding Area, which could significantly delay their delivery. 

2.6 Until comprehensive evidence to support the yield expected from the 

Tendring/Colchester Borders Garden Community is forthcoming, our client therefore 

objects to Section 2 Policy LP1 and Table LP2 of the Local Plan. 
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3.0 SITE-SPECIFIC REPRESENTATIONS 

A Representations to Section 2 Policy SPL2 and to Section 2 Policies 

SAMU2, SAMU3 and SAMU4; and to Section 2 Table LP2, Policies 

Map 2 and Local Maps B.6 and B.19, in respect of Proposed Mixed-

use and Housing Allocations at Clacton-on-Sea and Little Clacton 

Introduction 

3.1 The Local Plan’s Policies Map 2 and Local Maps B.6 and B.19 show the location of 

housing allocations (coloured orange) and large mixed-use allocations (coloured blue) 

proposed in Clacton-on-Sea and Little Clacton. All the housing allocations are listed in 

Table LP2 in Part 2 of the Local Plan and are dealt with in detail by Section 2 Policies 

SAMU2, SAMU3 and SAMU4, save for the housing allocation proposed on the 

southern edge of Little Clacton, between the village’s existing built up area and the 

B1442 Centenary Way, which is not dealt with by a specific Policy but which seems to 

have a reference MSA14 in Table LP2 in Part 2 of the Local Plan.  

3.2 All the allocations are set within a Settlement Development Boundary for Clacton and 

Little Clacton, shown by a red line on Policies Map 2 and Local Maps B.6 and B.19 

and with reference to Section 2 Local Plan Policy SPL2. Whilst our client does not 

have any particular reservations with the wording of Policy SPL2 as currently drafted, 

our client does have significant reservations with how it has been used to propose, 

evidence and justify the large mixed-use allocations proposed by Section 2 Policies 

SAMU2, SAMU3 and SAMU4 in Clacton; and significant concerns as to the proposed 

allocations’ suitability and sustainability and ability to be delivered in a timely manner. 

Our client also has significant reservations with the housing allocation referenced as 

MSA14 adjacent to the B1442 Centenary Way in Little Clacton and shown on the 

Local Plan’s Policies Map 2 and Local Maps B.6 and B.19. Further representations to 

this effect are set out below. 

Proposed Allocation SAMU2 – Hartley Gardens, Clacton 

3.3 Mixed-use allocation SAMU2 is proposed for around 1,700 dwellings (with between 

800 and 1,000 dwellings anticipated for delivery during the plan period); 7 hectares 

of land for employment; a new primary school and early years and childcare facility; 

and possibly community and healthcare provision. The proposed allocation is also 

required to deliver a ‘Strategic Road Link’ along its north western boundary, between 

the A133 and B1027.  
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3.4 Nowhere in the Local Plan or its Evidence Base are the proposed allocation’s 

significant landscape and visual implications for the setting of Clacton explained or 

justified, let alone any assessment or explanation as to how the allocation would fund 

provision of a primary school, community and health provision and a ‘Strategic Road 

Link’ some 2.5km in length. There is furthermore no explanation given as to how 

upgrades required to local foul drainage infrastructure will impact upon the 

allocation’s viability and deliverability. Our client therefore objects to the allocation 

and Section 2 Local Plan Policy SAMU2. 

Proposed Allocation SAMU3 – Oakwood Park, Clacton 

3.5 Allocation SAMU3 is proposed as a significant 750 dwelling extension (500 dwellings 

within the plan period) to a committed development site at Oakwood Park, on the 

north eastern edge of Clacton. Once again, the allocation is required to deliver a new 

primary school and early years and childcare facility and land for healthcare facilities 

but is also required to deliver a new ‘Local Centre’.  

3.6 The proposed allocation represents a significant northwards extension of 

development in Clacton, into open countryside; and is bound to have far-reaching 

landscape and visual implications for Clacton’s landscape setting. Neither the Local 

Plan nor its Evidence Base deal with this matter; and neither do they provide any 

explanation as to how an allocation for a relatively modest 750/500 dwellings will be 

able to fund and deliver a new primary school and early years and childcare facility, 

healthcare facilities and a new ‘Local Centre’. Our client therefore objects to the 

allocation and Section 2 Local Plan Policy SAMU3. 

Proposed Allocation SAMU4 – Rouses Farm, Clacton 

3.7 Allocation SAMU4 is proposed for 850 dwellings within the plan period; and once 

again, is required to deliver a new primary school and early years and childcare 

facility and land for a primary healthcare facility and a new neighbourhood centre. 

The allocation is also expected to deliver a new ‘spine road’ with a carriageway width 

of 6.75m, linking St John’s Road with Jaywick Lane, around a kilometre to the south. 

3.8 The proposed allocation represents a significant westwards extension of development 

in Clacton, into open countryside; and is bound to have far-reaching landscape and 

visual implications for Clacton’s landscape setting. Neither the Local Plan nor its 

Evidence Base deal with this matter; and neither do they provide any explanation as 

to how an allocation for a relatively modest 850 dwellings will be able to fund and 

deliver a new primary school and early years and childcare facility, healthcare 
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facilities, a new neighbourhood centre and ‘spine road’. There is furthermore no 

explanation given as to how upgrades required to local foul drainage infrastructure 

will impact upon the allocation’s viability and deliverability. Our client therefore 

objects to the allocation and Section 2 Local Plan Policy SAMU4. 

Proposed Allocation MSA14 – Between the B1442 Centenary Way 

and Little Clacton 

3.9 The housing allocation MSA14 proposed on the southern edge of Little Clacton, 

adjacent to the B1442 Centenary Way, will intrude significantly on the corridor of 

open, undeveloped countryside along Prospect Way/Centenary Way; and will have 

significant implications for the village’s physical and visual separation from Clacton-

on-Sea to the south, particularly if the proposed allocation SAMU2 at Hartley Gardens 

is also taken into account.  

3.10 Proposed allocation MSA14 represents a poor choice on many levels and our client 

objects to the same. Together with proposed allocations SMU2, SAMU3 and SAMU4, 

allocation MSA14 should be deleted from Table LP2 in Part 2 of the Local Plan and 

removed from The Local Plan’s Policies Map 2 and Local Maps B.6 and B.19. 

B Site-specific representations to Section 2 Policies SPL2 and PPL6; 

and to Section 2 Table LP2, Policies Map 2 and Local Map B.6, in 

respect of Land South of London Road, Clacton-on-Sea 

3.11 Our client’s site-specific representations set out above express significant reservations 

with the large-scale mixed-use allocations proposed on the edges of Clacton and the 

housing allocation proposed on the edge of Little Clacton. These allocations represent 

poor and as yet unproven choices for Clacton and Little Clacton - better opportunities 

exist elsewhere on Clacton’s edges and without any need for Little Clacton to 

accommodate development on its southern boundaries. One such opportunity 

comprises land in our client’s control south of London Road, Clacton, as outlined in 

red on the plan contained in Appendix 1 of this Report. 

3.12 The site in question extends to around 12.4 hectares and is comprised of five 

separate ownerships, as per the aerial photographs of the site also contained in 

Appendix 1 of this Report. All five constituent parts of the site are in the control of 

our client, by way of Promotion Agreements. Land Parcels 1 and 2 are partly 

developed with dwellings and their immediate curtilages (with associated 

outbuildings); Land Parcel 3 comprises a long disused plant nursery; and the 

remainder of the site is mostly comprised of open pastureland.  
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3.13 Open farmland and safeguarded open space lie to the south of the site, in plain view 

of the A133 to the west of Clacton; and more open land including a Local Wildlife Site 

lies to the north of the site and London Road, in plain view of the B1442 Centenary 

Way and the southern edge of Little Clacton. In contrast, the site’s boundaries are 

well demarcated by a mix of mature trees and hedges, which serve to screen the site 

from surrounding land and in views from London Road.  

3.14 The site lies very close to the Morrisons superstore off the B1442 Centenary Way, a 

short distance to the north east; and equally as close to the Tesco and B&Q 

superstores at the Brook Retail Park off London Road, a short distance to the south. 

Regular bus services run along London Road; and the site also has easy access to 

Clacton’s major distributor road infrastructure. 

3.15 As such, the site is very well contained in the landscape on the edge of Clacton and 

does not affect its landscape setting. The site also lies in a sustainable position 

relative to facilities, services and public transport infrastructure in and around 

Clacton; and within easy reach of facilities and services in the centre of Clacton, a 

little further to the south. It represents a suitable and sustainable choice for a 

housing allocation, whose development would not breach Clacton’s landscape setting 

or the limits set by the open countryside alongside the A133 to the west/south and 

the B1442 Centenary Way to the north. 

3.16 Existing accesses to the site from London Road can be adapted to serve housing 

development on the site, without breaching the site’s boundary screening or 

landscape containment. Furthermore, the site can be developed whilst retaining its 

internal landscape structure, in the form of ‘green links’, ‘green lanes’ and ‘open 

green spaces’, together with existing boundary vegetation and ‘woodland edges’, 

particularly that along the course of a stream known as the Picker’s Ditch which runs 

along the majority of the site’s southern boundary. As such, the site can be 

developed within a well-defined and ‘ecologically robust’ landscape structure, which 

will help the site’s development to integrate with surrounding built development. 

3.17 Appendix 2 of this Report contains copies of plans ref. 1691-PL02B and 1691-

PL03A, showing the site developed with 220 dwellings, including open market and 

affordable housing and self-build plots; and open space and children’s play space, 

retained woodland and ecological areas, with access from London Road. These plans 

are currently the subject of an outline planning application ref. 16/02039/OUT, which 

at the time of writing, remains undetermined. However, Officers have already 

indicated that the layout of dwellings shown on plans ref. 1691-PL02B and 1691-

PL03A is acceptable from a technical perspective. 
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3.18 In summary, the site is an excellent candidate for allocation and development with 

housing. It will not harm Clacton’s landscape setting, nor will it interfere with 

Clacton’s and Little Clacton’s landscape separation. The site should therefore be 

brought within Clacton’s Settlement Development Boundary and excluded from the 

Strategic Green Gap between Clacton and Little Clacton – the revised boundaries 

for these designations are shown in this context on the marked-up extract of the 

Local Plan’s Policies Map 2 contained in Appendix 3 of this Report.  
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4.0 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

4.1 This Report concludes as follows: 

• Section 2 Policy LP1 of the Local Plan commits to deliver a minimum of 12,001

net additional dwellings between 2013 and 2033, from a variety of sources. In

order for this policy requirement to be met, it will be necessary to deliver 600

dwellings per year throughout the District. As such and to provide clarity and

consistency, our client requests that Section 1 Local Plan Policy SP3 and Section

2 Table LP1 are revised to align with Section 2 Local Plan Policy LP1, to commit

to deliver a minimum of 12,001 dwellings between 2013 and 2033, at a rate of

600 dwellings per year.

• It is clear from Section 1 Local Plan Policy SP8 that the proposed

Tendring/Colchester Borders Garden Community is currently little more than a

‘broad area of search’. Although our client accepts that Section 2 Local Plan

Policy LP1 commits to deliver a relatively modest 1,250 dwellings from the

proposed Garden Community within the Local Plan period, the split of 500

dwellings between 2023/24 and 2027/28 and 750 dwellings between 2028/29

and 2032/33 set out in Section 2 Table LP2 of the Local Plan represents an

annual delivery of 125 dwellings and 188 dwellings respectively. This seems to be

a little over-optimistic and the Local Plan and its evidence base lack the evidence

to support this yield, particularly bearing in mind that all three Garden

Communities proposed in North Essex lie within a Minerals Safeguarding Area,

which could significantly delay their delivery.

• The Local Plan lacks the evidence to justify and support the mixed-use allocations

SAMU2, SAMU3 and SAMU4 proposed at Hartley Gardens, Oakwood Park and

Rouses Farm, on the edges of Clacton, in terms of their significant and far-

reaching landscape and visual impact and their ability to deliver significant items

of new and improved infrastructure such as strategic road links and link roads,

education, community, health and neighbourhood/local centre facilities and

significant upgrades to foul and surface drainage infrastructure. Furthermore, the

housing allocation MSA14 proposed on the southern edge of Little Clacton is

likely to have significant implications for the village’s physical and visual

separation from Clacton, along the Prospect Way/Centenary Way road corridor;

and is not justified anywhere in the Local Plan or its Evidence Base.
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• The mixed-use allocations SAMU2, SAMU3 and SAMU4 proposed on the edges of 

Clacton and the housing allocation MSA14 proposed on the southern edge of 

Little Clacton represent poor and as yet unproven choices - better opportunities 

exist elsewhere on Clacton’s edges and without any need for Little Clacton to 

accommodate development on its southern boundaries. One such opportunity 

comprises land in our client’s control south of London Road, Clacton. Existing 

accesses to the site from London Road can be adapted to serve housing 

development, without breaching the site’s boundary screening or landscape 

containment; and the site can be developed whilst retaining its internal landscape 

structure and existing boundary vegetation and ‘woodland edges’. As such, the 

site’s development can take place within a well-defined and well-contained, 

mature and ‘ecologically robust’ landscape structure, which will also help the 

site’s development to integrate with surrounding built development. 

  

• In summary, the site is a suitable and sustainable choice for a housing allocation, 

whose development would not breach Clacton’s landscape limits set by the open 

countryside alongside the A133 to the west/south, or Clacton’s landscape 

separation from Little Clacton along the B1442 Centenary Way to the north. This 

is established by plans ref. 1691-PL02B and 1691-PL03A, which show the site 

developed with 220 dwellings, including open market and affordable housing and 

self-build plots; and open space and children’s play space, retained woodland and 

ecological areas, with access from London Road. These plans are currently the 

subject of an outline planning application ref. 16/02039/OUT, which at the time 

of writing, remains undetermined. However, Officers have already indicated that 

the layout of dwellings shown on plans ref. 1691-PL02B and 1691-PL03A is 

acceptable from a technical perspective. 

 

• As per the marked-up copy of the Local Plan’s Policies Map 2 contained in 

Appendix 3 of this Report, our client’s land should therefore be brought within 

Clacton’s Settlement Development Boundary; excluded from the Strategic Green 

Gap between Clacton and Little Clacton; and allocated for around 220 dwellings. 

 

4.2 Further information regarding these representations can be provided, together with 

clarification of any points raised in this Report. Otherwise, we hope these 

representations are of assistance and will be taken account of in the process leading 

to the submission of the Local Plan to the Secretary of State for Examination. 

 

4.3 We would also be grateful to be kept informed of the progress of the Local Plan and 

the publication of related documents. 
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Schedule of Accommodation

Self Build Site

21no. PLOTS

Site 1

10no. 1 Bed Flat Open Market
14no. 2 Bed Houses Open Market
24no. 3 Bed Houses Open Market
11no. 4 Bed Houses Open Market

59no. Total Open Market Plots

2no. 1 Bed Flat Affordable
4no. 2 Bed Houses Affordable
1no. 3 Bed Houses Affordable

7no. Total Affordable

Parking
95no. Spaces
47no. Garage Spaces

Site 2

16no. 1 Bed Flat Open Market
41no. 2 Bed Houses Open Market
51no. 3 Bed Houses Open Market
12no. 4 Bed Houses Open Market

120no. Total Open Market Plots

6no. 1 Bed Flat Affordable
6no. 2 Bed Houses Affordable
1no. 3 Bed Houses Affordable

13no. Total Affordable

Parking
191no. Spaces
75no. Garage Spaces

Existing access/track 
excluded from proposals

Existing dwelling retained

SITE 1

SITE 2

Existing access enlarged to 
serve Self Build and Site 1 -
Vegetation trimmed back to 
visibility splay

New access to serve Site 2 -
Vegetation trimmed back to 
visibility splay

LEAP

Woodland Area

Woodland Area

Enhanced Ecology Zone

Enhanced Ecology Zone

Self Build Site

Redundant access closed

LAP

LAP
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Introduction
Braintree District Council, Tendring District 
Council and Colchester Borough Council, have 
each published their own Publication Draft Local 
Plan for consultation. Section 1 is common to 
each plan. This response form can be used to 
respond to any part of the 3 Plans. It is important 
to specify which.

The 3 Plans have been published in order for 
representations to be made prior to submission 
of the documents to the Planning Inspectorate 
for examination. All representations will be 
examined by a Planning Inspector. The purpose 
of the examination is to consider whether the Plan 
complies with the legal requirements, the duty to 
co-operate and is sound. 

Each Local Plan has two parts:

Publication Draft Local Plan Section 1 - A set 
of strategic policies constructed in partnership 
between the three authorities and Essex 

County Council. This means that the Section 1 
policies are intended to apply across all three 
Local Authorities. These policies include those 
relating to Garden Communities, housing supply, 
employment, shopping and the environment. 
You can send your response to any one of the 
authorities as all responses to Section 1 will be 
collated. Only 1 response to the 3 authorities is 
required.

Publication Draft Local Plan Section 2 - relates 
to the specific district, contains more detailed 
policies and is used to determine planning 
applications. If you wish to comment on the 
Braintree Publication Draft Local Plan Section 
2 you should send your comments to Braintree 
District Council.

If you would like assistance in completing your 
representation or have any other questions 
about the Publication Draft Local Plan please 
contact the Planning Policy Team by email 
planningpolicy@braintree.gov.uk or by phone on 
01376 552525 and ask for Planning Policy.

GUIDANCE NOTES 
& RESPONSE FORM 
to accompany the Publication Draft Local Plan (2017) 

Braintree 
D i s t r i c t  
Counc i l

LOCAL

Shape your district
 2017-33 PLAN

Please read these guidance notes before completing the response form



Part A - Personal Details
Please note that it is not possible for 
representations to be considered anonymously. 
Representations will be published on the 
Council’s websites and included as part of the 
Publication Draft Local Plan submissions to 
the Inspector. Address and contact details will 
removed from published responses. (Village/town 
shown). 

The Council reserves the right not to publish or 
take into account any representations which it 
considers offensive or defamatory.  

Please supply an email address if you have one 
as it will allow us to contact you electronically. 
Everyone who submits a representation will be 
added to the relevant consultation database (if 
not already included) so that we can keep you 
up to date with the plan. If you do not wish to be 
contacted in this way please state this clearly on 
the form.  

If an agent or consultant has been engaged to act 
on your behalf please fill in both sets of details in 
full. Correspondence will be sent to the agent. If 
you are a landowner with an agent acting on your 
behalf, please ensure that your agent knows the 
site name and reference number which your site 
has been given.  

Part B - Representation
Please specify which section of the Publication 
Draft Local Plan your comments relate to, by 
choosing one of the following;  

Section 1 A response to this section will be 
reported to all 3 authorities. 

Section 2 Colchester       
Section 2 Tendring          
Section 2 Braintree

Which part of the plan are you responding to 
(please use one form per submission):

Paragraph:  for a representation on wording or  
paragraph content    

Policy: for a representation on the wording  
or inclusion or omission of a policy       

Other: for example a map inset number, 
site reference  or the wording or  
content of tables or appendices

Legal Compliance and Duty 
to Co-operate
If commenting on how the Publication Draft 
Local Plan has been prepared, it is likely that 
your comments will relate to a matter of legal 
compliance.  

The Inspector will check that the Plan meets the 
legal requirements  

You should consider the following before making 
a representation on legal compliance:

• The Plan should be included in the current
Local Development Scheme (LDS) and the
key stages should have been followed.

• The process of community involvement
for the Plan in question should be in general
accordance with the Statement of
Community Involvement (SCI).

• The Plan should comply with the Town
and County Planning (Local Planning)
(England) Regulations 2012 (the Regulations).
On publication, the LPA must publish the
documents prescribed in the Regulations;
making them available on its website and at
its principal offices. It must also notify the
Local Plan bodies (as set out in the
Regulations) and any persons who have
requested to be notified.

• The LPA must provide a Sustainability
Appraisal Report. This should identify
the process by which it has been carried out,
baseline information used to inform the
process and the outcomes of that process.

• LPAs will be expected to provide evidence of
how they have complied with the Duty to
Co-operate.

• Non-compliance with the duty to cooperate
cannot be rectified after the Plan’s
submission. Therefore the Inspector has no
power to recommend modifications in this
regard. Where the duty has not been
complied with, the Inspector has no choice
but to recommend non-adoption of the Plan.

These plans are 
specific to each 
authority.

}



Soundness 
Soundness is explained in National Planning 
Policy Framework (NPPF) paragraph 182. The 
Inspector has to be satisfied that the Plan is 
positively prepared, justified, effective and 
consistent with national policy.  

More details and further guidance on what is 
meant by the term ‘soundness’ can be found 
below and at; www.planningportal.gov.uk

Positively prepared 
This means that 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 reasonable alternatives, 
based  on a proportionate, robust and credible 
evidence base. 

Effective
The Plan should be deliverable over its period 
and based on effective joint working on cross-
boundary strategic priorities, sound infrastructure 
delivery planning and no regulatory or national 
planning barriers. It should be flexible to changing 
circumstances 

Consistent with national policy 
The Plan should be consistent with national 
policy. Departure must be clearly justified. 

If you think the content of the Plan is not sound 
because it does not include a policy where it 
should do, you should go through the following 
steps before making representations:  

• Is the issue with which you are concerned
already covered specifically by national
planning policy? If so it does not need to be
included?

• Is what you are concerned with covered by
any other policies in the Plan on which you
are seeking to make representations or in any
other Plan?

• If the policy is not covered, how is the Plan
unsound without the policy?

• If the Plan is unsound without the policy, what
should the policy say?

Using the spaces provided please give details of 
why you think the Publication Draft Local Plan is 
not ‘sound having regard to the legal compliance, 
duty to cooperate and the four requirements 
set out above. You should try to support your 
representation by evidence showing why the Plan 
should be modified. If your representation is
over 100 words please include a summary of 
its main points in the box provided.

It will be helpful if you also say precisely 
how you think the Plan should be modified. 
Representations should cover succinctly all 
information, evidence and supporting information 
necessary to support/justify the representation 
and suggested modification, as there will not 
normally be a further opportunity to make 
submissions based on the original representation 
made at publication.    

Where there are groups who share a common 
view on how they wish to see a Plan modified, 
it would be very helpful for that group to send 
a single representation which represents the 
view. In such cases the group should indicate 
how many people it is representing and how the 
representation has been authorised.  

All the formal representations received during this 
stage will be submitted to and considered by the 
appointed independent Planning Inspector at the 
public examination on the Plan. The process is 
likely to include public hearings. The Inspector 
will determine the most appropriate procedure to 
adopt to hear those who choose to participate at 
this stage. If you would like to appear and speak 
at the hearings, please state this and explain 
in the space provided why you consider it is 
necessary that you participate.  

Representations can be sent:

• Via the Council’s online consultation portal: 
www.braintree.gov.uk/
publicationdraftLP

• Via a representation form which can
be downloaded from the website and 
returned via email to
localplan@braintree.gov.uk

• or by post to:
Planning Policy,
Braintree District Council
Causeway House
Braintree
CM7 9HB 



Responses are encouraged via the council’s online consultation system available on the website,  
see www.braintree.gov.uk/newlp  However, this form can be returned electronically to  
localplan@braintree.gov.uk or in hard copy if necessary to:

Planning Policy, Braintree district Council, Causeway House, Bocking End, braintree, CM7 9HB 
The consultation runs from 9am Friday, 16th June to 5pm on Friday, 28th July 2017

This form has two parts: 
Part A - Personal Details and Part B - Your comments

Draft Local Plan 

RESPONSE FORM

1. Personal Details  

Title

First Name

Last Name

Organisation  
(Where relevant) 

Address Line 1 

Address Line 2 

Address Line 3 

Post Code 

E-mail Address 

Telephone  
Number 

2. Agent’s Details (if applicable) 
Title 

First Name

Last Name

Organisation

Address Line 1 

Address Line 2 

Address Line 3 

Post Code 

E-mail Address 

Telephone  
Number

PART A

For internal Use only          ID:         Rep No: Braintree 
D i s t r i c t  
Counc i l

LOCAL

Shape your district
 2017-33    PLAN

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



REPRESENTATION FORM
Please Note: If your representation relates to Section One of the North Essex Strategic Plan / Garden 
Communities you only need to respond to one of the Local Authorities. All representations received by 
Braintree, Colchester and Tendring relating to Section One of the Plan(s) will be submitted together.

You do not need to return this form if you have completed a response using any of the Council’s online 
systems for this consultation. Duplicates will not be considered

Please specify which section of the Publication Draft Local Plan your comments relate to by 
choosing one of the following: 

  Section 1        Section 2 Colchester        Section 2 Tendring         Section 2 Braintree 

Which part of the section are you responding to? 

e.g. Paragraph/Policy/Map/Other

Do you consider the Local Plan is Legally compliant? 
  Yes        No

Does it comply with the Duty to Co-operate? 
  Yes        No

Do you consider the Local Plan is Sound? 
  Yes        No

If you do not consider the Local Plan is sound, please specify on what grounds: 
  Positively prepared        Justified        Effective        Consistent with National Policy

Enter your full representation here: 

PART B

Continue onto next page



If your representation is more than 100 words, please provide a brief summary here:



Please specify the changes needed to be made to make the Plan sound / legally compliant

Do you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination? 
  Yes        No

If Yes - you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you 
consider this to be necessary

Please note the inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear 
those who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

Did you raise the matter that is the subject of your representation with the LPA earlier  
in the process of the preparation of the Local Plan 

  Yes        No

If yes which stage 
  Issues and Options        Preferred Options

Do you wish to be notified? 

  When the document is submitted for independent examination? 

  When the Inspectors Report is published? 

  When document is adopted?

Braintree & Tendring: Return by 5pm 28th July 2017 
(responses to section 2 Braintree and Tendring will not be accepted after this date. After 

this date responses to Section 1 should be sent to Colchester Borough Council)

Colchester: Return by 5pm 11th August 2017
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                   PERSIMMON HOMES ESSEX 
10 Collingwood Road 

Witham  
Essex 

CM8 2EA 
Tel: 01376 518811 Fax: 01376 521145 
DX: 33421 Witham 

www.persimmonhomes.com Planning Policy Manager  Tendering District Council Council Offices  Thorpe Road  Weeley Clacton-On-Sea  Essex CO16 9AJ 28th July 2017  Dear Sir/ Madam 
 
Response by Persimmon Homes to the Tendring Draft Local Plan 
 
Thank you for consulting Persimmon Homes on the Tendring Draft Local Plan. We support the Local 
Plan and want to continue to work with the Borough to deliver their housing targets. 
 
 
Shared Strategic Plan: North Essex Authorities Strategic Part 1 for Local Plans 
 
Duty to Co-operate 
 
It is clear that Tendring, Braintree and Colchester have been working closely in the preparation of 
their Local Plans. The shared approach to meet housing need across the Housing Market Area (HMA) 
set out in ‘Part 1’ of each Local Plan shows a real commitment from to addressing the strategic and 
cross boundary issues facing the housing market area.  
 

1. Comment - Policy SP3 (Meeting Housing Needs) (p35) 
 
Persimmon Homes are a member of the House Builders Federation (HBF) and wish to refer you to 
their representations on the Draft Local Plan, partially with reference to their evidence on OAHN’s 
and the Council’s 5yr Housing Supply, we want you to consider those carefully before the next 
version of the Plan is produced with a view to ensuring that the plan going forward is sound.  
 
We note and welcome Policy SP3 commitment for each authority to maintain a five year housing 
land supply. This is especially important given the significant uncertainties and technical challenges 
that remain regarding the delivery of the three garden communities and the undesirable socio-
economic implications if delivery is delayed.  
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‘Each authority will maintain a sufficient supply of deliverable sites to provide for at least five 
years’ worth of housing and will work proactively with applicants to bring forward sites that 
accord with the overall spatial strategy and relevant policies in the plan’. 

 
The extract from draft Policy SP3 above does not mention that this should be judged against the 
housing requirement within the Local Plan or that there needs to be an appropriate buffer (i.e. 5% 
or 20%). The wording of SP3 should reflects para 47 of the NPPF and as such should be amended to 
read;  

 
‘Each authority will maintain a sufficient supply of deliverable sites sufficient to provide for 
at least five years’ worth of housing against their housing requirements with an additional 
buffer and will work proactively with applicants to bring forward sites that accord with the 
overall spatial strategy and relevant policies in the plan’. 

 
Notwithstanding this, it is not clear from Policy SP3 as to what actions the Council will take in the 
event of a persistent under delivery against housing requirements within the plan. As detailed 
above, the garden community is very ambitious and there remains significant risk that the 
timescales for delivery will slip. In the event of persistent under delivery, the Local Plan should set 
out what actions they shall take. Actions could include a partial review of the plan and allocation of 
additional housing sites.  
 
 

2. Objection - Policy SP5 Infrastructure and Connectivity (p44)  
 
Whilst it is agreed that development must be supported by the provision of infrastructure, services 
and facilities, a significant amount of the items identified rely upon third parties (including public 
and statutory bodies) or wider investment decisions (such as those made by Network Rail, Highways 
Agency, Broadband Providers). Policy SP5 should be amended to recognise the role the Council’s 
have in terms of influencing, co-ordinating and delivering infrastructure and connectivity. Policy SP5 
should also be amended to recognise the role that obligations through s106 or Cil should make in 
addressing infrastructure needs arising from the new development.  
 
It is important that the totality of costs to be borne by the proposed level of development is 
adequately assessed. In light of Para 173 of the NPPF, ‘the sites and the scale of development 
identified in the plan should not be subject to such a scale of obligations and policy burdens that 
their ability to be developed viably is threatened’.  
 
 

3. Objection - Policy SP6 – Place Shaping Principles (p39) 
 
The NPPF (para 8) recognises that ‘well-designed buildings and places can improve the lives of 
people and communities’. The NPPF Core Planning Principles (para 17) is to ‘always seek to secure 
high quality design’. Para 57 refers to ‘It is important to plan positively for the achievement of high 
quality and inclusive design for all development’.  
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The draft Policy SP6 requires ‘All new development must meet the highest standards of urban and 
architectural design’. This requires every development to achieve the ‘highest standard’, which 
would require the achievement of a constant escalation of standards to be the ‘highest’. The 
‘highest’ is a more onerous test than ‘high quality and inclusive design’ within the NPPF. It is 
considered that this constant escalation to achieve the ‘highest’ possible standard would be unduly 
onerous and could threaten development viability. In light of this, SP6 should be amended to read;  
 

‘All new development must be of a high standard of urban and architectural design.’  
 
It is considered that not all of the ‘principles’ stated would be applicable to every development. For 
instance;  

- ‘Where possible, provide a mix of land uses, services and densities…’. It may be possible but 
not desirable to provide a mix of uses in a development.  

- ‘Provide an integrated network of multi-functional public open space’ – a development may 
not be of a scale to achieve this or functionally require it in the event of existing adequate 
provision.  

In light of the above, SP6 should be amended to read;  
 
 ‘All new development should, where applicable, reflect the following principles;  
 
Garden communities 
 

4. Support – SP7 (Development & Delivery of New Garden Communities in North Essex) (p50)  
 
In terms of SP7, Persimmon Homes supports the creation of three new garden communities.  
 
Cross boundary new settlements will require significant degrees of co-operation and joint delivery 
arrangements.  Whilst acknowledging the work done to date, there remains a significant risk that 
the scale and complexity of the planning and the delivery of the Garden Communities will delay 
their anticipated delivery. It will be important that the Council appropriately resources and 
facilitates the timely delivery of the Development Plan Document for the Garden Community.  
 
 

5. Objection 4;   
 Policy SP8 (Tendring/Colchester Borders Garden Community) (p53)  

Policy SP 9 (Colchester/Braintree Boarders Garden Community)(p56) 
Policy SP 10 (West of Braintree Garden Community)(p60) 

 
Persimmon Homes support the creation of the Tendring / Colchester Garden Community.  
 
Policy SP7 (v) has an absolute target of 30% affordable housing. However, Policies SP8 Part B, SP9 
and SP10 states ‘including a minimum of 30% affordable housing’. Persimmon Homes object to 
Policies SP8 Part B, SP9 and SP10 reference to the affordable housing target being a ‘minimum’. The 
Local Plan must set out clearly the target it is seeking to achieve and, in line with Para 173 of the 
NPPF, assess the implications for development viability having regard to the scale of obligations and 
policy burdens of the development plan as a whole.  
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It is considered that an uncapped target does not provide certainty and could place a policy burden 
that would threaten viability. The market and purchasing decisions factor in policy requirements and 
not having clarity would give rise to significant uncertainty that would not assist delivery.  
 
Local Plan Part 2 
 

6. Support - Policy SPL1 (Managing Growth) (p91)  
 
Persimmon Homes supports the proposed settlement hierarchy and the inclusion of Clacton-on-Sea 
as a Strategic Urban Settlement.  
 

7. Support – Policy SPL2 (Settlement Development Boundaries)(p92) 
 
Persimmon Homes are promoting the land at Rouses Farm, west of Jaywick Lane and south of 
St.John’s Road, Clacton-on-Sea for a mix of residential development, community facilities and public 
open space. The settlement boundary as detailed on Map SAMU4 (p200) and the SE Tendring inset 
map is supported.  
 

8. Comment - Policy SPL3 Sustainable Design (p93)  
 
Part B: Practical Requirements 
 
Sub-section (a) – the policy refers to development ‘not lead to an unacceptable increase in 
congestion’. The Policy should refer to mitigation and the residual and cumulative impacts in line 
with NPPF Para 32 which states ‘improvements can be undertaken within the transport network 
that cost effectively limit the significant impacts of the development. Development should only be 
prevented or refused on transport grounds where the residual cumulative impacts of development 
are severe’. It is therefore recommended that part B(a) be amended to read;  
 

a. access to the site is practicable and the highway network, post mitigation, will be able to 
safely accommodate the additional traffic the proposal will generate and not lead to a 
severe residual cumulative impact on the highway network; 

 
Sub-section (s) ‘the applicant/developer can demonstrate how the proposal will minimise the 
production of greenhouse gases and impact on climate change as per the current regulations and 
policies in this plan’; 
 
It is not clear what regulations are referred to and as such this is too ambiguous.  
 
Notwithstanding the above, it is not clear whether the reference to ‘current’ refers to regulations in 
force at the time of adoption of the plan and any subsequent regulations coming into force during 
the plan period.   
 
In accordance with para 173 of the NPPF, ‘Pursuing sustainable development requires careful 
attention to viability and costs in plan-making and decision-taking. Plans should be deliverable. 
Therefore, the sites and the scale of development identified in the plan should not be subject to such 
a scale of obligations and policy burdens that their ability to be developed viably is threatened’. 
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Given that the plan cannot assess the burden arising from (unspecified) regulations, it is considered 
that the plan should (a) specify the regulations to which it seeks adherence and (b) consider the 
implications of existing regulations.  
 
In light of the above, Part B sub-section d should read;  
 

d. the applicant/developer can demonstrate how the proposal will minimise the production 
of greenhouse gases and impact on climate change as per the Building Regulations 
prevailing at the time and policies in this plan; 

 
The footnote to Part C of this policy will require housing developers to consider the use of 
renewable energy and the reduction of emissions. However, the Government have been clear 
through both the Written Ministerial Statement dated the 25th March 2015 and Planning Practice 
Guidance that it considers improvements in energy efficiency and carbon reduction will be achieved 
through Building Regulations with only a limited number of optional technical standards that can be 
required through a Local Plan where there is sufficient evidence to support their implementation. 
There is no need for the Council, through the Local Plan, to ask for consideration to be given to such 
measures. Such policies cannot be implemented or monitored and as such are ineffective and this 
element of the policy should be deleted. 
 
 

9. Support - Policy HP1 (Improving Health and Wellbeing) (p98)  
 
Persimmon Homes supports Policy HP1. We note that the policy seeks mitigation. Persimmon 
Homes are promoting the land at Rouses Farm, west of Jaywick Lane and south of St.John’s Road, 
Clacton-on-Sea for a mix of residential development, community facilities and public open space. As 
part of this development, Persimmon Homes are proposing that the site accommodate a local 
medical facility.  The exact disposition of the healthcare facility will be determined in consultation 
with the Council and the Clinical Commissioning Group as the planning process moves forwards. 
There is an opportunity for the health facility on this site to be of a scale to support the additional 
growth within this area and address the current shortfall in facilities (the area exceeds the 
recommended pupil to GP ratio).   
 

10. Support – Policy HP2 (Community Facilities) (p101)  
 
Persimmon Homes supports Policy HP2. We note that the policy seeks mitigation. Persimmon 
Homes are promoting the land at Rouses Farm, west of Jaywick Lane and south of St.John’s Road, 
Clacton-on-Sea for a mix of residential development, community facilities and public open space. As 
part of this development, Persimmon Homes are proposing that the site accommodate community 
facilities.   
 

11. Comment – Policy HP5 (Open Space, Sports and Recreation Facilities)(p106) 
 
It is useful that the Policy quantifies the percentage of gross site area that should be open space.  
 
It is considered that the threshold for the scale of ‘open space’ being no less than 0.15ha is not 
conducive to delivery or good site planning;  
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(a) Major developments of less than 1.5ha would either not qualify to provide open space or 
would have to deliver a higher proportion of open space in order to meet the 0.15ha 
minimum, which may in tern threaten viability.  

(b) Under the Policy, a ‘usable’ open space would need to be 1500sq.m. The beyond six acre 
standards seek 100sq.m Local Areas of Play, 400sq.m for Local Equipped Areas of Play, 
800sq.m for Neighbourhood Areas of Play.  Therefore, if play space is provided within a 
development without the inclusion of a substantial proportion of associated open space, 
such play area(s) would count towards the ‘usable’ open space for the purposes of the 
policy. This is considered to be flawed as provision for children and young people should be 
encouraged and provided in accessible locations within a development.   

 
It is recommended that the Policy is amended to state;  
 

Based on trends and the 2007 Adopted Local Plan, Policy COM6, 10% of the gross site area 
should be open space. On sites over 1.5ha development should ensure that areas of open space 
are usable and seek to include open space parcel(s) not less than 0.15 hectares. 

 
12. Comment - Part 5 Living Places (p114)  

 
Table LP2 ‘Local Plan Housing Allocations’ details total housing numbers. In relation to Rouses Farm, 
the table states ‘850’. In the associated policy, this number is stated as a minimum. Persimmon 
Homes have undertaken public consultation, extensive technical studies and Master planning of the 
Rouses Farm site to support the emerging allocation. The Environmental Statement submitted to 
the Council alongside the proposals for Rouses Farm demonstrates that the site can satisfactorily 
accommodate 950 homes together with the associated education, health and community facilities. 
The quantum of development supports the total number of homes required within the plan. 
Furthermore, it would support ongoing delivery during the plan period, assisting the Council with 
maintaining a five year land supply and resisting development on sites not envisaged within the 
Development Plan.  This should also be seen in light of the present uncertainty regarding when the 
garden communities will begin to make a meaningful contribution and the potential for slippage 
given the ambitious nature of the Garden Community.  
 

13.  Objection –  
Policy LP3 (Housing Density and Standards) (p120) &  
LP4 (Housing Layout) 

 
Policies L3 & LP4 seek to adopt the new ‘National Technical Housing Standards’ to all new 
development.  
 
National Context 
 
In 2013, The Housing Standards Review (the Review) was launched which sought to simplify and 
rationalise the raft of housing standards which local authorities applied to development. At the 
heart of the Review was a desire to reduce developer costs and create attractive conditions to 
significantly boost housing delivery. The industry was heavily involved in the Review.  
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The outcome of the Review was the establishment via Building Regulations of mandatory baseline 
standards which apply nationwide to all developments. The Government also created a series of 
enhanced Optional Standards relating to access and water, along with a new optional national 
standard on internal space. All of these are implemented through planning but access and water are 
optional Building Regulations and Space Standards are planning only.  
 
Initially the industry had concerns that the enhanced standards would be applied by Local 
Authorities as their starting point. Application of the enhanced standards has the potential to have 
significant implications in terms of product range, build cost, affordability and consumer choice, 
cumulative policy burden, viability and ultimately housing delivery.  
 
In response, the Government confirmed that the enhanced standards were intended to be optional 
and that they would only be needed and viable in certain local circumstances. Otherwise, they 
would have been made mandatory in Building Regulations across the country.  
 
The enhanced standards were introduced on a ‘need to have’ rather than on a ‘nice to have’ basis 
and policy safeguards were put in place.  
 
The standards could only be introduced via a new Local Plan and to do so, clear evidence of need 
had to be demonstrated and impact upon viability had to be considered. It was recognised that EIP 
could be the only forum to properly debate whether development should be subject to such 
enhanced standards.  
 
New Regime and Policy Context  
 
The new regime was launched by a Ministerial Statement dated 25th March 2015 and the creation of 
a new section on optional technical standards in the National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG). 
This was also underpinned by existing policy within the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).  
 
Paragraphs 174 and 177 of the NPPF make it clear that via the Local Plan process LPAs should assess 
the cumulative impact of policy burden, including housing standards, to ensure that it does not put 
implementation of the plan at serious risk.  
 
The new Ministerial Statement stated the following: “The optional new national technical standards 
should only be required through any new Local Plan policies if they address a clearly evidenced need, 
and where their impact on viability has been considered, in accordance with the National Planning 
Policy Framework and Planning Guidance.” 
 
Accompanying this, Paragraph 001 Reference ID:56-001-20150327 of the NPPG made it clear that 
LPAs will need to gather evidence to determine whether there is a need for additional standards in 
their area and justify setting appropriate policies in their Local Plans. Paragraph 002 Reference ID 
56-002-20160519 of the NPPG confirms that LPAs should consider the impact of using these 
standards as part of their Local Plan viability assessment. 
 
The new NPPG section provided substantial guidance in terms of the implementation of the new 
regime including specific advice on the individual standards which are discussed below.  
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As referred to above, via Policy LP3 and LP4, Tendring are seeking to apply the optional national 
space standard along with the optional accessibility and adaptability standards.  
 
Nationally Described Space Standards (NDSS) 
 
NPPG sets out clear criteria which Councils must satisfy in order to adopt optional NDSSs over and 
above the requirements of Building Regulations.  
Where a need for internal space standards is identified, local planning authorities should provide 
justification for requiring internal space policies. Local planning authorities should take account of 
the following areas: 

 need – evidence should be provided on the size and type of dwellings currently being built in 
the area, to ensure the impacts of adopting space standards can be properly assessed, for 
example, to consider any potential impact on meeting demand for starter homes. 

 viability – the impact of adopting the space standard should be considered as part of a plan’s 
viability assessment with account taken of the impact of potentially larger dwellings on land 
supply. Local planning authorities will also need to consider impacts on affordability where a 
space standard is to be adopted. 

 timing – there may need to be a reasonable transitional period following adoption of a new 
policy on space standards to enable developers to factor the cost of space standards into 
future land acquisitions. 

The guidance effectively sets out three stages which must be overcome to ensure the NDSSs are 
only applied where needed and impacts are fully considered. We have considered Policy LP37 below 
with these policy hurdles firmly in mind.  

 NEED  
First and foremost a local authority must demonstrate clearly evidenced needs to require the 
NDSSs. The Council have not presented sufficient evidence to demonstrate need for the optional 
enhanced housing standard above what is established as nationally suitable in Building Regulations.  
 
What is currently being built?  
 
The point to note here is that all new housing clearly must comply with Building Regulations which 
allows flexibility in terms of footprint, room size, circulation space etc. This can be considered 
carefully by the housing market in determining product choice to meet the needs and demands of 
customers. This in turn allows for build refinement in relation to internal fit out. Finally this results in 
whole range of supply chain and construction efficiencies which are crucial to reducing cost, driving 
affordability and reducing build time to increase production. None of this appears to have been 
considered by the Council.  
 
Current sales / Need for market intervention  
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The industry is firmly of the view that current sales rates confirm that current product range is fully 
suitable for those wanting to buy properties. The industry knows its customers and what they want. 
Sales rates in the district are strong.  
 
When establishing need, we would expect Tendring to consider market indicators such as quality of 
life impacts or reduced sales rates with consumer information sighting the inadequacy of housing 
stock in the local area. This does not appear to have been provided to justify application of the 
enhanced standard and market intervention. The Inspector should not endorse the policy without 
this being demonstrated.  
 
The Council must demonstrate why there is a need to impose the NDSS via Policy LP3 and LP4.  
 
Existing Stock / Second Hand Market  
 
Whilst not directly referenced in the NPPG, it is sensible to consider the existing stock. The borough 
has a wide range and choice of second hand properties, ranging from flats and terraced housing 
stock to larger suburban properties. New housing forms only a part of the overall housing market. 
Consumers can choose whether to buy new build or second hand. Those who want to buy 
properties of a larger size than the market is currently building can choose a different offer from the 
second hand market.  
 
Meeting Needs and Impacts on Affordability  
 
A key part of the national guidance is considering the affordability implications of adopting the 
enhanced national space standards. Delivering new housing to assist with affordability is an 
important consideration. It is clear from the emerging plan’s evidence base that affordability in 
Braintree is already a key issue. Indeed, the affordability gap is such that there is a need to boost 
overall housing numbers to seek to combat this. To adopt the enhanced standards we would have 
expected a clear need to have been identified by the SHMA. However, this has not been the case 
and conversely the main issue has been the need to address affordability pressures.  
 
The increase in size increases build cost. Increases in sales prices can have a very negative impact on 
the level of accessibility to market dwellings based upon mortgage rates. 
 
Clearly inclusion of the NDSS would have an adverse impact upon affordability and would be 
contrary to the plan’s own objectives. The implications of applying the NDSS is that it increases build 
cost, which in turn increases sales price and this undermines delivery of the plans objectives. We 
note that no assessment has been undertaken as to how many more families will be pushed into 
affordable need as they can no longer afford a NDSS compliant home.  
 
Strategic Housing Market Area  
 
Purchasers of new homes have a choice of where and what to buy. They make their choice based on 
a range of factors which includes what they can afford. Adoption of the standard will have an 
adverse impact on the affordability of new homes. Based on this impact, purchasers could choose or 
be forced to live elsewhere potentially having significant impacts on the assumptions and objectives 
of the plan. 
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VIABILITY  
Only once a clear need has been demonstrated should the local authority consider testing if the 
enhanced standards are viable, bearing in mind cumulative policy burden. It is not clear from the 
Councils evidence that it has suitably assessed the viability implications of applying the NDSS’s 
alongside all other policy requirements of the plan. The ‘Tendring Economic Viability Study,  
Three Dragons and Troy Planning + Design, July 2017’ seeks to factor in NDSS. However, this 
assessment uses low Benchmark Land Values (p65) as detailed in the table below that are far too 
low and are not representative of the market. In light of this, it is considered that the ‘Tendring 
Economic Viability Study’ is not a sound assessment of the viability implications of applying NDSS.  
 

 Efficient use of Land  
 
The Council should be ensuring that new development maximises the efficient use of land.   
 
Implications on Affordability   
 
Sales price increases would have a significant impact on affordability in an area where the gap is 
widening. Applying the NDSSs will increase the price of a starter home making it markedly harder for 
people to get on the housing ladder.  
 
Viability of Sites  
 
Adoption of the NDSS on 100% of housing will have a significant impact on the viability of sites. It is 
also not a case of simply increasing build cost - increased housing sizes will result in less efficient use 
of land and thus a relative increase in infrastructure burden per plot.  
 
Implications for Brown Field sites  
 
The space standard will have a disproportionate effect on sites in lower value areas and those which 
are brown field. These sites often have remediation costs associated with them + current use value 
which further compound issues with achieving minimum benchmark land values.  
 
TIMING  
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Based on the above, Persimmon Homes is expecting that the NDSS requirement will be dropped 
from Policy LP3 and LP4 however in the event that it is retained, transitional arrangements must be 
suitably addressed as required by NPPG. A transitional period would allow developers to factor in 
the additional cost associated with this policy into future land deals. 
 
The land deals which underpin the majority of identified sites for this plan period will have already 
been secured and as such the proposed transitional arrangements will not provide adequate time 
for the cost to be factored in to the contracts for those sites. Nevertheless, if Tendring is minded to 
retain the NDSS requirement then we recommend a transitional arrangement of a minimum of 3 
years to allow those sites to move through the planning system before the requirements are 
enforced. Therefore NDSS would apply to site to which permission is granted after 2020.  
 
Clarity should be included within the policy to ensure that NDSSs cannot be applied to any approval 
(outline or detailed) prior to the specified date and that where development is approved prior to 
this date all housing built pursuant to the approval under Reserved Matters applications will not be 
subject to the increased space standard. It also needs to be made clear that the cut-off date is based 
upon the time at which planning approval is secured, not when development commences as the 
implications of enhanced standards cannot be factored in so late in the development process.  
 
Taking the above into account and the consequential effect of the transitional policy, the removal of 
the NDSS requirement altogether would appear much more logical thus providing clarity for all.  
 
Housing White Paper – ‘Fixing our broken housing market’  
 
In the recently Housing White Paper the Government have confirmed their view that the 
fundamentals of the Building Regulations system remain sound and that important steps were taken 
in the last Parliament.  
 
In relation to Space Standards, paragraph 1.55 states that “the use of minimum space standards for 
new development is seen as an important tool in delivering quality family homes. However the 
Government is concerned that a one size fits all approach may not reflect the needs and aspirations 
of a wider range of households. For example, despite being highly desirable, many traditional mews 
houses could not be built under today’s standards. We also want to make sure the standards do not 
rule out new approaches to meeting demand, building on the high quality compact living model of 
developers such as Pocket Homes. The Government will review the Nationally Described Space 
Standard to ensure greater local housing choice, while ensuring we avoid a race to the bottom in the 
size of homes on offer.” 
 
The above confirms the Government’s intentions to review NDSSs. This does not have any 
immediate impact upon Tendring’s emerging plan. However, it does demonstrate the Government’s 
unease with a one size fits all approach and its desire to ensure greater local housing choice. 
Unfortunately, introduction of the NDSSs would narrow the choice available at the expense of 
affordability and viability.  
 

14. Comment - Policy LP4 (Housing Layout) 
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Persimmon supports the desire to create a sense of place. There seems to be a conflict between 
criteria (e) and (f) when it comes to the approach to density.  
 

15. Comment - Policy LP5 (Affordable and Council Housing) 
 
The draft version of the Plan considered by the Local Plan Committee on Monday 12th June 2017 is 
set out in the Committee Papers. The version of the Local Plan considered by Members specified a 
target of 25% affordable housing under Policy LP5 and clearly ‘struck through’ the reference to 30%. 
The report on item 7 ‘publication draft local plan’ makes no reference to affordable housing. The 
minute of the meeting does not detail any amendment to the plan in relation to the percentage of 
affordable housing.  
 
The report to the 15th June Council meeting to endorse the plan makes no reference to an 
amendment to the plan in relation to the percentage of affordable housing. The draft local plan 
appended as ‘A1 – Appendix A’ also specifies a target of 25% affordable housing. The draft minute of 
the meeting does not detail any amendment to the plan in relation to the percentage of affordable 
housing. Members endorsed the publication of the consultation draft which includes a target of 25% 
affordable housing. Notwithstanding this, the published consultation draft includes a target of 30%.  
 
In light of the above, the draft plan produced by Officers and considered by Members and to which 
they endorsed for consultation purposes includes a target of 25% affordable housing. The plan was 
drafted having regard to the evidence base. It is unclear why the consultation draft includes a higher 
percentage of affordable housing than endorsed by Members. It is important that the totality and 
scale of obligations and policy requirements within the plan does not threaten development 
viability. The ‘Tendring Economic Viability Study, Three Dragons and Troy Planning + Design, July 
2017’ seeks to factor in affordable housing. However, this assessment uses very low Benchmark 
Land Values (p65) that are far too low and are not representative of the market. In light of this, it is 
considered that the ‘Tendring Economic Viability Study’ is not a sound assessment of the viability 
implications of applying a requirement of 30% affordable housing alongside all the other 
requirements.  
 
There is a need to increase housing delivery within the Country as a whole and within the District. It 
is considered that this would be hampered if the Policy burdens placed upon developers are too 
great. It is considered that the Member endorsed 25% requirement would be more representative 
of what developments can viably achieve.  
 
The forward to the Policy should make clear what is meant by ‘Council Housing’ and the mechanism 
by which such properties are transferred to the Council.  
 
Para 5.5.1 implies that there is limited control upon occupations of Affordable Housing provided by 
Registered Providers. Registered Providers of social housing have a mandatory statutory and 
regulatory obligation to assist local authorities in the discharge of their duties under Part VII of the 
Housing Act 1996. Furthermore, many authorities when grant planning permission include within 
the associated legal agreement (s106) a requirement for the Registered Provider to enter into a 
Nominations Agreement with the Council. A Nominations Agreement is a contract under which 
Councils can place those in housing need into housing association homes as they become available. 
In areas where affordable housing is in short supply Councils usually seek the right to nominate all 
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new housing association tenants. Therefore, there is a mechanism so Tendring can ensure that new 
affordable housing provided by a Registered Provider can be prioritised to those who qualify and are 
in the greatest need based upon their own housing register.  
 
The draft Policy seeks either (i) 30% of new dwellings as affordable housing or as an alternative (ii) 
10% as Council Housing plus a commuted sum.  The Policy by virtue of the different percentages 
sought seeks to recognise the significant increase in costs to the developer associated with providing 
‘Council Housing’.  
 
The second paragraph should make it clear that the 30% referred to relates to Affordable Housing 
and not a (unspecified) proportion of affordable housing and a (unspecified) proportion of ‘Council 
Housing’.  The proposed change is detailed below;  
 

‘For development proposals outside of the Tendring Colchester Borders Garden Community, 
involving the creation of 11 or more (net) homes, the Council will expect 30% of new 
dwellings, (including conversions) to be made available to Tendring District Council (subject 
to viability testing) or its nominated partner(s) to acquire at a proportionate discounted 
value for use as affordable or council housing.  
Places 
As an alternative, the Council will accept a minimum 10% of new dwellings, (including 
conversions) to be made available to Tendring District Council or its nominated partner(s) to 
acquire at a proportionate discounted value for use as council housing alongside a financial 
contribution towards the construction or acquisition of property for use as council housing 
equivalent to delivering the remainder of the 30% requirement’. 

 
Paragraph 5 states that the ‘size and type of council housing will be specified by the Council on a 
case-by-case basis having regard to the latest housing needs register and will be the subject of 
negotiation between the Council and the developer or applicant’. It is not clear as worded whether 
this statement also refers to ‘Affordable Housing’.  
 
Notwithstanding the above, Para 5 purely refers to the Housing Needs Register. The Strategic 
Housing Market Assessment (Jan 2016) includes an assessment of ‘additional units required to meet 
housing need in Tendring’ and ‘Size and type of affordable home required by those in need (per 
annum) in Tendring’ (see Tables 5.13d AND 5.14d, p145, SHMA 2016). The Council has therefore 
assessed the need for the size and type of affordable homes required over the plan period. It is 
considered that in assessing the housing need purely on the Housing Needs Register would not be 
fully representative of need, particularly the need for intermediate housing products.  
 
The Economic Viability Study (2017) makes an assumption regarding the split between Affordable 
Rented Units and Intermediate Tenures (para 2.25). The assessment recognises that there may be 
scenarios whereby the tenure mix needs to be flexed to have regard to development viability.  
 
The size of units will also be informed by the nature of the scheme. For instance, a scheme of 
predominantly apartments may struggle to include four bedroom houses and this should be 
recognised.  
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In light of the above, it is considered that the size and tenure should be determined having regard to 
the most robust available data including the most recent SHMA, the Housing Needs Register, 
development viability and the nature of the development. In light of the above, paragraph 5 should 
be amended to read;  
 

The size and type of Affordable and / or Council Housing within a qualifying  development 
shall be assessed on a case-by-case basis having regard to the most recent Strategic Housing 
Market Assessment, latest housing needs register, development viability and the nature of 
the scheme and will be the subject of negotiation between the Council and the developer or 
applicant. 

 
 

16. Support - Policy PP3 (Village and Neighbourhood Centres) (p143) 
 
The policy encourages small-scale retail development to serve day-to-day needs. The Policy 
identifies a proposed neighbourhood centre at ‘Rouses Farm Garden Suburb’. Persimmon Homes 
supports Policy PP2. Persimmon Homes are promoting the land at Rouses Farm, west of Jaywick 
Lane and south of St.John’s Road, Clacton-on-Sea for a mix of residential development, community 
facilities and public open space. As part of this development, Persimmon Homes are proposing that 
the site accommodate a neighborhood centre which would include provision for a medical facility 
and retail opportunity.   The scale of the facility seeks to meet local day-to-day needs and not exceed 
to the ‘local impact threshold in PP4’ and as such would not threaten the viability or vitality of 
existing centres.   
 

17. Support - Policy PP12 (Improving Education and Skills)  
 
Persimmon Homes support the need to mitigate the impact of development on education.  
Persimmon Homes are promoting the land at Rouses Farm, west of Jaywick Lane and south of 
St.John’s Road, Clacton-on-Sea for a mix of residential development, community facilities and public 
open space. As part of this development, the Masterplan includes provision for a new Primary 
School and early years facility.  
 

18. Support – Policy SAMU4 (Development at Rouses Farm, Jaywick Lane, Clacton) 
 
Persimmon Homes supports Policy SAMU4. Persimmon Homes are promoting the land at Rouses 
Farm, west of Jaywick Lane and south of St.John’s Road, Clacton-on-Sea for a mix of residential 
development, community facilities and public open space. As part of this process, Persimmon 
Homes have engaged with the local community and other stakeholders to seek their views as 
evidenced in the Statement of Community Involvement submitted to Tendring Council (July 2017).  
 
As part of the Preferred Options Consultation, Persimmon Homes submitted a ‘Site Deliverability 
Statement, September 2016). This sets the site and policy context. As set out in the Deliverability 
Statement, Persimmon Homes commissioned a specialist consultant team to produce various 
technical assessments as part of an Environmental Statement. The findings of this technical work 
had informed the Deliverability Statement and the associated Masterplan.  
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Since the production of the Site Deliverability Statement, the technical assessments and associated 
Masterplan work and pre-application engagement has continued. Persimmon Homes have formally 
advanced proposals for the development of the site for up to 950 residential units (including 
affordable housing) with a new neighborhood centre comprising a local healthcare facility of up to 
1,500 sq.m and up to 700sq.m for shops, food and drink and community centre. In addition, the 
proposal includes a 2.1ha site for a new primary school and associated roads, open space, drainage 
landscaping and other associated infrastructure.  
 
The proposal includes a Masterplan and a series of Parameter Plans which detail how the proposed 
development can be satisfactorily provided on-site and create an attractive community. The 
planning application was submitted in July 2017 and is supported by an Environmental Statement 
which is underpinned by the detailed technical studies undertaken.  
 
The development would make a substantial contribution towards the delivery of both market and 
affordable housing, including provision for bungalows. It supports the plan and assist the Council 
maintain an adequate supply of housing land during the initial part of the plan period.  
 
The site forms a sustainable extension to Clacton, with the ability to meet infrastructure thresholds 
for education and healthcare provision. The allocation supports the Council’s spatial strategy in 
focusing a proportionate amount of growth to existing settlements to meet housing need and to 
support employment opportunities.  
 
In terms of part (a) of the Policy, this seeks at least 850 new homes including affordable housing. 
This is supported. As detailed above, the Master planning and technical assessments demonstrate 
that the site and associated infrastructure can successfully accommodate a mixed use development 
including 950 homes.  
 
In terms of part (b) and (k) of the Policy, this seeks a new primary school on-site. As detailed above, 
the Masterplanning and technical evidence demonstrates that this can be accommodated and 
successfully integrated into the new neighborhood.  
 
In terms of part (c) and (d), Persimmon support the delivery of a new neighborhood centre and 
healthcare facilities on this site. Persimmon Homes have had ongoing discussions with NHS England 
with regards the type of facility to meet the needs within the area and this has informed the 
proposals for this site.  
 
In terms of part (e), (f) and (g), Persimmon Homes have engaged throughout the plan making 
process and have evolved a Masterplan having regard to the Council’s objectives for this site, 
community consultation and various detailed technical assessments. The Masterplan would deliver 
the objectives of SAMU4, including the quantum of open space sought and the access arrangements 
as specified.  
 
In terms of parts (i), (j), (m), Persimmon Homes consider that these are sensible stipulations to 
which the proposed Masterplan has had regard.  
 

19. Policy CP3 Improving the telecommunications network (p188) 
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Whilst paragraphs 43 to 46 of the NPPF establishes that local planning authorities should seek 
support the expansion of electronic communications networks it does not seek to prevent 
development that does not have access to such networks. By stating all, new dwellings must be 
served by super-fast broadband potentially allows the Council to refuse a development without such 
provision or impose a Grampian condition preventing a development from being occupied until such 
networks are provided. The provision of super-fast broadband is not in the control of the developer 
who requires a third party provider for such infrastructure. It is also the case that the house building 
industry is fully aware of the benefits of having their homes connected to super-fast broadband and 
what their customers will demand. 
 
We are also concerned that no additional costs have been included in the viability study for such 
provision. The study sets out in appendix 2 that these costs are incorporated into standard 
assumptions on development costs. However, we consider it essential that this policy is properly 
costed within the viability study. In particular the cost of such a policy on smaller developments in 
more rural communities could be significant and should be considered separately. Without this 
additional evidence there is clearly no justification to support this policy. In seeking to extend 
broadband to homes the Council should work proactively with telecommunications providers to 
extend provision and not rely on the development industry to provide for such infrastructure. 
 
The fourth bullet point following part d) of this policy should therefore be deleted. 
 
Conclusion 
 
Persimmon Homes welcomes the opportunity to comment. We support the Council’s ongoing Plan 
making process and the broad thrust of the Local Plan. We hope these representations are of 
assistance in taking the plan forward to the next stage of plan preparation and examination.  
 
 
 
Yours sincerely 

 David Moseley,  
Planning Manager,  
Persimmon Homes Essex 
 
  



Introduction
Braintree District Council, Tendring District 
Council and Colchester Borough Council, have 
each published their own Publication Draft Local 
Plan for consultation. Section 1 is common to 
each plan. This response form can be used to 
respond to any part of the 3 Plans. It is important 
to specify which.

The 3 Plans have been published in order for 
representations to be made prior to submission 
of the documents to the Planning Inspectorate 
for examination. All representations will be 
examined by a Planning Inspector. The purpose 
of the examination is to consider whether the Plan 
complies with the legal requirements, the duty to 
co-operate and is sound. 

Each Local Plan has two parts:

Publication Draft Local Plan Section 1 - A set 
of strategic policies constructed in partnership 
between the three authorities and Essex 

County Council. This means that the Section 1 
policies are intended to apply across all three 
Local Authorities. These policies include those 
relating to Garden Communities, housing supply, 
employment, shopping and the environment. 
You can send your response to any one of the 
authorities as all responses to Section 1 will be 
collated. Only 1 response to the 3 authorities is 
required.

Publication Draft Local Plan Section 2 - relates 
to the specific district, contains more detailed 
policies and is used to determine planning 
applications. If you wish to comment on the 
Braintree Publication Draft Local Plan Section 
2 you should send your comments to Braintree 
District Council.

If you would like assistance in completing your 
representation or have any other questions 
about the Publication Draft Local Plan please 
contact the Planning Policy Team by email 
planningpolicy@braintree.gov.uk or by phone on 
01376 552525 and ask for Planning Policy.

GUIDANCE NOTES 
& RESPONSE FORM 
to accompany the Publication Draft Local Plan (2017) 

Braintree 
D i s t r i c t  
Counc i l

LOCAL

Shape your district
 2017-33 PLAN

Please read these guidance notes before completing the response form



Part A - Personal Details
Please note that it is not possible for 
representations to be considered anonymously. 
Representations will be published on the 
Council’s websites and included as part of the 
Publication Draft Local Plan submissions to 
the Inspector. Address and contact details will 
removed from published responses. (Village/town 
shown). 

The Council reserves the right not to publish or 
take into account any representations which it 
considers offensive or defamatory.  

Please supply an email address if you have one 
as it will allow us to contact you electronically. 
Everyone who submits a representation will be 
added to the relevant consultation database (if 
not already included) so that we can keep you 
up to date with the plan. If you do not wish to be 
contacted in this way please state this clearly on 
the form.  

If an agent or consultant has been engaged to act 
on your behalf please fill in both sets of details in 
full. Correspondence will be sent to the agent. If 
you are a landowner with an agent acting on your 
behalf, please ensure that your agent knows the 
site name and reference number which your site 
has been given.  

Part B - Representation
Please specify which section of the Publication 
Draft Local Plan your comments relate to, by 
choosing one of the following;  

Section 1 A response to this section will be 
reported to all 3 authorities. 

Section 2 Colchester       
Section 2 Tendring          
Section 2 Braintree

Which part of the plan are you responding to 
(please use one form per submission):

Paragraph:  for a representation on wording or  
paragraph content    

Policy: for a representation on the wording  
or inclusion or omission of a policy       

Other: for example a map inset number, 
site reference  or the wording or  
content of tables or appendices

Legal Compliance and Duty 
to Co-operate
If commenting on how the Publication Draft 
Local Plan has been prepared, it is likely that 
your comments will relate to a matter of legal 
compliance.  

The Inspector will check that the Plan meets the 
legal requirements  

You should consider the following before making 
a representation on legal compliance:

• The Plan should be included in the current
Local Development Scheme (LDS) and the
key stages should have been followed.

• The process of community involvement
for the Plan in question should be in general
accordance with the Statement of
Community Involvement (SCI).

• The Plan should comply with the Town
and County Planning (Local Planning)
(England) Regulations 2012 (the Regulations).
On publication, the LPA must publish the
documents prescribed in the Regulations;
making them available on its website and at
its principal offices. It must also notify the
Local Plan bodies (as set out in the
Regulations) and any persons who have
requested to be notified.

• The LPA must provide a Sustainability
Appraisal Report. This should identify
the process by which it has been carried out,
baseline information used to inform the
process and the outcomes of that process.

• LPAs will be expected to provide evidence of
how they have complied with the Duty to
Co-operate.

• Non-compliance with the duty to cooperate
cannot be rectified after the Plan’s
submission. Therefore the Inspector has no
power to recommend modifications in this
regard. Where the duty has not been
complied with, the Inspector has no choice
but to recommend non-adoption of the Plan.

These plans are 
specific to each 
authority.

}



Soundness 
Soundness is explained in National Planning 
Policy Framework (NPPF) paragraph 182. The 
Inspector has to be satisfied that the Plan is 
positively prepared, justified, effective and 
consistent with national policy.  

More details and further guidance on what is 
meant by the term ‘soundness’ can be found 
below and at; www.planningportal.gov.uk

Positively prepared 
This means that 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 reasonable alternatives, 
based  on a proportionate, robust and credible 
evidence base. 

Effective
The Plan should be deliverable over its period 
and based on effective joint working on cross-
boundary strategic priorities, sound infrastructure 
delivery planning and no regulatory or national 
planning barriers. It should be flexible to changing 
circumstances 

Consistent with national policy 
The Plan should be consistent with national 
policy. Departure must be clearly justified. 

If you think the content of the Plan is not sound 
because it does not include a policy where it 
should do, you should go through the following 
steps before making representations:  

• Is the issue with which you are concerned
already covered specifically by national
planning policy? If so it does not need to be
included?

• Is what you are concerned with covered by
any other policies in the Plan on which you
are seeking to make representations or in any
other Plan?

• If the policy is not covered, how is the Plan
unsound without the policy?

• If the Plan is unsound without the policy, what
should the policy say?

Using the spaces provided please give details of 
why you think the Publication Draft Local Plan is 
not ‘sound having regard to the legal compliance, 
duty to cooperate and the four requirements 
set out above. You should try to support your 
representation by evidence showing why the Plan 
should be modified. If your representation is
over 100 words please include a summary of 
its main points in the box provided.

It will be helpful if you also say precisely 
how you think the Plan should be modified. 
Representations should cover succinctly all 
information, evidence and supporting information 
necessary to support/justify the representation 
and suggested modification, as there will not 
normally be a further opportunity to make 
submissions based on the original representation 
made at publication.    

Where there are groups who share a common 
view on how they wish to see a Plan modified, 
it would be very helpful for that group to send 
a single representation which represents the 
view. In such cases the group should indicate 
how many people it is representing and how the 
representation has been authorised.  

All the formal representations received during this 
stage will be submitted to and considered by the 
appointed independent Planning Inspector at the 
public examination on the Plan. The process is 
likely to include public hearings. The Inspector 
will determine the most appropriate procedure to 
adopt to hear those who choose to participate at 
this stage. If you would like to appear and speak 
at the hearings, please state this and explain 
in the space provided why you consider it is 
necessary that you participate.  

Representations can be sent:

• Via the Council’s online consultation portal: 
www.braintree.gov.uk/
publicationdraftLP

• Via a representation form which can
be downloaded from the website and 
returned via email to
localplan@braintree.gov.uk

• or by post to:
Planning Policy,
Braintree District Council
Causeway House
Braintree
CM7 9HB 



Responses are encouraged via the council’s online consultation system available on the website,  
see www.braintree.gov.uk/newlp  However, this form can be returned electronically to  
localplan@braintree.gov.uk or in hard copy if necessary to:

Planning Policy, Braintree district Council, Causeway House, Bocking End, braintree, CM7 9HB 
The consultation runs from 9am Friday, 16th June to 5pm on Friday, 28th July 2017

This form has two parts: 
Part A - Personal Details and Part B - Your comments

Draft Local Plan 

RESPONSE FORM

1. Personal Details  

Title

First Name

Last Name

Organisation  
(Where relevant) 

Address Line 1 

Address Line 2 

Address Line 3 

Post Code 

E-mail Address 

Telephone  
Number 

2. Agent’s Details (if applicable) 
Title 

First Name

Last Name

Organisation

Address Line 1 

Address Line 2 

Address Line 3 

Post Code 

E-mail Address 

Telephone  
Number

PART A

For internal Use only          ID:         Rep No: Braintree 
D i s t r i c t  
Counc i l

LOCAL

Shape your district
 2017-33    PLAN

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



REPRESENTATION FORM
Please Note: If your representation relates to Section One of the North Essex Strategic Plan / Garden 
Communities you only need to respond to one of the Local Authorities. All representations received by 
Braintree, Colchester and Tendring relating to Section One of the Plan(s) will be submitted together.

You do not need to return this form if you have completed a response using any of the Council’s online 
systems for this consultation. Duplicates will not be considered

Please specify which section of the Publication Draft Local Plan your comments relate to by 
choosing one of the following: 

  Section 1        Section 2 Colchester        Section 2 Tendring         Section 2 Braintree 

Which part of the section are you responding to? 

e.g. Paragraph/Policy/Map/Other

Do you consider the Local Plan is Legally compliant? 
  Yes        No

Does it comply with the Duty to Co-operate? 
  Yes        No

Do you consider the Local Plan is Sound? 
  Yes        No

If you do not consider the Local Plan is sound, please specify on what grounds: 
  Positively prepared        Justified        Effective        Consistent with National Policy

Enter your full representation here: 

PART B

Continue onto next page



If your representation is more than 100 words, please provide a brief summary here:



Please specify the changes needed to be made to make the Plan sound / legally compliant

Do you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination? 
  Yes        No

If Yes - you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you 
consider this to be necessary

Please note the inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear 
those who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

Did you raise the matter that is the subject of your representation with the LPA earlier  
in the process of the preparation of the Local Plan 

  Yes        No

If yes which stage 
  Issues and Options        Preferred Options

Do you wish to be notified? 

  When the document is submitted for independent examination? 

  When the Inspectors Report is published? 

  When document is adopted?

Braintree & Tendring: Return by 5pm 28th July 2017 
(responses to section 2 Braintree and Tendring will not be accepted after this date. After 

this date responses to Section 1 should be sent to Colchester Borough Council)

Colchester: Return by 5pm 11th August 2017
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INTRODUCTION 

1.1 These representations have been prepared by Strutt & Parker on behalf of Ray Chapman 

Associates and relate to the Draft Local Plan consultation by the North Essex Authorities 

(Section 1) and Tendring District Council (Section 2). 

1.2 We consider the proposed Plan to be unsound.  The Plan has not been positively prepared 

to the extent that it does not seek to meet the Objectively Assessed Housing Needs for the 

Market Area, particularly in relation to the housing supply (including five year supply) for 

Tendring District.   

1.3 We are concerned that aspects of the plan are not justified, including the selection of some 

sites. 

1.4 We have significant concerns that the Plan is not legally compliant as it does not follow the 

SA/SEA procedures in relation to site selection. 

SP3 and LP1 – Meeting Housing needs & OAHN 

1.5 Household projections from CLG, Table 406, indicate a household growth of 12,280 

dwellings will be needed in Tendring between 2013-2033, equal to 613dpa for 20yrs. Taking 

the Council’s period of 2013-37 for annual growth, this is 625dpa. 

1.6 We are concerned that the housing supply set out in SP3 will not be sufficient to deliver the 

OAHN for the District.  Accordingly, the proposed housing development should be increased 

to meet the OAHN and additional sites should be identified in sustainable locations to meet 

the full OAHN as required by the NPPF paragraph 47. Land south of Centenary Way has 

been identified through the evidence base as being more sustainable than allocated sites 

and, for the plan to be considered sound, must be allocated 

1.7 Policy SP3 identifies an OAN for Tendring District of 550dpa. In a document referred to as 

‘Methodology for the Five-Year Housing Supply and Prediction for 31 March 2017 Housing 

Land Supply’ the Council explains how it reached this position.  Whilst it is stated within the 

report itself that it does not represent the ‘official’ five-year housing land supply, TDC are 

utilising its findings for the purposes of plan making an decision-taking.  

1.8 The OAN is disputed and it is considered that the starting point for calculating the OAN is 

625dpa. Accounting for the significant deficit of homes not delivered in the current plan 

period and a 20% buffer in accordance with the NPPF, the five year housing requirement in 
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Tendring is 5,243 dwellings. Taking the council’s indicated supply, with adjustments for 

lapse rates, a total of 3,105 dwellings is identified. Added to a windfall allowance of 500 

dwellings, it is calculated that the Council can identify a best-case scenario of providing 

3.4yrs supply of land for housing.     

1.9 The Council have determined that they will pursue an OAN of 550dpa for the emerging Local 

Plan (2013 – 2033). The overall need over the 20yrs is therefore calculated by TDC to be 

11,000 dwellings (Policy SP3). The unorthodox calculation of OAN will need to be tested.  

1.10 The Council’s OAN Report by PBA, updated in January 2016, has guided the Local Plan 

decisions in relation to housing supply.  Paragraphs 7.75 – 7.81 confirm that TDC has 

consistently failed to meet the OAN set under various Plans.  The Structure Plan period 

(1996-2011) resulted in an undersupply of 385dwellings; the East of England RSS (2001-

2011) resulted in a shortfall of 781 dwellings; the Replacement Local Plan (2004-2011) has 

a shortfall of 228 dwellings. Following a ‘reset’ of the housing supply based on a new SHMA 

in 2012/13, the Council has under-delivered by -929 dwellings. 

1.11 The Report also makes clear the link between planning for the delivery of land for housing 

and the influence of market signals at paragraph 7.94:  

Thirdly in Tendring the lack of plan coverage make it very difficult to conclude that 

market signals were not influenced by the lack of development land being made 

available. Should more land have been made available development may have been 

higher. 

1.12 It is noted that TDC have persistently under delivered against the OAN, including in the most 

recent monitoring period (2015/16) when just 245 dwellings were delivered. While the 

Council have estimated that 640 dwellings have been delivered in 2016/17, this has not 

been confirmed in an AMR. Irrespective, in relation to the Council’s estimated five-year need 

of 884dpa, the council is still failing to deliver the homes required in accordance with the 

NPPF. 

1.13 Table 406 of the Household Projections by CLG should provide the starting point for 

identifying housing need. The Local Plan aims to deliver 11,000 dwellings over the Plan. For 

the above reasons, it is considered that the Local Plan will therefore fail to meet its 

objectively assessed need for housing, in conflict with the NPPF.  
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1.14 Policies SP3 and LP1 should be amended to increase the housing supply accordingly. Our 

client’s site would provide a sustainable site (see TDC 2016 SA), that is suitable and 

available (see TDC SHLAA) to accommodate a portion of the additional need.  

1.15 In addition to the above, we are concerned that the Council’s site allocations will not be able 

to deliver the housing proposed in Policy LP1. The Council’s Reg 18 Draft Local Plan stated 

that 2,780 dwellings would be delivered in Clacton On Sea.  Although sites have been 

removed from the Local Plan since that time, and a low density standard applied, the number 

of dwellings to be provided has remained the same.  There is therefore some doubt and a 

lack of clarity as to how the Council intend to deliver the numbers of dwellings indicated 

within the sites allocated. 

Windfall Allowance 

1.16 In addition, the Council is relying on the delivery of 1,399 dwellings from windfall sites (Policy 

LP1 – Small sites with planning consents and trend based completions). Paragraph 48 of 

the NPPF states that: 

“Local planning authorities may make an allowance for windfall sites in the five-year 

supply if they have compelling evidence that such sites have consistently become 

available in the local area and will continue to provide a reliable source of supply. 

Any allowance should be realistic having regard to the Strategic Housing Land 

Availability Assessment, historic windfall delivery rates and expected future trends, 

and should not include residential gardens” (emphasis added). 

1.17 The Draft Local Plan places significant reliance on windfall to meet housing need, with 12% 

of the total to be delivered through windfall development. 

1.18 By definition, there is considerable uncertainty as to how much of a contribution windfall will 

be able to make towards delivery housing. It is far from clear that it will be able to make the 

level of contribution that LP1 assumes. The scale of windfall development is presumably 

based on the assumption that historic levels of windfall provision will continue, but provides 

no evidence as to why this is the case, certainly nothing that can be considered “compelling” 

as required by the NPPF.  

1.19 While the Council may be able to demonstrate a consistent historic windfall for the purposes 

of its five year supply, there is no rationale for concluding that this will continue to provide a 

reliable source of supply. Historic windfall will have been achieved during a period when the 

Council had an out of date Local Plan and as such sustainable sites not identified in the 

2007 Local Plan will have been delivered.  



RCA – July 2017 
Land South of Centenary Way, Clacton 

 

6 

 

1.20 The Local Plan 2013-33 should seek to meet the full OAHN by allocating sufficient land for 

housing. If the council rely on a significant windfall allowance to meet the OAHN, without 

clear justification in accordance with Paragraph 48 of the NPPF, the Plan will be unsound.  

1.21 The glossary to the NPPF confirms that Windfall Sites are those that: ‘have not been 

specifically identified as available in the Local Plan process. They normally comprise 

previously-developed sites that have unexpectedly become available’.  Relying on a high 

level of windfall is contrary to the definition of windfall and should be avoided, so that these 

sites provide a genuine boost above the identified need.   

1.22 Further, the Council’s evidence base indicates that it is able to identify a sufficient number 

of available, suitable and achievable sites in sustainable locations to meet the full OAHN.  

To rely on windfall sites, which are by definition those not identified in a local plan, may result 

in the Plan being unjustified and unsound.   

1.23 Additional sites should be identified to deliver the 1,399 dwellings indicated to be achieved 

through Windfall, such as site UE1.8. 

Policy SPL2 – Settlement Development Boundaries & Map B.6 - Clacton   

1.24 Policy SPL2 is implicitly connected with the Policies Map and Local Maps set out in a later 

section of the Local Plan.  Our objection relates to the boundaries proposed around Clacton 

and the rejection of demonstrably sustainable locations at a late stage in the Plan without 

justification in relation to the LP evidence base or National Planning Policy.  

1.25 The development boundaries have been created without full regard to the sustainability 

appraisal, which considered an earlier form of the Plan to represent a Sustainable approach 

to development and not the current version being consulted upon.  

1.26 The details relating to the removal of an otherwise sustainable site from the LP process are 

well recorded. The site is UE1.8 in the SHLAA and CL9 in the August 2016 Sustainability 

Appraisal (SA). The site appears to be CL10 in the June 2017 SA report, which is in itself 

confusing and not transparent. The site was removed as a result of a Planning Committee 

decision to refuse planning permission for a specific scheme of 175 dwellings. The planning 

committee decision was taken in-between two Local Plan decisions: the first being the Local 

Plan Committee which approved the contents of the LP Consultation, to include the above 

site; and the second being a Full Council meeting that removed the site from the 

Consultation.  It is considered that the proper process of establishing the most suitable and 

sustainable approach to delivering growth in Tendring has not therefore been undertaken.   
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1.27 In this single example, the Council made a decision to remove an otherwise sustainable site 

from the Local Plan process in conflict with its own evidence to date, that the site is a suitable 

location for development and required to make up the housing delivery sought.  We are 

uncertain how many other sites may have been removed for the same, or other, reasons at 

a late stage and without justification.  

1.28 The local plan is an evidence based process. Paragraph 158 of the NPPF sets out that each 

LPA should ensure the Local Plan is based on adequate, up-to-date and relevant evidence 

and that Local Plans are justified, that is, the plan should be the most appropriate strategy, 

when considered against the reasonable alternatives, based on proportionate evidence 

(paragraph 182).  Paragraph 14 of the PPG (ID:12-014-20140306) expands on this, stating 

that ‘The evidence needs to inform what is in the plan and shape its development rather 

than being collected retrospectively’. 

1.29 Paragraph 155 states that: Early and meaningful engagement and collaboration with 

neighbourhoods, local organisations and businesses is essential. A wide section of the 

community should be proactively engaged, so that Local Plans, as far as possible, reflect a 

collective vision and a set of agreed priorities for the sustainable development of the area, 

including those contained in any neighbourhood plans that have been made’. Paragraph 

157 expects Local Plans to: be based on co-operation with neighbouring authorities, public, 

voluntary and private sector organisations.  

1.30 Accordingly, our client’s site had been considered by the Council over a number of stages 

to represent a site that, on the basis of its evidence, is a sustainable location for residential 

growth. The merits of the site are set out elsewhere in this representation. With regards to 

the evidence, the site was supported by the Local Plan Committee in its final consideration 

of sites on Thursday 9th June 2016, which followed from continual assessment from July 

2014. The inclusion of the Site was based on relevant evidence and was justified in 

accordance with paragraph 182. 

1.31 The removal of the site from the spatial strategy, on the basis of a specific application, is 

considered to be incompatible with the objective and democratic plan making process 

outlined within the NPPF. Further, the removal of the site at a late stage is unlikely to be 

justified in relation to the evidence base, which up to that point supported the delivery of our 

client’s site. While the site is a single example of the Council’s failure to fully consider its 

evidence when finalising the DLP, we are concerned that its approach will have been 

replicated elsewhere, undermining the plan-making and democratic process. This could 

represent a critical failure of the Local Plan if explored in detail at examination.   
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1.32 These matters were raised at Regulation 18 stage. We are not aware of any response to 

these matters and therefore they are required to be raised again.  

1.33 To resolve this objection, the Council should consider the SA/SEA and the evidence base 

with a view to including those sites found to be sustainable, including Land South of 

Centenary Way, for residential development. It should amend the boundaries of the Local 

Map accordingly. This would reflect the preparation stages of the local plan and be justified 

in relation to the evidence.  At the least, the Council should repeat the consultation process 

and include all sustainable sites identified in the evidence base in order to enable the public 

and stakeholders to determine a collective vision and set of agreed priorities for the 

sustainable development of the district.  

Conflict between Evidence Base and Allocations 

1.34 The 2014 SHLAA informs the spatial distribution of development in the Local Plan. Two 

components of Hartley Gardens were considered with the SHLAA indicating that Land North 

of Cann Hall could deliver 2,205 dwellings and that Land West of Little Clacton Road could 

deliver 1,912 dwellings.  However, the SHLAA notes a ‘potential for development post 2031 

but significant upfront infrastructure investment would be required’.  

1.35 The council has not confirmed how the significant up front infrastructure will be delivered, or 

how the initial appraisal that development would deliver post-2031 has been brought forward 

sufficiently in order to anticipate its contribution towards the delivery of homes in Clacton 

within the Plan period.  The Plan must be capable of delivering the homes and infrastructure 

required.  It is concerning that the Council may have allocated a site that has significant 

infrastructure requirements in favour of sustainable sites that could deliver homes in the 

short and medium term, such as Land South of Centenary Way, Clacton (UE1.8).    

1.36 Similarly, it is not clear how the Plan aims to deliver the required homes on the identified 

sites.  There is a lack of information on the proposed density of strategic sites in order to 

understand whether the current allocations are likely to be able to deliver the homes sought.  

This is particularly important given the Council’s approach to housing density in LP3 - 

Housing Density – which requires further clarity.  

1.37 Paragraph 3.15 of the council’s 2014 SHLAA states that: ‘The general approach for sites 

within existing urban areas has been to apply a density multiplier of 30 dwellings per hectare.  

Because one of the Council’s top priorities is to deliver a lower density of development that 

provides spacious, more aspirational, properties with larger gardens and wider streets, the 

general approach to calculating potential density on a large, typical greenfield site is to apply 
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a density multiplier of 25 dwellings per hectare to 90% of the developable site area (to allow 

for the provision of open spaces and other infrastructure) around the district’s larger urban 

settlements (Clacton, Colchester Fringe, Harwich and Frinton/Walton) and a density 

multiplier of 20 dwellings per hectare around the smaller urban areas of Manningtree, 

Lawford and Mistley, Brightlingsea and the villages. 

1.38 It is not clear within the Plan how the housing densities have been applied to individual sites, 

or whether the land allocated for development at the above densities will be sufficient to 

meet the needs of the district. 

1.39 More crucially, it is considered that the density of development should be considered in 

relation to the character of a settlement and the need to make full and effective use of land. 

We are therefore not convinced that the Plan is effective in regards to paragraph 182 of the 

NPPF. 

Legal Compliance - Suitability of Site UE1.8 and SA/SEA 

1.40 The Site has been assessed through the SA process as CL9 – Land between London Road 

and Centenary Way for 175 dwellings as a ‘Preferred Site Allocation’ (Table 62; p.173 TDC 

SA Part 2 (August 2016)). This appears to have changed to CL10 in the recent update. 

Table 63 of the SA provides an appraisal of each of the Preferred and non-preferred sites, 

in which CL9 scores well.  The fact that CL9 is a Preferred Site highlights the unjustified 

removal of the site from the 2016 Reg.18 Consultation at a very late stage, and the failure 

of a corresponding re-assessment of the SA to establish whether the Plan still reflects the 

evidence prepared and the most sustainable option.  

1.41 The updated SA for Section 2 of the LP includes appendix 1 – appraisal of site allocations 

and reasonable alternatives for Strategic Mixed Use Sites (SMUS). This appendix identifies 

the dwelling capacities of site allocations in the DLP. Importantly, SAMU2 – Hartley 

Gardens, was submitted for 800-1,000 new homes (Table 64).  Table 66 identifies this site 

as ‘CL43’ which is assessed ‘as per the submission for SAMU2’, and ‘The subsequent 

appraisal of these areas forms the rest of the section‘.  

1.42 CL43 is an allocated site in the DLP, as Hartley Gardens and is proposed to deliver 1,700 

dwellings.  However, it is difficult to understand or identify whether there has been an 

assessment of the impact of a 1,700 dwellings development at this site, as distinct from the 

submitted quantum. Failure to fully consider the impact of development through an SA/SEA 

would fail the test of legal compliance. Further, it is not evident that the SA has guided the 

local plan process.  
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1.43 It is interesting to note that our client’s site is (presumably) identified as CL10, for 675 

dwellings. This is an earlier submission which has been updated to 175 dwellings through 

the recent submissions and consultation processes, since 2014. The failure to update this 

element of the SA assessment is concerning. 

1.44 Irrespective, CL43 (allocated) and CL10 (not allocated) receive identical assessments, with 

one exception, for which CL10 scores more favourably: 

a. Distance to secondary school (CL43 (-); CL10 (+) 

1.45 Given this position in the SA Assessment, it is difficult to understand the Council’s choice 

for allocating CL43 and not allocating CL10.  

1.46 Site CL10 was identified as a preferred site in earlier stages of the Local Plan preparation 

and was removed only following the refusal of application 15/01720/OUT by the Planning 

Committee.  That decision is the subject of an appeal.  Simultaneously, the site was removed 

from the preferred allocations of the Local Plan.  

1.47 The removal of the site (along with others) as the result of refusal of a specific application is 

considered to highlight the flawed approach with the Local Plan process. CL10 was 

demonstrated through the SA/SEA to be a sustainable location for development in both the 

Council’s evidence and the supporting reports of a planning application. Its removal is 

problematic for the justification of the Plan.  

1.48 Paragraph 182 of the NPPF states that to be justified the Plan ‘should be the most 

appropriate strategy, when considered against the reasonable alternatives, based on 

proportionate evidence’. The Draft Local Plan is not justified as it is not the most appropriate 

strategy.  Sustainable sites have not been allocated in the plan while sites that are 

dependent on significant infrastructure investment, including new settlements, have been 

identified to meet housing needs throughout the Plan period. The removal of sites appears 

to be solely due to the refusal of specific planning applications, which is not considered to 

be an appropriate approach for Local Plan decision making, which is an evidence based 

process.   

1.49 Accordingly, while the aim of achieving sustainable development is supported, we have 

concerns that the Council has not followed its evidence base in order to identify a 

sustainable strategy for the District.  The Sustainability Appraisal Part 2 does not assist with 

understanding whether the Council’s approach is the most appropriate as there are 

concerns with some of the conclusions within the scoring.  For example, Table 5 outlines 
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the scoring for Expanded Settlements and Garden Villages but there are significant 

concerns that Questions 2 and 6 do not appropriately consider the impact of new settlements 

and are artificially marked as ‘N/A’ for Garden Suburbs when these should be negative. 

Legal Compliance - SA Objectives 

1.50 The SA Objectives are considered in section 4.8 of the SA. SA1 seeks to provide decent 

and affordable homes for all concludes that, for LP1: 

Policy LP1 Reason for Selection – The Policy has been selected as it responds 

to the recommended housing supply figure emanating from the OAN Report 

(2015). In addition, the figure represents the most appropriate quantum for 

development in regard to the most suitable, available, deliverable and developable 

sites that were explored within the plan-making process.  

1.51 Given the significant concerns with the OAHN, and the date of the OAN report assessed 

within the SA, the assessment of LP1 in the SA is considered to be unsuitable for 

understanding the impact of the policy on the district.  

Policy PPL6 - Green Gap Policy 

1.52 The Local Plan proposals map for Clacton identifies the inclusion of a strategic Green Gap 

between Clacton and Little Clacton, subject to Policy PPL6.   

1.53 Policy PPL6 – Strategic Green Gaps – states that development will not be permitted within 

these areas ‘which would result in the joining of settlements or neighbourhoods, or which 

would erode their separate identities by virtue of their closer proximity’ and that  

‘Planning permission may be granted where 

…  

b. the development would not compromise the open setting between settlements or 

neighbourhoods; and  

c. the development would involve the creation of Green Infrastructure which would 

support the continuing function of the Strategic Green Gap. ‘  

1.54 We consider the Green Gap Policy between Little Clacton and Clacton to be entirely 

redundant and are concerned that both the restrictive nature of the Policy and the extent of 

the Green Gap on the proposals map, are not justified. The continued existence of this policy 

from the 2007 Local Plan has the following problems: 
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a. The purpose of the Policy in this location has been entirely eroded by allocation 

of significant areas of Green Gap (as defined in 2007) for development, including 

Hartley Gardens, Rouses Farm and land north of Centenary Way; 

b. The policy provides a mechanism for permitting development within a Green Gap 

that can be entirely managed through the application of Policies LP3 and LP4; 

c. The policy will have the effect of sterilising land that is otherwise found to be 

highly sustainable for residential development through the Council’s SA process, 

while releasing larger areas of Green Gap that were assessed as being less 

sustainable and less deliverable.    

1.55 The supporting paragraphs state that ‘the primary purpose of this designation is to maintain 

an appropriate degree of physical separation between nearby settlements or 

neighbourhoods’ (para. 7.6.1).     

1.56 It is considered that the separation secured by the proposed Green Gap is essentially 

meaningless and has a negative impact on the ability of the Council to deliver a range of 

suitable sites for development.   

1.57 In determining the extent of the Green Gap in Clacton, it is considered that the Council have 

applied the proposed policies from the earlier Local Plan and have not justified the 

designation of this part of the Green Gap. It is also considered that in not giving suitable 

reasons for not amending the Green Gap in accordance with the recommendations of the 

SA, the Plan is not justified.  

1.58 Given that the DLP includes the release of a significant area of Green Gap as identified in 

the 2007 Local Plan, the decision not to include Site UE1.8, which requires little 

infrastructure, is well located to meet most daily needs nearby, scoring highly in the 2016 

SA, is troubling.   

1.59 The site has been the subject of a full range of technical work to support a planning 

application that was recommended for approval by officers. We are therefore able to 

demonstrate a full range of benefits of the site, including meeting the objectives of the Green 

Gap and enhance the site’s biodiversity by improving the LoWS. As identified by the LPA in 

its Local Plan preparation and evidence base, the site provides a catalogue of benefits that 

accord with PPL6 including: 

• A publically accessible Green Gap with enhanced landscaping along Centenary Way; 

• An improved gateway to northern Clacton; 
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• Greater protection and enhancement of ecology features and wildlife including LOWS; 

• Improved surface water drainage management; 

• Improvements to the highway network, including the removal of the car boot sale, 

which can frustrate traffic movement in the area; 

• Contribute good quality housing in a suitable location that can deliver homes quickly. 

1.72. Without an allocation, or removal of the Green Gap Policy, the existing car boot sale will 

continue and likely intensify. The current use is popular but is not beneficial to the sites’ 

condition and can cause local traffic problems. The car boot sale has a harmful impact on 

the important species of flowering plant by inhibiting growth through regular use of the site 

by vehicles.  The boot sale has also caused traffic queues on London Road and Centenary 

Way and results in parking on Centenary Way, including along the grass verge. In addition, 

the site is one of the first visual entrances to Greater Clacton from the strategic network.  It 

does not currently provide an attractive entrance to the area, being a large empty field. With 

the boot sale operating it becomes a large, busy car park. There is an opportunity to provide 

strategic leadership through the Local Plan to improve this entrance to Clacton with 

attractive housing and landscaping in a sustainable location.  The development would also 

resolve the traffic problems from the boot sale and secure improved habitat. 

1.73. Few sites in Clacton are as well located as UE1.8, or in the right condition, to immediately 

deliver a reasonable number of dwellings to meet the council’s aims as set out in the DLP.  

1.74 To resolve the failings of the Plan to identify sustainable sites, UE1.8, Land South of 

Centenary Way, should be included within the Settlement Boundary, subject to development 

control policies in accordance with the August 2016 SA/SEA. 

Local Wildlife Sites and net gains to Biodiversity  

1.75 Within Appendix C of the DLP, the correct name for Te92 is ‘White Lodge Meadow’ and not 

‘Burcarts Meadow’ as stated. We expect this name has become common usage due to the 

car boot sale. 

1.76 The 2008 Tendring Local Wildlife Site Review by EECOS confirmed that the site was 

important for its population of Corky-Fruited Water Dropwort and Adders Tongue Fern. The 

Report confirmed that:  ‘The current commercial use of the main field is likely to be to the 

detriment of the interesting flora, although this will depend on the frequency and intensity of 

use’. 

1.77 The Use of the site for car boot sales has increased. The use is not restricted by planning 

controls and can be undertaken 7 days a week. It has increased since the 2008 Survey by 
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EECOS.  The Glossary confirms that a LOWS is: Non-statutory designation for a site of 

county-wide significance for wildlife or geology that is afforded special protection through 

the Local Plan. 

1.78 A botanical assessments carried out by JBA in 2015 confirmed that the Corky-Fruited Water 

Dropwort was not thriving and the Adders Tongue Fern was not present during the 

assessment.  

1.79 The Council are fully aware of the conditions of the site and the impact on the LoWS of the 

current use.  By failing to identify a method of providing net gains to biodiversity of the site, 

the Council are inconsistent with National Policy in relation to paragraph 109 of the 

Framework. On the basis of the detailed botanical assessment submitted to the LPA, and 

its own evidence, the site will not be considered to be of County Wide significance unless 

the existing Flora can be preserved and its conditions improved.  Before the dropwort is lost 

completely from the site, part of the site should be allocated for development, with part 

retained for open space and enhancement of the condition for the important flora so it can 

be protected over the Plan period to 2033. This would deliver the objectives of PPL4 and 

PPL6 of the DLP.  Without investment to allow for the enhancement of the site, the Plan in 

its current form may cause, or at least allow, the complete loss of the Dropwort and the 

Adders Tongue Fern from this LOWS.  

Policy SP1 – Principle in Favour of Sustainable Development 

1.60 We support the presumption in favour of sustainable development as set out in Policy SP1. 

The approach is consistent with national policy and is an appropriate strategy to deliver 

development that meets the needs of a growing population over the long term.   

1.61 Given the presumption, which is the first policy articulated in the Plan and sets the tone of 

the document, the absence of a number of demonstrably sustainable sites from Section 2 

the Draft Local Plan (DLP) is particularly problematic.  

1.62 As a single example, our client’s site (Ref.UE1.8 - Assessment Area 4: North Clacton - 2014 

TDC SHLAA) was assessed as able to accommodate 175 dwellings, and considered to be 

suitable, available and achievable. The SHLAA also provides an indicative phasing for 

35dpa from 2021. Following the SHLAA publication, our client was encouraged to prepare 

technical assessments to support an application.  

1.80 The technical assessments for the site confirm that residential development of the site would 

provide a socially sustainable location for new dwellings, an economically beneficial 

development close to employment destinations, and significant qualitative and quantitative 
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improvement to biodiversity, not least of all by safeguarding Local Wildlife Site 92 (LoWS). 

The LoWS is present on the site but heavily degraded due to its current use as a car boot 

sale that occupies half of the site, and could be markedly improved through new 

development.  

SPL1 – Managing Growth & SPL2 – Settlement Development Boundaries 

1.81 We would support aspects of the Council’s Settlement Hierarchy relating to the Strategic 

Urban Settlements (SUS). The SUS are considered to accurately recognise the main 

Settlements of the District.  

1.82  However, we are concerned that Policy SPL1 provides no actual basis for decision making 

without the benefit of SPL2, which in itself does not clarify how SPL1 will be applied to 

development proposals.  SPL1 is therefore ineffective. 

1.83 It should be acknowledged that The Colchester Boarders Garden Community (CBGC) does 

not, at this time, exist and may therefore be better represented as an alternative category of 

settlement, subject to its ongoing delivery. In particular the CBGC does not meet the 

description in paragraph 3.2.1.1.1 that ‘Strategic Urban settlements’ have the larger 

populations and a wide range of existing infrastructure and facilities, making them the most 

sustainable locations for growth’.  

1.84 By definition the CBGC does not meet this working definition.  Accordingly, it would be 

appropriate to separate the established settlements of Clacton, Harwich and Dovercourt 

from the proposed settlement of Colchester Fringe, which does not currently meet the 

description set out for SUS’s in the Plan, except as an extension to Colchester.  

1.85 The importance of this amendment is in the application of policy to any development 

proposals over the plan period. The need for a separate category is emphasised with 

reference to Strategic Policy SP2. This sets out the spatial strategy for North Essex, 

confirming that ‘Each local authority will identify a hierarchy of settlements where new 

development will be accommodated according to the role of the settlement, sustainability, 

its physical capacity and local needs. 

1.86 It is considered that, in identifying the Colchester Boarders Garden Community in the highest 

tier of settlement, the Council have not applied the criteria in SP2.  The ‘role’ of the Garden 

Community is expected to grow over the Plan Period but at present it does not provide the 

same scale of facilities and services to be comparable to Clacton or Harwich, or even the 

Smaller Urban Settlements. Indeed, even by the end of the Plan Period the CBGC is 

anticipated to consist of no more than 1,250 dwelling. 
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1.87 The purpose of including Colchester Boarders GC in the top tier of the hierarchy is 

presumably to be able to direct development towards the new community.  However, it is 

considered that there is a sufficient focus on the new GC for it to be delivered in a predictable 

fashion as infrastructure and services are made available, in accordance with the Council’s 

masterplanning proposals. Accordingly, development that is not already anticipated to be 

delivered at the GCs should be directed towards established towns and settlements as these 

are, currently, the most sustainable locations, in accordance with SP1 and SP2.  

1.88 To rectify this matter, the Council should isolate the Colchester Boarders GC from the 

settlement hierarchy as a separate, fledgling or emerging settlement. Given that Garden 

Communities are specifically referenced in Policy SP2, it would appear logical to place the 

Colchester Boarders GC in a separate category and that development proposals should be 

directed to the established towns and settlements, particularly over the early period of the 

Plan, and not towards the CBGC.   

1.89 This matter was raised at Preferred Options stage by our client and has not been addressed 

in the DLP. 

1.90 We have concerns with other aspects of how the hierarchy has been determined in relation 

to the consistency of scoring services and facilities available in individual settlements. 

However, these concerns do not relate directly to this representation. 

Greater Clarity between Section 1 and Section 2 

1.63 There is considered to be a need for greater clarity as to how the Strategic Polices in Section 

1 of the DLP and the Local Policies set out in Section 2 will be applied to planning 

applications.  There is a risk that competing Policies do not seek to achieve the same aims.  

For example, Policy SP6 – Place Shaping Principles requires: ‘All new development must 

meet the highest standards of urban and architectural design.’ While policies LP2, LP3 and 

LP4 provide specific standards for Tendring, which could be incompatible with the high bar 

set out in Policy SP6. For example, these policies include: 

• Support will also be given to innovative development proposals 

• subject to consideration of other Local Plan policies.  

• must achieve an appropriate housing density;  

• national minimum internal floor-space standards 

• regard to the character of development; 
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• ensure a positive contribution towards the District’s ‘sense of place’, 

• respect the character of Tendring District by delivering housing development at 

densities more in keeping with the semi-rural nature of parts of the District; 

• delivering housing development at densities in keeping with the urban nature of 

parts of the District and: 

• In determining planning applications, the Council will also refer to the guidance 

provided in the Essex Design Guide for Residential & Mixed-Use Developments, 

‘Building for Life’ and the ‘Manual for Streets’ and as superseded. 

1.64 It is considered that the above list is not necessarily compatible with Policy SP6 and that 

there should either be a clear separation in which policies will apply to development in 

different locations, or an amendment to SP6 to remove the high bar for standards of 

architectural design. As currently drafted, SP6 is not consistent with National Policy.  

1.65 Equally, the Council explicitly seeks to embrace Garden City Principles within all 

development in the District (paragraph 5.4.2). it is considered that Garden City Principles 

will not be appropriate in all situations and that this approach may result in an inefficient use 

of land, particularly around transport hubs and the most sustainable settlements. While there 

is an exception for Town Centres, these are a narrow set of locations compared to the urban 

extent of the district. An approach that favours one type of layout over another is not 

considered to fully embrace the emphasis in SP6 or the expectations of paragraph 65 of the 

NPPF.  

Summary 

1.66 It is considered that Section 1 of the DLP is unsound with specific reference to the housing 

supply identified for Tendring Council. The plan has not been positively prepared. The 

supply should be increased significantly in order to meet both the objectively assessed 

housing need and to provide a five year supply of homes as expressed in Policy SP3. 

1.67 It is considered that Section 2 is not legally compliant as it has not been prepared in 

accordance with the findings of the SA/SEA. It is unclear whether the SA/SEA has assessed 

the proposals within the plan, with particular regard to the capacity of specific sites or 

whether a consistent approach has been taken to individual assessments such as UE1.8, 

which is variously assessed as CL9 or CL10.  The lack of clarity prevents a transparent 

assessment of whether, and how, the SA has influenced the Plan making process.  There 
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are concerns over whether SA Objectives have been assessed against the most recent 

evidence and version of the DLP, with specific regard to LP1 and OAHN.  

1.68 Section 2 for TDC is considered to be unsound as it has not been positively prepared in 

relation to meeting the full OAHN for the district.  The assessment of windfall is considered 

to be inconsistent with the Framework and national guidance. 

1.69 The Plan is considered to be unsound as it is not clear that the DLP will be effective at 

delivering the homes required in respect of windfall, housing density and the distribution of 

sites over the plan period.  There are insufficient medium sites identified to deliver a 

consistent rate of homes in accordance with the policies of the plan. 

1.70 The Plan is considered to be unjustified in relation to allocation and distribution of sites as it 

has not following the most appropriate strategy in relation to the conclusions of the SA/SEA 

and reasonable alternatives. 

1.71 There are specific factors concerning the continued application of Green Gap to land 

between Clacton and Little Clacton that need to be addressed in reflection of the removal of 

significant areas of Green Gap compared to the 2007 LP. It is considered that the continued 

application of Green Gap (PPL6) has not been fully assessed or justified by TDC. Further, 

policy PPL6 does not provide any clear guidance that would assist a decision maker in 

determining a development proposal and other Policies in the plan can be relied upon to 

ensure development is appropriate in these locations.  The Policy should therefore be 

removed. 

1.72 The plan is unsound as it is inconsistent with the Framework in relation to making net gains 

to biodiversity. The Council are fully aware of the degredation of LoWS 92a and the ability 

of development to secure net gains but has failed to provide any supporting policies to 

secure the important species identified.  

1.73 Greater clarity is required on how policies in Section 1 and Section 2 will be applied to 

development proposals.  As currently drafted the Plan is considered to be ineffective and 

inconsistent with the Framework as there are conflicts between the policies in each Section 

and it is therefore unclear how policies will be weighed in relation to development in Tendring 

district.    

1.74 For the above reasons the Plan should be considered unsound and not legally compliant. 

 
Prepared by 
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Planning Associate 
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Simon Meecham 
Tendring District Council 
Council Offices 
Thorpe Road 
Weeley 
Essex 
CO16 9AJ 

Our ref:  
Your ref: 
Date:  
 
Direct Dial:   

 
 
  
 
01223  582747 

 

By email only to planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk  
 
Dear Mr Meecham, 
 
Tendring Local Plan Publication Draft Consultation 
 
Thank you for consulting Historic England on Tendring’s publication draft local plan.  As the 
Government’s adviser on the historic environment Historic England is keen to ensure that 
the protection of the historic environment is fully taken into account at all stages and levels 
of the local planning process.  Therefore we welcome the opportunity to comment on the 
draft Plan. We have now had the opportunity to review the documents and can provide the 
following substantive comments.  

General comments 

Historic England has published a number of Good Practice Advice and Advice Notes which 
you may find useful in developing your local plan.  In particular:  

Good Practice Advice in Planning 1 - the historic environment in local plans: 
<https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/gpa1-historic-environment-
local-plans/>  

 

Good Practice Advice in Planning 3 - the setting of heritage assets: 
<https://content.historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/gpa3-setting-of-
heritage-assets/gpa3.pdf/>  

Advice Note 3 - site allocations in local plans: <https://historicengland.org.uk/images-

mailto:planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk
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books/publications/historic-environment-and-site-allocations-in-local-plans/>.  

We have made some brief comments on the Sustainability Appraisal Report. Please note 
that Historic England have produced advice entitled HE Advice Note 8 - Sustainability 
Appraisal and Strategic Environmental Assessment : https://historicengland.org.uk/images-
books/publications/sustainability-appraisal-and-strategic-environmental-assessment-
advice-note-8/ (01 Dec 2016) 

For the avoidance of doubt, we have not considered archaeological issues in this brief, desk 
based assessment but would refer you to the HER held by Essex County Council who should 
be able to advise in this regard. We have also not identified non-designated assets.  
 
General Comments 

Paragraph 126 of the NPPF requires Local Plans to set out a positive and clear strategy for 
the conservation, enjoyment and enhancement of the historic environment.  Ideally the 
strategy should offer a strategic overview including overarching heritage policies to deliver 
the conservation sand enhancement of the environment. 

A good strategy will offer a positive holistic approach throughout the whole plan whereby 
the historic environment is considered not just as a stand-alone topic but as an integral part 
of every aspect of the plan, being interwoven within the entire document.  So policies for 
housing, retail, and transport for example may need to be tailored to achieve the positive 
improvements that paragraph 8 of the NPPF demands.  Site allocations may need to refer 
to the historic environment, identifying opportunities to conserve and enhance the historic 
environment, avoid harming heritage assets and their settings and may also be able to 
positively address heritage assets at risk. The plan may need to include areas identified as 
being inappropriate for certain types of development due to the impact they would have on 
the historic environment.  

A good strategy will also be spatially specific, unique to the area, describing the local 
characteristics of the borough and responding accordingly with policies that address the 
local situation.  We would expect references to the historic environment in the local plan 
vision, the inclusion of a policy/ies for the historic environment and character of the 
landscape and built environment, and various other references to the historic environment 
through the plan relating to the unique characteristics of the area.  
 

Further opportunity should be sought to address the historic environment in every aspect of 
the Plan and to make the strategy more spatially specific and unique to Braintree.  
 
Specific Comments 
 

https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/sustainability-appraisal-and-strategic-environmental-assessment-advice-note-8/
https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/sustainability-appraisal-and-strategic-environmental-assessment-advice-note-8/
https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/sustainability-appraisal-and-strategic-environmental-assessment-advice-note-8/
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Section 1 – Shared Strategic Plan 
 
Para 1.31 - Strategic Objectives  
This paragraph contains objectives to support the development of the strategy for the 
North Essex area.  It is disappointing that there remains no reference to require 
development to respond to the distinctive character of North Essex and that there is no 
reference to protecting heritage assets and the character of existing settlements. Historic 
England’s comments on the June 2016 Draft Local Plan suggested that the Strategic 
Objectives could require    “developments to respond to the distinctive character of North 
Essex as part of providing sufficient new homes and ensuring high quality outcomes.” 
Historic England request that the Strategic Objectives be amended to include a 
requirement for new development to have regard to the historic environment, to reflect 
paragraph 7 of the NPPF (the three dimensions to sustainable development). 
 
Policy SP2: Spatial Strategy for North Essex 
The policy refers to Map 3.3 – but this is not apparent in the published documents.  
 
Paragraph 2 of the policy refers to maintaining distinctive character and role of settlements. 
However, the policy does not refer to the importance of the historic built environment in 
North Essex.  It is requested that the second paragraph is amended to ensure that reference 
is made to settlements maintaining their distinctive and historic character. It is also noted 
that the Policy no longer seeks to avoid coalescence between settlements.  This is a 
significant change from the June 2016 draft Local Plan and has potentially serious 
implications for the conservation and setting of heritage assets, especially the character of 
conservation areas. 
 
Historic England requests that the first sentence of paragraph 2 of the Policy is amended as 
follows:  
“Future growth will be planned to ensure settlements maintain their distinctive character 
and role, and to avoid coalescence between them.” 
 
Our comments on the June 2016 draft Local Plan suggested that the supporting text should 
set out what the policy means for North Essex in respect of high quality of built and urban 
design.  While the wording of the policy has been amended slightly, we remain of the view 
that the supporting text (paras 3.1 to 3.5) should be set out what this means for North Essex. 
 
SP4 Infrastructure and Connectivity 
We note the comments in respect of the A120 route improvements referred to in 
paragraphs 6.9 and 6.10 and the strategic priority for a dualled A120 between the A12 and 
Braintree.  Highways England were invited to participate in the Highways England 
Environmental Forum for the A12 & A120 improvements and we reiterate that the A120 is a 
historic route through Essex and as such there is great archaeological potential, alongside 
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the potential impacts on heritage assets, which may vary, depending on the options 
developed.  
 
Our comments on the August 2016 consultation, in respect of broadband provision, sought 
reference in what are now paragraphs 6.29 and 6.30, though not a hyperlink, to the Cabinet 
Siting and Pole Siting Code of Practice: 
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/205744/Fin
al_Cabinet_and_Pole_Siting_COP_Issue_1_2_.pdf  
We reiterate that comment in respect of the pre-submission draft local plan. 
 
Policy SP6 – Place Shaping Principles 
Historic England welcomes the reference to protecting and enhancing the historic assets.  
Our comments on Policy SP6 of the June 2016 draft local plan suggested that the first bullet 
point of the policy is clarified to read: “…enhance the quality of existing places”  rather than 
“communities.”  This bullet point has not been amended and we repeat our comment in this 
respect.  
 
In relation to the principle to “enhance the public realm….through additional street 
furniture….” there will need to be some caution in implementing the policy as worded to 
guard against the unmanaged and indiscriminate use of street furniture such as signs, 
benches, bins etc in the historic environment. Without careful control, there can be a 
detrimental impact on the setting of historic buildings and the character of conservation 
areas. 
 
Garden Communities 
Our concerns raised in the July 2016 consultation remain.   As far as we can see, there has 
not been a demonstrable consideration of the impact of any such policy on the historic 
environment. Whilst the local plan sets out that the proposed developments will follow 
TCPA Garden City Principles, there is no specific consideration for the historic environment 
within these principles. The Draft Sustainability Appraisal (SA): Environmental Report - June 
2017 (page 180) acknowledges that “it can be expected that Garden Communities and New 
Towns will have a greater possibility of impacting on a larger number of assets due to their 
scale.”  For this reason, it is essential that the local plan should contain a framework to 
guide how the boundaries and extent of the garden communities are determined in the 
subsequent development plan documents. Historic Impact  Assessments should be 
undertaken  in accordance with our advice note ‘Site allocations in Local Plans’ for each of 
the proposed broad locations to determine the  appropriateness or otherwise of the 
locations for development, the extent of the development and therefore potential capacity 
of the sites, the impacts upon the historic environment (considering each asset and its 
setting and its significance), impacts of development upon the asset and any potential 
mitigation measures necessary to accompany the proposals.  Appropriate criteria for the 

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/205744/Final_Cabinet_and_Pole_Siting_COP_Issue_1_2_.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/205744/Final_Cabinet_and_Pole_Siting_COP_Issue_1_2_.pdf
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protection of heritage assets and their settings need to be included in each of the policies 
and supporting text for the Garden Communities.  
 
Paras 8.11 and 8.14 
The first sentence of each of these paragraphs are the same. 
 
Paras 8.2 to 8.6 – These paragraphs do not refer to the potential for detrimental impacts 
on heritage assets despite the statement in para 5.8 of the Sustainability Appraisal Main 
Report (page 49) that identifies that the garden communities option could this option could 
“lead to negative effects on the settings of these assets, or the assets themselves, resulting 
in negative effects on SA Objective 10: ‘Historic environment’.”  Given the presence of 
heritage assets within or in the vicinity of the identified areas for garden communities it is 
considered that reference should be made in these paragraphs of the Plan to the need to 
have appropriate regard to the existence of heritage assets in the areas and the need for 
proposals to have no unacceptable impact on them.  It is considered that the location and 
design of garden communities should be informed in the first place by the potential to 
assimilate the proposals into the landscape without unacceptable detrimental impacts on 
designated historic and natural assets. See our comments regarding HIA for Garden 
Communities above. 
 
Policy SP7 - Development and Delivery of New Garden Communities in Essex 
The policy contains nothing about how the extent of the garden communities will be 
determined. It states that the garden communities will deliver a certain number of homes 
signaling that the new settlements will be housing led rather than considering the 
landscape and heritage assets and delivering development that has regard to these assets 
and which would not allow development in certain constrained areas.  As such the 
development plan documents for each settlement should be required, through inclusion of 
an additional criterion in Policy SP7, to undertake a Heritage Impact Assessment in 
accordance with our advice note 3 Site Allocations in Local Plans in order to assess impact 
of the proposed allocation upon the historic environment, to inform the appropriate extent 
of the development and establish any mitigation measures necessary.  This might include 
appropriate safeguarding buffers around heritage assets such as historic parks and gardens, 
scheduled monuments, conservation areas and listed buildings and identify how the historic 
environment and heritage assets can form part of the development of successful schemes. 
See our comments regarding HIA for Garden Communities above. 
 
Policy SP8 – Tendring/Colchester Borders Garden Community 
The policy contains no indication as to how the extent of the garden communities will be 
determined. It states that the garden communities will deliver a certain number of homes 
signaling that the new settlements will be housing led rather than considering the 
landscape and heritage assets and delivering development that has regard to these assets 
and which would not allow development in certain constrained areas.  As such the 
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development plan documents for each settlement should be required, through inclusion of 
an additional criterion in Policy SP8 to undertake a Heritage Impact Assessment in 
accordance with our advice note 3 Site Allocations in Local Plans in order to assess impact 
of the proposed allocation upon the historic environment, to inform the appropriate extent 
of the development and establish any mitigation measures necessary.  This might include 
appropriate safeguarding buffers around heritage assets such as historic parks and gardens, 
scheduled monuments, conservation areas and listed buildings and identify how the historic 
environment and heritage assets can form part of the development of successful schemes. 
See our comments regarding HIA for Garden Communities above. 
 
The site illustrated in Map 10.4A and Map 10.5 contains a number of listed buildings. The 
proposed garden community could have a significant detrimental impact on the setting of 
these heritage assets.  Part F (para 20) should be strengthened and amended to include 
reference to the heritage assets and the need to have regard to their setting when 
preparing more detailed planning frameworks for the site. 
 
 
Policy SP9 – Colchester / Braintree Borders Garden Community 
The policy contains no indication as to how the extent of the garden communities will be 
determined. It states that the garden communities will deliver a certain number of homes 
signaling that the new settlements will be housing led rather than considering the 
landscape and heritage assets and delivering development that has regard to these assets 
and which would not allow development in certain constrained areas.  As such the 
development plan documents for each settlement should be required, through inclusion of 
an additional criterion in Policy SP9, to undertake a Heritage Impact Assessment in 
accordance with our advice note 3 Site Allocations in Local Plans in order to assess impact 
of the proposed allocation upon the historic environment, to inform the appropriate extent 
of the development and establish any mitigation measures necessary.  This might include 
appropriate safeguarding buffers around heritage assets such as historic parks and gardens, 
scheduled monuments, conservation areas and listed buildings and identify how the historic 
environment and heritage assets can form part of the development of successful schemes. 
See our comments regarding HIA for Garden Communities above. 
 
The area identified for the garden community includes the A120, a Roman road known as 
Stane Street and the A12, also a Roman road.  As a consequence, there is the potential for 
significant archaeological interests in the vicinity of these roads. In addition, there are a 
number of listed buildings in the area, including Grade I listed buildings at Feering and Little 
Tey. 
 
Policy SP10 – West of Braintree Garden Community 
The site illustrated in Map 10.2A contains a number of listed buildings including groups of 
listed buildings in clusters of development within the area.  It also verges on the Registered 
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Park and Garden at Salling Grove. The proposed garden community could have a significant 
detrimental impact on the setting of these heritage assets.  Part F (para 20) should be 
strengthened and amended to include reference to the heritage assets and the need to 
have regard to their setting when preparing more detailed planning frameworks for the site. 
 
The policy contains no indication as to how the extent of the garden communities will be 
determined. It states that the garden communities will deliver a certain number of homes 
signaling that the new settlements will be housing led rather than considering the 
landscape and heritage assets and delivering development that has regard to these assets 
and which would not allow development in certain constrained areas.  As such the 
development plan documents for each settlement should be required, through inclusion of 
an additional criterion in Policy SP9, to define appropriate safeguarding buffers around 
heritage assets such as registered parks and gardens, scheduled monuments, conservation 
areas and listed buildings and identify how the historic environment and heritage assets can 
form part of the development of successful schemes.   
 
   
Section 2 
 
The incorporation of many of our comments submitted in response to the Preferred 
Options Draft Local Plan July 2016 are welcome and address many of our concerns about 
the overall balance of the Plan.  Some concerns have not been addressed and the 
comments below will highlight and reiterate the changes to the Plan that we feel necessary 
to ensure that the Plan has appropriate regard to the heritage assets of the district. 
 
As an overall comment on the draft Local Plan, it is impossible to link the allocations and 
designations in the Plan to the Local Maps as the latter do not contain links to relevant 
policies in the key and/or on the sites. For the reader unfamiliar with the area it makes it 
almost impossible to know which sites the Plan refers to. 
 
Local Plan Introduction 
We repeat our comment to the Preferred Options Draft Local Plan July 2016 that we are 
encouraged to see that the introduction to the local plan recognises that the district 
benefits from attractive landscapes, coastline and maritime heritage. However, we remain 
of the opinion that the districts diverse and distinctive historic environment should be 
acknowledged in paragraph 1.1.1. 
 
2. Vision & Objectives 
We welcome the amendments made to the Vision statement following our comments on 
the Preferred Options Draft Local Plan July 2016.  However, there are some recommended 
amendments that we made at the time that have not been picked up.  We therefore repeat 
those comments and ask that the Vision is amended as follows: 
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 In the second paragraph of the Vision, we suggest that “tidy coast” be reviewed to 
better reflect Tendring’s historic natural coastline. 

 Under Seaside towns, we request that there is an aspiration to preserve and enhance 
the special historic character of Clacton-on-Sea, particularly given the designated 
Clacton Seafront Conservation Area. 

 In the Rural Hinterland section, we request that bullet point 3 is amended to 
“historic” rather than “historical”.  

 
3. Sustainable Places 
 
Heritage Characteristics 
We note that most of our comments on this section in the Preferred Options Draft Local 
Plan July 2016 have been included in the Publication Plan.  However, we suggest that the 
following amendments are made: 
 
Para 3.1.5.2 – “Outside of these designated areas, the district’s largely rural character and 
long history of occupation results in many areas of high archaeological importance as well 
as a range of listed buildings, conservation areas and scheduled monuments.” 
 
Para 3.1.5.3 – We reiterate our comments on the Preferred Options Draft Local Plan July 
2016 in that, to avoid any later lack of clarity and any misunderstanding regarding the 
importance of St Osyth, the following changes to the paragraph should be made: 
 
These include the St Osyth Prior Gatehouse (Scheduled Monument, Grade 1 I listed 
building) an important example of monastic building of the Augustinian order whose façade 
is which has one of the best preserved examples of knapped flint and stone flushwork in 
East Anglia England. 
 
Policy SPL3 – Sustainable Design 
We support the amendment that has been made to Part A criterion d. of the policy that has 
replaced “incorporates” with “maintains”. 
 
5. Living Places 
 
Policy LP1 – Housing Supply 
We note that the table preceding this policy identifies a number of local plan housing 
allocations.  However, we can find no policy that specifically allocates some of the smaller 
housing sites referred to in this policy and, as previously highlighted, they are not 
referenced on the Policies Map.  It is also unclear as to whether some of these sites already 
have planning consent. These sites might have the potential to impact on heritage assets 
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either directly or due to their location within the setting of heritage assets.  Without further 
details of these sites it is impossible to confirm whether the allocations are acceptable to 
Historic England.  
 
Partly due to the difficulty in identifying allocations of the Proposals Map but also due to 
our own capacity constraints, we have not been able to check each and every site allocation.  
However, we include the following general advice re site allocations.  
 
Assessing sites 
Our advice note 3 on site allocations in local plans sets out a suggested approach to 
assessing sites and their impact on heritage assets.  It advocates a number of steps, 
including understanding what contribution a site, in its current form, makes to the 
significance of the heritage asset/s, and identifying what impact the allocation might have 
on significance.  This could be applied to the assessment and selecting of sites within a plan. 
 
In essence, it is important that you 
 

a) Identify any heritage assets that may be affected by the potential site allocation.  
 
b) Understand what contribution the site makes to the significance of the asset 
 
c) Identify what impact the allocation might have on that significance 
 
d) Consider maximising enhancements and avoiding harm 
 
e) Determine whether the proposed allocation is appropriate in light of the NPPFs 

tests of soundness 
 

In assessing sites it is important to identify those sites which are inappropriate for 
development and also to assess the potential capacity of the site in the light of any historic 
environment (and other) factors.  
 
If a site is allocated, we would expect to see reference in the policy and supporting text to 
the need to conserve and seek opportunities to enhance the on-site or nearby heritage 
assets and their setting, the need for high quality design and any other factors relevant to 
the historic environment and the site in question. 
  
Paragraph 157 of the National Planning Policy Framework requires Local Plans to provide  
detail with site allocations where appropriate (fifth bullet point), with the Planning Practice 
Guidance stating “where sites are proposed for allocation, sufficient detail should be given 
to provide clarity to developers, local communities and other interests about the nature and 
scale of development (addressing the ‘what, where, when and how’ questions)” (PPG 



 
 

 Historic England, Brooklands, 24 Brooklands Avenue, Cambridge CB2 8BU 

Telephone 01223 58 2749  HistoricEngland.org.uk 

Please note that Historic England operates an access to information policy. 

Correspondence or information which you send us may therefore become publicly available.  
 

Reference ID: 12-010-20140306 (last revised 06/03/2014).  Paragraph 154 of the NPPF also 
states that only policies that provide a clear indication of how a decision maker should react 
to a development proposal should be included in the plan.  Conservation of the historic 
environment is a core planning principle (Paragraph 17) and Local Plans should set out a 
positive strategy in this respect (Paragraph 126). 
 
Assessment criteria 
 
Many authorities include a distance based criteria to assess impact on the historic 
environment.  It is important to understand the significance of any heritage assets, and their 
settings, that would be affected by a potential site allocation.  This involves more than 
identifying known heritage assets within a given distance, but rather a more holistic process 
which seeks to understand their significance and value.  Whilst a useful starting point, a 
focus on distance or visibility alone as a gauge is not appropriate.  Site allocations which 
include a heritage asset (for example a site within a Conservation Area) may offer 
opportunities for enhancement and tackling heritage at risk, while conversely, an allocation 
at a considerable distance away from a heritage asset may cause harm to its significance, 
reducing the suitability of the site allocation in sustainable development terms. 
 
Policy LP4 – Housing Layout 
We propose that criterion f should be amended as follows: 
 
f. respect the historical local historic character and settlement hierarchy of Tendring 
District by delivering housing development at densities in keeping with the character and 
densities of the local area and the urban nature of parts of the District including town 
centres. 
 
Policy LP6 – Rural Exception Sites 
We reiterate our comments on the Preferred Options Draft Local Plan July 2016 in that, in 
respect of the Location and Environmental Considerations, as well as the considerations 
listed there should be reference to having no significant material adverse impact on the 
historic environment. 
 
6. Prosperous Places 
 
Policy PP5 – Town Centre Uses 
We suggest that the current criterion g. should be a standalone sentence within the policy? 
 
Policy PP8 – Tourism 
We support the recognition that heritage can make a contribution to supporting tourism. 
We would additionally welcome particular emphasis of the historic environment and the 
wider social, cultural and economic benefit that heritage related tourism can bring. 
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Policy PP13 – The Rural Economy 
We support the wording of criterion a. and reference to the historic environment. 
 
Policy PP14 – Priority Areas for Regeneration 
We welcome reference to the need to preserve or enhance the historic environment as well 
as reference to conservation areas at risk.  We suggest that the term historic assets is 
replaced by either historic environment or heritage assets.  
 
7. Protected Places 
 
Policy PPL2 
We welcome the changes made to policy PPL2 in respect of the historic environment.  
 
 
 
Policy PPL3 – The Rural Landscape 
We welcome the amendments that have been made to the policy since the Preferred 
Options consultation but would expect to see the policy or supporting text acknowledge 
that the historic landscape is an integral part of the character of rural parts of the district 
that regard should be had to when considering development proposals.  
 
7.7 The Historic Environment 
We welcome the amendments that have been made to this section of the Plan since the 
Preferred Options consultation.  However, some concerns remain as detailed below. 
 
We request that an appropriate policy or policies are included in the Plan that address all 
elements of the historic environment including a local list of undesignated heritage assets, 
registered parks and gardens and wider definitions of the historic environment. As such we 
would like to highlight that the following elements of the historic environment are not 
adequately addressed in the Plan and should be given specific provision within the policies. 
 

• Non-designated heritage assets. 
• Provision for the allocation and management of non-designated heritage assets 

through a local list. 
• Heritage at Risk 
• Registered Parks and Gardens 

 
Scheduled Monuments should also be specifically mentioned in a policy.  
  
This would help to demonstrate that the Plan is based on an overall strategy for the Historic 
Environment in accordance with paragraph 126 of the NPPF. 
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Para. 7.7.5 We reiterate our comments on the Preferred Options Draft Local Plan July 2016. 
We request the deletion of the words “on occasion” with reference to when contemporary 
approaches to design might be appropriate.  However, we welcome the Council’s 
commitment to prepare new Conservation Area Management Plans as well as updates to 
the existing Conservation Area Character Appraisals.  
 
Policy PPL8 – Conservation Areas 
We support the amendments to the final paragraph of this policy to refer to demolitions in a 
conservation area and the need to demonstrate how the proposal would impact on the 
Conservation Area.  
However, we consider that this policy requires amendment in order to addresses the 
designation of new conservation areas over the plan period and the preparation of 
conservation area management plans, appraisals or other relevant document which defines 
the character of individual conservation areas 
 
Policy PPL11 – The Avenues Area of Special Character, Frinton-on-Sea 
We note that this policy is conservation area specific, similar to an adopted appraisal. 
Provided that the character of a conservation area is defined and the definition is given 
statutory weight (eg: adopted), we support any format preferred by the Council.  To make 
this section of the proposed policy clearer, we suggest that you re-order the policy so that it 
follows with Policy PPL8 (Conservation Areas). 
 
Policy PPL12 – The Gardens Area of Special Character, Clacton-on-Sea 
We note that this policy is conservation area specific, similar to an adopted appraisal. 
Provided that the character of a conservation area is defined and the definition is given 
statutory weight (eg: adopted), we support any format preferred by the Council.  To make 
this section of the proposed policy clearer, we suggest that you re-order the policy so that it 
follows with Policy PPL8 (Conservation Areas). 
 
Para 7.9 – Enabling Development 
We are pleased to note that this policy and supporting text has been removed from the 
Plan.  However, the heading remains and is clearly a typographical error. 
 
9. Delivering Places 
 
Policy SAMU1 – Development at Edme Maltings, Mistley 
We support the requirement in paragraph 9.1.4 for the emphasis to be placed on high 
quality of design and the integration of any development with the existing character and 
appearance of the village. 
Similarly, we support criterion i) of the Policy. 
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Policy SAMU2 – Development at Hartley Gardens, Clacton 
The proposed allocation is large and, without careful design, will significantly reduce the 
sense of Little Clacton as a settlement separate from Clacton and will potentially have a 
significant impact on the landscape setting of these settlements. If fully developed, 
remnants of open space would likely remain as artificial buffers rather than open 
countryside. 
 
There are a number of heritage assets in the vicinity of the site that proposals on this site 
will need to give careful consideration to.  Specifically, these are: 

• the Grade II listed farms or former farmhouses of Earls Hall Lodge and Duchess 
Farmhouse to the south and west of the site; 

• the Grade II listed buildings and archaeological remains centred around Bovill’s 
Hall to the north. These are agricultural in nature and have a setting that relates 
to the wider open landscape; 

• the Grade II listed Bluehouse Farm south of the site, which has been surrounded 
by twentieth century development. It would be expected that development would 
respect and reflect the materials, form and setting of this heritage asset, 
preferably improving its appreciation and setting. 

 
Reference should be made in the supporting text (para 9.2) to the proximity of these 
features and the need to take them into account in working up development proposals. 
 
In respect of the overall development, proposals would be expected to demonstrate how 
they relate to the setting and significance of these listed buildings and their wider landscape 
context.  
 
We propose a re-ordering and amendment to the policy as follows: 
“lk. Opportunities to preserve and enhance due regard should be given to the setting and 
significance of other heritage assets in the locality; 
kl. where an archaeological evaluation (trial trenching where necessary) identifies surviving 
archaeological deposits, an appropriate mitigation strategy for preservation in situ or by 
excavation should be submitted;” 
 
Policy SAMU3 – Development at Oakwood Park, Clacton 
The site is in close proximity to listed buildings including Grade II listed Oak House and 
Redhouse Farms to the west and the Grade II listed Sladbury’s Old House, Sladbury’s 
Cartlodge and Treasure Holt Farmhouse. These structures to the east are set a greater 
distance from the site allocation but are positioned across open farmland and are 
agricultural in origin, with a relationship to the wider landscape. Reference should be made 
in the supporting text (para 9.3) to the proximity of these features and the need to take 
them into account in working up development proposals. 
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The site also includes a bridleway across it. These routes can represent historic movement 
patterns in the area and can have a long history. We support criterion k. of the policy but 
need to be reassured that the rural character of the bridleway would not be lost because of 
the development to the east and west of it. 
 
Policy SAMU4 – Development at Rouses Farm, Jaywick Lane, Clacton 
The proposed allocation is large and, without careful design, will significantly reduce the 
sense of Jaywick as a settlement separate from Clacton and will potentially have a 
significant impact on the landscape setting of these settlements and result in the 
coalescence of the two. 
 
The Council should be aware that a Grade II listed building, Duchess Farmhouse, is located 
to the north of the site, on St John’s Road.  Proposals on this site will therefore need to have 
regard to the setting of this heritage asset. 
 
The site itself has been noted to support archaeological remains. We would expect 
archaeological assessment to be applied to developments within this site. 
 
Reference should be made in the supporting text (para 9.4) to the proximity of these 
features and the need to take them into account in working up development proposals. 
 
Policy SAMU5 – Development south of Thorpe Road, Weeley 
We are reassured to note that the larger expansion of  Weeley as proposed in the Preferred 
Options Draft Local Plan July 2016 have been scaled down to the allocation of this site.   
 
In the context of the site that is allocated in SAMU5, the site includes within it the Grade II 
Listed Ash Farmhouse at the north-west of the site adjoining Thorpe Road. Proposals on 
this site will therefore need to have specific regard to the preservation and, where necessary 
improvement of this heritage asset and its setting 
 
Reference should be made in the supporting text (para 9.5) to the presence of this feature 
on site and the need to take it into account in working up development proposals. 
 
Policy SAH1 – Development at Greenfield Farm, Dovercourt 
The Council should be aware that a Grade II listed building, Vicarage Farmhouse, is located 
adjacent to the south-west boundary of the site.  Therefore, proposals on this site will need 
to have regard to the setting of this heritage asset. We require a modification to this policy 
to include the an additional criterion as follows: 
 
delivery of opportunities for the protection and enhancement of the historic environment 
features and settings including the built and archaeological environment; 
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Reference should also be included in the supporting paragraph to the need to protect the 
setting of Vicarage Farmhouse.  
 
Policy SAE2 – Land south of Long Road, Mistley 
This site is located in an open flat landscape and will be visible from some distance in many 
directions.  There is therefore the potential for development on this site to have a 
detrimental impact on the landscape and heritage assets.  As such, proposals on this site 
will need to have regard to the presence of the Grade II Listed Buildings at Mistley Hall to 
the north-east of the site.   
 
We request that Policy SAE2 is amended to require proposals to have regard to the historic 
environment and not harm the character and setting of nearby listed buildings. 
 
10. Delivering Infrastructure 
 
We reiterate our request that references to Heritage England are corrected to Historic 
England in this section and anywhere else within the document. 
 
 

Conclusion 
 
Finally, we should like to stress that this opinion is based on the information provided by the 
Council in its consultation. To avoid any doubt, this does not affect our obligation to provide 
further advice and, potentially, object to specific proposals, which may subsequently arise 
where we consider that these would have an adverse effect upon the historic environment.  
 
We hope that the above comments of assistance.  Please let me know of you have any 
queries.  We look forward to further engagement on the Local Plan review. 
 
Yours sincerely, 

Dr Natalie Gates 
Principal, Historic Places Team 
e-mail: natalie.gates@HistoricEngland.org.uk 
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Dear Sir/Madam, 

RE: DRAFT REPRESENTATIONS TO THE TENDRING DISTRICT LOCAL PLAN 
(2013 – 2033) AND BEYOND (JUNE 2017) 

On behalf of our client Britton Properties Ltd and its associated businesses, we submit 
representations to the above emerging Development Plan Document.  

Our client is a highly active development company focused in the Tendring area where it 
has been active over the last three decades.  As well as a developer with two recent 
major housing/mixed use schemes on the periphery of Clacton, it owns a significant 
employment estate providing accommodation for small to medium sized businesses.   

Our client also holds a substantial stock of freehold and other land and interests across 
the District.   

As a planning consultancy, we and our predecessor business have made representations 
to various Local Plan documents produced by Tendring District Council from the 1990’s 
onwards.   

One of our client’s most significant developments is the Brook Retail Park on the outskirts 
of Clacton, as part of the development our client provided the adjacent Country Park.   

Having acted for Britton Properties and related businesses for many years, we have a 
very good understanding of the social, economic and environmental issues affecting the 
District.  

PART ONE 

1.6 Vision for the Strategic Area 

We have reservations in respect of the manner in which the Vision has been 
expressed.  Whilst there may be “constraints in many existing urban areas” across 
North Essex, these are not so significant as to frustrate the greater proportion of future 
development needs that the respective districts face, in particular, in Tendring. 
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Indeed, at paragraph 1.41 and 1.42 the focus on growth is very fairly put in the context 
of “the urban area of Colchester” and in “Clacton and Harwich with Dovercourt are 
classified by Strategic Urban Settlements and…will accommodate around 5,000 new 
homes”. 

Indeed, Policy SP2 whilst recognising that the garden communities will be “part of the 
sustainable strategy for growth” it explains that they will accommodate around 7,500 
additional homes within the plan period.  In the context of the growth that existing 
settlements will be tasked with accommodating, this is a relatively modest proportion.   

The Vision therefore needs to better articulate the manner by which the existing urban 
areas will meet these challenges going forward.  Such a challenge is recognised in 
respect of the garden communities, for example later at paragraph 1.83 but that and 
the challenge for the existing urban areas could be better articulated as part of the 
Vision.  

In particular, the Vision needs to reflect the particular challenges and issues for 
delivery wherever development is to be located (see the reference at 1.30 in terms of 
providing growth in sustainable forms and at 1.83 where the garden communities will 
face particular “challenges”).    

The Vision also fails to address the needs to have secured economic success across 
the District particularly in light of the strategic objectives at paragraph 1.31 explaining 
the need to “foster economic development” which is defined as including the need to 
“strengthen and diversify local economies…”. 

Policy SP1: Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development  

Whilst this is largely a reproduction of the relevant policy text in the NPPF, we note 
that paragraphs 1.36 and 1.37 are inappropriately casted.  Paragraph 1.36 is written 
on the basis that there are “no policies relevant to (note the typographical error here) 
the application or relevant policies are out of date…”, yet in the following paragraph at 
1.37 the decision maker is asked to have regard to “…the Plan…” in terms of whether 
it “indicates that development should be restricted”.  This is clearly a non sequitur and 
should be amended in order to be consistent with National Policy.  

Policy SP2: Spatial Strategy for North Essex  

We generally support the approach set out in this policy but would recommend that 
the first sentence of the second paragraph includes reference to the ”improvement” of 
existing settlements through future growths.  The Plan would thus be more positively 
prepared.   

In addition, the Plan appears to limit itself unnecessarily to explaining how sustainable 
development principles can be best applied to achieving the spatial strategy by giving 
only one such example i.e. through ensuring that development locations are 
“accessible by a choice of means of travel”.  Ensuring sustainable growth and 
development has a number of other important principles that can usefully be 
expressed within such an important policy, for example improving the conditions in 
which people live, work, travel and take leisure.   

Whilst not part of the policy text, we are very concerned that at paragraph 1.38 there 
is a reference to “The countryside will be protected…”.  The NPPF/NPPG specifies the 
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extent to which the natural environment should be conserved and highlights the 
importance of protecting and enhancing valued landscapes, best agricultural land, 
AONB’s and wildlife, it however does not state that the countryside should not be 
protected for its own sake.  We consider that designations providing protection across 
rural areas need to be focused on achieving a particular task.  This approach is, in fact 
properly put at paragraph 1.23 of the Plan where it refers to protection of “natural and 
historic landscapes, areas of importance for nature conservation and heritage assets”.  
This is an important point because the approach to protection in the countryside is 
picked up by part 2 policies later and it is important that the part 1 approach is 
consistent with National Policy and properly justified.  

Policy SP4: Providing for Employment and Retail 

The reasoned justification focuses (e.g. at paragraph 1.50 on the Plan providing for 
“more jobs” and achieving a “better balance between their location i.e. with housing”.  
However, the Plan should make clear that the focus should also be on making the 
relevant districts attractive to inward investment, in that regard and in other respects 
securing economic success and performance across diverse sectors.  These 
important facets appear to be missing and in order for the Plan to be properly 
articulated in terms of the Plan being positively prepared, justified, effective and 
consistent with National Policy. 

In terms of the requirements for Employment Land it is wholly unacceptable that the 
future of these three districts are being planned on the basis of such wide differentials 
between the two scenarios for example nearly up to 154%.  This does not make for 
effective plan making because of the uncertainty that will result.  For example, if the 
higher growth scenario is adopted there could be considerable amounts of land 
identified for employment development that does not then come forward and could 
constrain sites that are otherwise suitable for development from being able to provide 
for housing, retail or for other purposes. 

Whilst the policy relates to the provision for Employment and Retail, nowhere in the 
policy are retail needs considered, assessed or planned for.  This is a fundamental 
flaw in the drafting of the Development Plan which as a result is ineffective, 
inconsistent with National Policy (the NPPF at paragraph 20 requiring Local Authorities 
to plan proactively to help achieve economic growth) and fails to be positively 
prepared.   

Policy SP6: Place Shaping Principles   

We are concerned that the policy starts by requiring that all new development “must 
meet the highest standards of urban and architectural design”.  The use of the 
superlative is inappropriate bearing in mind, for instance, paragraphs 50 and 57 of the 
NPPF requires “high quality” and paragraph 56 refers to “good design”.  Whilst our 
client always strives to ensure that development that is carried out is of such quality, 
the Development Plan must reflect National Policy i.e. in terms of consistency.   

We note that the Vision for the Strategic Area refers only to “residents will live in high 
quality…homes…” and that in the garden communities there is a recognition that and 
in what we understand to be Policy SP8 (Tendring/Colchester Borders Garden 
Community) the “placemaking and design quality policy refers also to, “…high 
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standards of design and layout”.  The policy should be amended to replace ‘highest’ 
with ‘high’. 

PART TWO  

2.1 Vision for Tendring District 

We support the general principles, structure and content of the Vision.  It will be 
challenging to secure this and it is thus important that the ensuing policies focus on 
the necessary delivery to achieve this.  We are not content that in several respects 
such policies do have the necessary focus and content to do this.   

We note in particular the improvements necessary to enhance Clacton-on-Sea to 
make its economy a success through investment in sectors including retail, leisure, 
hospitality and health.   

We also note and support that the smaller towns and larger villages will have secured 
“modest levels of new housing and employment development” for the latter 
settlements, the reasoning i.e. “to support local shops and services, address local 
issues, provide for local needs…” is a worthy and necessary ambition.   

2.2 Objectives for the Plan 

We have concern regarding how the Employment/Commercial and Retail 
Development objectives are cast.   

Objective Two: Employment/Commercial 

The objective focuses solely on using the provision of employment land to secure 
employment opportunities albeit it recognises that this should “support a diversity of 
employment opportunities”.  We identify later in respect of the specific policy that non-
traditional i.e. B Class employment is not addressed and the objective should ensure 
that the nature of these opportunities to be created are widely cast. That would be 
consistent with the Vision for the District for example within its paragraph 3 where 
Clacton principle urban settlement is seen as accommodating a significant resurgence 
in its economy with job opportunities in the retail, leisure, hospitality and health sectors 
too.   

Thus, the objective should not limit itself to the development of “Employment Land”, 
such jobs will be created through a variety of mechanisms and the objective should 
also recognise the need to foster economic success through inward investment.   

By way of example the Plan at paragraph 3.1.2.6 recognises that the visitor and 
tourism sector is worth more than £353m per annum to the economy and is estimated 
to provide 7,900 jobs across the District and that the majority of these are located in 
and around Clacton.   

Objective Three: Retail Development 

The objective is severely limited and will not be able to meet the stated Vision.  The 
NPPF explains that the promotion of the vitality and viability of town centres is 
predicated against the provision of “customer choice and a diverse retail offer”. There 
is considerable leakage of expenditure, primarily in comparison goods, to Colchester.  
Clacton town centre is identified as a major town centre in the hierarchy above Harwich 
and Dovercourt and thus is the focus for retail and related development across the 
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District.  In order to achieve the aims set out in the Vision the relevant objective here 
needs to be more widely cast in terms of how the centre can improve its 
competitiveness and attraction for its very broad catchment area which extends across 
much of the District and including its major towns.  

Objective Six: Sustainability  

This objective is too limited in its intent.  Tendring District has a population of 141,000 
(2015) and its main settlements are expected to provide a wide range of facilities for 
many of those residents, be it in terms of employment, shopping, education and 
otherwise.   

However, the objective is limited to satisfying “day-to-day” needs in these respects 
and that is clearly inconsistent with the designated role and function of not only 
Clacton-on-Sea but also Harwich and Dovercourt.  The objective as cast will not be 
able to achieve the Vision in terms of delivering the “significant resurgence” in retail, 
leisure and other sectors.   

As a consequence of change to the objective and other text in the Plan for example at 
paragraph 3.0.1 will need to be amended and for information the 2011 census 
population approximately 138,100 and the number of households 62,105 which is 
equivalent to the size of Cambridge. 

Objective Ten: Tourism Promotion 

The objective is too limited.  It focuses solely on the ability on the Council to work with 
relevant partners to provide an enhanced environment for tourism.  The tourism sector 
can be developed in accordance with the Vision by the private sector playing a key 
role in delivery new leisure and hospitality facilities.  The objective thus needs to be 
more widely cast in order to capture the need for qualitative change to improve facilities 
and make Tendring a more attractive destination.  The value of tourism in Tendring is 
highlighted in paragraph 3.1.2.6 of the Plan with the sector worth £353m per annum 
and providing 7,900 jobs across the District. 

3.1 Spatial Portrait  

The underplaying of the task being faced by the Council is also apparent in its 
approach to new retail development e.g. at paragraphs 3.1.2.7 to 3.1.2.9.  This focuses 
solely on quantitative requirement for floorspace i.e. in terms of continuing the status 
quo relationship between household expenditure and existing floorspace.  It has no 
regard to the need to improve the quality of existing floorspace and, make the District 
a “Sustainable Place”.  Such is to enhance reliance on local facilities and reduce the 
need to visit larger centres such as Colchester.  Indeed, the evidence base accepts 
that there is a need to improve the quality of retail floorspace across the District. 

The approach should draw from the explanation put at paragraph 3.2.1.1.1 explaining 
that the Strategic Urban Settlements are “…the most sustainable locations for growth 
as well as providing locations where” “…significant number of additional new 
jobs…and housing growth on a larger scale” will be achievable. We consider that the 
objective is ineffective and not positively prepared.   

Policy SPL 1: Settlement Hierarchy  

We support the approach set out to the settlement hierarchy.   
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Policy SPL 2: Settlement Development Boundaries  

We support the three-tier approach to development within settlement boundaries as 
predicated by the policy and explained in the text at paragraph 3.2.3.1.  

However, the text at paragraph 3.2.3.2 is not well cast.  It needs to be more clearly 
written in order to be effective. What we understand it is seeking to say is that any new 
residential development outside Settlement Development Boundary will be limited to 
small infill sites in villages. The paragraph cannot be interpreted as relating to 
settlements that have their own Development Boundaries. The policy has therefore 
not been positively prepared. 

Policy SPL 3: Sustainable Design 

Whilst we generally support the broad content of this policy, there would seem to be 
elements of it that could sensibly be delegated to a Supplementary Planning 
Document.   

Policy HP3: Green Infrastructure 

The policy explains that such Infrastructure is identified on the Policy Map.  This map 
includes a resource locally referred to as the Pickers Ditch Walkway.  This skirts much 
of the existing Clacton Urban Area from Holland-on-Sea in the east to Jaywick in the 
west. However, considerable lengths of the original initiative were never completed.  
Our client secured planning permission (16/0125/OUT) for a mixed-use development 
on a site known as Brook Park West, which provided a significant enhancement to this 
Green Infrastructure and this is shortly to be dedicated to the Local Authority. The 
Proposals Map relating to Clacton will thus need to be amended to reflect this 
extended area.  

Policy HP5: Open Space, Sports and Recreation Facilities 

Whilst we have no specific concern with the content of this policy, the detail and its 
explanation might be more appropriately put in related Standards or a SPD.   

The development industry will, however, be focused on how new residential 
development should provide appropriate open space.  That is dealt with in two 
paragraphs on page 106.  However, there is no heading to these two paragraphs of 
text.  

The policy text needs to recognise that as well as the exceptional cases where 
provision might be best met off-site, there can be circumstances where adjacent recent 
urban development has, for whatever reason, over provided public open space and 
thus there is a local net excess arising from recent development that can applied to 
new planning applications.  This would ensure that land is used sustainably and 
effectively whilst appropriate open space in accessible locations is provided.  We 
therefore consider that this part of the Policy is not justified.  

Policy LP4: Housing Layout 

The criteria (e and f) are not well expressed.  Indeed, there is confusion when they are 
read together.  It would seem to be wholly unsustainable for development within the 
urban area of Tendring’s towns to be at densities “in keeping with the semi-rural 
nature” of much of the District.  Indeed, criterion (f) appears to accept that the density 
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of new development within settlement boundaries should be “in keeping with the urban 
nature” of the District.   

The two criterions need to be recast to make them effective and consistent with 
National Policy.  

Policy LP5: Affordable and Council Housing   

The Council have added a reference to viability testing in the second paragraph of this 
policy but it needs to be made clear that the Council is not anticipating that planning 
applications proposing less than 30% as affordable or Council housing.  The text 
needs to clarify that development providing a lesser quantum can be acceptable 
subject to a viability appraisal demonstrating that 30% is not economic.  

The alternative of providing a minimum of 10% of new dwellings to the Council or its 
nominated partner likewise also needs, in relevant circumstances to be subject to 
viability testing.  The 10% provision (often at nominal cost to the recipient), will not 
always be financially viable yet the wider development will be desirable.   Thus, 
reference must be made to the need for viability testing for schemes that provide less 
than 10% of new dwellings. 

In the fourth paragraph of the policy there is a reference that the design of affordable 
and market housing should have “no noticeable difference”.  This would appear to 
create an unnecessarily constraining influence on the work of relevant designers.  The 
relevant products can quite subtly appear different and indeed meet with the objectives 
of Sustainable Design.  The policy should encourage good design, whatever the 
product and refer back to the criteria (whether in policy text or delegated to Standards, 
the content at policy SPL3).  

Section 6: Prosperous Places   

We have already raised concerns with the casting of the strategic objectives relating 
to Employment/Commercial and our concern needs to be repeated in the opening text 
of chapter 6 sets out only that objective which is based upon the provision of 
“Employment Land” which we understand (notwithstanding the lack of any definition 
in the Glossary as meaning the land to be used for B Class purposes (consistent with 
the requirement identified in the evidence base and referred to at paragraph 6.5.9 of 
the Plan).  That then translates into the opening text at policy PP 6: Employment Sites.  

Whilst the Plan deals with retail and tourism it fails to address the real “diversity of 
employment opportunities” that the District needs to foster.  This is recognised in the 
Vision in terms of a significant resurgence of the economy “with new job opportunities 
in the retail, leisure, hospitality and health sectors”.  However, there is little, if any 
analysis of the scale, role and function of jobs in terms of jobs in non-B Class sectors.  
This seems to be a fundamental deficiency in the preparation of the Plan through the 
various evidence basis.  This is notwithstanding the reference to the Council having 
undertaken “extensive consultation with residents and businesses” from whom it is 
said to be “…clear that delivering a strong economy that provides more jobs for local 
people is a high priority…” see paragraph 6.0.3. 
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Policy PP 1: New Retail Development  

We object to this policy since it is not well justified and unlikely to be effective. The 
opening paragraph of the policy seeks to maintain the existing market share between 
centres.  Yet it is clear including from the WYG evidence base that there is a need to 
rebalance the relationship between the District’s Main Town Centre, Clacton and the 
draw that residents of the District have towards, in particular, Colchester.  Indeed the 
WYG 2016 Retail Study at paragraph 7.31 – “this shows there is a qualitative need to 
improve the existing facilities in the District to attract residents to shop locally”.  Indeed, 
the evidence explains that “if no improvements are secured then this expenditure 
leakage could increase to £237.6m by 2020, this is comparable to the level of money 
that is currently retained within the District to 2015, demonstrating the scale and 
magnitude of the expenditure leakage currently occurring”. 

Furthermore, the policy refers only to the quantitative needs assessed by WYG not 
the qualitative requirements that come from deficiencies in the nature of existing 
floorspace in the existing towns as well as from the need to address the leakage of 
trade out of the area to higher order centres.   

The policy is therefore wholly unbalanced in terms of referring only to quantitative need 
and not encouraging the need for qualitative enhancements to improve consumer 
choice and competition.   

The final part of the policy relates to development being restricted in “scale”.  The 
concept of control over scale was removed from Government Policy prior to the 
publication of the NPPF. In the November 2010 version of PPS4.  

In light of the above we consider this policy is not effective, justified or consistent with 
National Policy. 

Policy PP 2: Retail Hierarchy  

We have no objection to the specific hierarchy set out at Policy PP 2 but object to 
reference to “scale” in its paragraph 2 (see representations to Policy PP1).   

We are very concerned at the drafting of paragraph 6.2.16.  National Policy does not 
state “avoid out of centre retail (and similar) developments” even on the basis that they 
might bring “positive economic growth and not impact negatively on nearby centres”.  
Government Policy is clear at paragraphs 23 – 27 of the NPPF.  The approach is that 
identified needs (whether quantitative or qualitative should be met) and that whilst 
preference should be given to accommodating them within defined centres, the impact 
and sequential tests operate to accommodate such development through a series of 
preferences – edge of centre and out of centre – unless there is significant harm to 
the impact test or a breach of the sequential approach.  Paragraph 6.2.16 should be 
redrafted to be in accordance with Government Policy.  

At paragraph 6.12, we would support Clacton being continued to be classified as a 
Major Town Centre but the Local Plan can helpfully serve to define what is expected 
of its role and function.  In this regard, we have already drawn attention to its role being 
substantially greater than serving “day to day needs” as inappropriately set out within 
Objective 6 to the Plan i.e. with regard to Healthy and Sustainable Places.  Indeed, 
the WYG Retail Study considers that Clacton performs well in terms of National 
Planning Policy Guidance health check indicators and is a vital and viable centre. 
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We refer to paragraph 6.3.6 where the test of impact is set out correctly. 

Policy PP 4 

We object to this policy. The NPPF Default Impact Threshold is 2,500 m2 gross.  This 
is a carefully considered threshold which is proportionate in terms of the relationship 
to most likely scenarios.  However, a threshold of 929 m2 for the District’s one and only 
Major Town Centre is wholly inappropriate.  

Whilst centres lower down the hierarchy i.e. those defined as “Town Centres” might 
benefit from having an impact threshold of lower than 2,500 m2  there is a logic in their 
being treated consistent with their status in the hierarchy.  Thus, the five Town Centres 
ought to have the same threshold which reflects their role and function.  Indeed, 
adopting that approach would lend further support to Clacton’s threshold being at the 
default level so that it is distinguished from Frinton, which the Plan suggests should 
share its impact threshold.  We therefore consider that Policy PP4 is not justified.  

Policy PP 5: Town Centre Uses 

It is noted that Primary and Secondary Shopping Frontages are defined on the Policy 
Maps.  The Primary and Secondary Shopping Frontage boundary to Clacton town 
centre has been drawn too widely.  The Primary area should be focused on the trading 
core of the centre as represented by main multiple retailers.  The Secondary frontage 
extends to include a wider diversity of uses but which are nevertheless functionally 
related to the Primary area.  The existing Waterglade Retail Park is functionally 
separate from the town centre and located beyond 300 meters from what ought to be 
considered a reasonable edge of the primary shopping area.  That is the defining factor 
for the consideration of sites that would then be regarded as “out of centre”.   

It is noted that there has been no attempt to draft a policy dealing with sequential 
assessment.  It is accepted that this is unnecessary because the policy as set out in 
the NPPF at paragraph 24 is wholly adequate.  However, if the Council wish to import 
in to the Local Plan (that policy as it is drafted) we would have no objection.   

Policy PP 6: Employment Sites 

This policy seeks to protect all existing employment sites and presumably these will 
be defined on the Policies’ Map.  However, it is noted that the sites are described as 
being “set out in the Council’s current Employment Land Review” it is wholly 
inappropriate for policy wording to refer to the identification of sites within an evidence 
base, rather than with the content of the Plan itself.   

The five criteria for assessing whether such sites can be used for other purposes all 
need to be met.  The criteria when combined clearly go well beyond the test set out at 
paragraph 22.  That relies upon the decision taker having regard to market signals (i.e. 
the supply of land and demand for it) as well as the need for the alternative use to 
come forward in order to meet sustainable development needs.  

The criteria therefore need to be considerably simplified and refer to whether the loss 
of the site or premises is justified in terms of the available stock (in quantitative and 
qualitative terms) of other existing floorspace and allocated land and the market take 
up of that supply. Whilst the Plan may well be informed by an evidence base dated 
May 2016 the relationship between supply and demand for employment land and 
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premises will vary over the length of the plan period to 2033 and beyond and thus 
there should be a recognition that the needs identified in 2016 will not be likely to 
remain those required throughout the plan period.  

Whilst some of the criteria e.g. C and D are relevant in terms of providing 
considerations that might be used to tip the balance in cases where the relationship 
between demand and supply is close the approach at paragraph 22 of the NPPF is 
preferred i.e. where the benefits of the alternative land use are fully taken into account.  

It is also wholly inappropriate for the Development Plan to require “evidence of 
prolonged marketing” before a vacant building can be re-used for some other 
beneficial purpose.  It is for the Local Plan to determine whether there is enough land 
and premises in business use and for appropriate action to be taken according to that 
research.  The Council have an evidence base that indicates that additional land is 
required and it is in contrast not for the Development Plan to defer decisions on the 
re-use of vacant (or indeed other buildings) to some future date but to use the Plan 
itself as the tool that will make decisions.  

The purpose of the Development Plan is to determine how much stock whether a 
premises or land, is required and to enable decisions to be made without delay 
(paragraph 14).  A lengthy marketing programme is therefore wholly contrary to the 
approach set out in the NPPF at paragraph 14 such an approach is also contrary to 
the NPPF’s approach at paragraphs 186 – 187). 

There is no need for the policy to refer to retail and town centre use proposals needing 
to be subject to other policies in the Plan.  

Policy PP 8: Tourism 

We support this policy.  The need to attract visitors to Tendring in order to reinforce 
the District’s economic growth is particularly important.  In that regard the second 
initiative to support “major new tourists’ attractions with good access to the A133 or 
A120, is supported”.   

Policy PPL 6: Strategic Green Gap 

We object to this policy which should be deleted.  

The Strategic Green Gap does not serve any purpose in terms of countryside 
protection. The single purpose of this policy is to maintain physical separation between 
settlements, however the Settlement Development Boundaries themselves provide 
policy protection against extending beyond the built limits. The needs for the various 
developments have been objectively assessed and the boundaries of the defined 
Settlement Development Boundaries throughout the district have been drawn to 
accommodate future growth throughout the planning period. As such the 
settlement boundaries already provide sufficient protection to prevent encroachment 
beyond the limits of these boundaries   

Furthermore, we consider that there is no support for other designations outside those 
defined in the NPPF (see at paragraphs 109-117) and NPPG and as such the 
designation of Strategic Green Gaps are not consistent with national policy.  Indeed, 
the Plan acknowledges at para 3.1.4.5 that the natural environment, including Local 
Wildlife Sites, meadowland, grasslands and ancient woodlands are already protected 
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by planning policy and accordingly there is no requirement for an additional policy 
designation which does not serve a necessary planning purpose.  

In addition, the Vision for Tendring District at paragraph 2.1 refers to a variety of 
important countryside designations in the district including wildlife areas and a diverse 
range of attractive historic settlements and landscapes and protected wildlife which 
will be conserved and enhanced.  However, the Strategic Green Gaps are not part of 
the tools necessary to secure or to the need for a specific policy to prevent the physical 
separation of settlements. 

On the basis of the above, we contend that the Strategic Green Gap policy is neither 
justified nor effective is inconsistent with national policy and is not positively prepared. 
The policy should be deleted. 

Policy PPL 7: Archaeology  

We consider that this policy is unduly onerous and where applications are submitted 
on sites where information indicates that there may be archaeological remains that a 
written scheme of investigation can be submitted following the grant of planning 
permission.  

The policy could be reworded to state ‘where the development is permitted on sites 
which may contain archaeological remains, any planning permission would be subject 
to a condition requiring a written scheme of investigation’.  

Policy SAMU 2: Development at Hartley Gardens, Clacton  

Our client owns land to the west of the mixed-use allocation shown on the Policies 
Map, a large part of which is now a commitment having been granted planning 
permission for mixed-use development including retail, leisure, business uses together 
with 200 residential dwellings and substantial enhancements to the Pickers Ditch 
recreational open space/route.  The land owned by our client is defined in terms of the 
field to the east of that mixed-use allocation but remaining within the defined 
settlement boundary which is coterminous with the A133, Little Clacton bypass.  As 
such the Policies Map correctly identifies the mixed-use allocation which is SAMU 2 
to which policy SAMU 2 refers.  Policy SAMU 2 cannot therefore relate to the balance 
of the land including the recently committed development.  Importantly we note that 
the 2016 Employment Land Study in Figure 6.16 shows our client’s site excluded from 
the wider allocation.  Any land within our client’s ownership that is outside the area 
now committed for development has been planned to be accessible from the existing 
commitment particularly in terms of transport and related infrastructure.  Our client 
understands that any land additional to the commitment is thus a site defined by 
paragraph 3.2.1 as an “…other suitable site within the Settlement Development 
Boundaries” rather than a site that is “specifically allocated or housing or mixed/use 
development”.  

Indeed, our clients also own land to the west of the Oakwood Park mixed-use 
allocation which is subject to Policy SAMU 3 (see below).  This land controlled by our 
client is described at paragraph 9.3.1 of the that policy and explains that the mixed-
use allocation is an “extension of a committed development site”.  Thus, the 
relationship between land owned by a developer that is in large part committed for 
development and thus not requiring to be the subject of a future allocation has been 
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correctly described within the text to Policy SAMU3 and the map relating to this in the 
Development Plan document correctly defines the area to be subject to the ensuing 
policy (SAMU 3).  The same approach needs to be taken to Map SAMU 2 – Hartley 
Gardens i.e. the boundary of the map area needs to follow the field boundary which is 
in fact already identified by the eastern extent of the blue coloured Mixed-Use 
Allocation shown there on the Policies Map.  We have attached an extract of Map 
SAMU 2 showing the area to be excluded from the allocation. 

It is clear that the mixed-use allocations relate to sites where there is intent by the 
developer(s) to deliver a site.  The NPPF states that to be considered deliverable sites 
should be available now, offer a suitable location for development now and be 
achievable with a realistic prospect that housing will be delivered on the site within five 
years and in particular that site is viable. 

On the basis that we have read the draft Development Plan correctly and that it is 
accepted that a minor change is made to the relevant boundary shown on map SAMU 
2 (to be consistent with similar circumstances as shown on Map SAMU 3) then we do 
not object to Policy SAMU 2.  However, we must reserve our right to make such 
objections should this minor change not be accepted which correctly defines the 
committed development proposals. 

Policy SAMU 3: Development at Oakwood Park, Clacton  

Our client owns land to the immediate west of the defined policy area which is the 
subject of a planning permission referred to at paragraph 9.3.1.  Negotiations are 
currently taking place with a housebuilder to take that site forward for the provision of 
250 homes.   

Our client has no objection to the mixed-use proposal on land to the east and has 
already provided the new roundabout access infrastructure referred to in criterion (i) 
of the Policy.   

We are willing to discuss the content of any of these representations in order to assist 
the Local Authority in the submission of the Plan to the Secretary of State and would like 
to reserve the right to appear at the Local Plan Examination.   

 

Yours sincerely, 

Martin Robeson 
martinrobeson@mrpp.co.uk  

mailto:martinrobeson@mrpp.co.uk


Introduction
Braintree District Council, Tendring District 
Council and Colchester Borough Council, have 
each published their own Publication Draft Local 
Plan for consultation. Section 1 is common to 
each plan. This response form can be used to 
respond to any part of the 3 Plans. It is important 
to specify which.

The 3 Plans have been published in order for 
representations to be made prior to submission 
of the documents to the Planning Inspectorate 
for examination. All representations will be 
examined by a Planning Inspector. The purpose 
of the examination is to consider whether the Plan 
complies with the legal requirements, the duty to 
co-operate and is sound. 

Each Local Plan has two parts:

Publication Draft Local Plan Section 1 - A set 
of strategic policies constructed in partnership 
between the three authorities and Essex 

County Council. This means that the Section 1 
policies are intended to apply across all three 
Local Authorities. These policies include those 
relating to Garden Communities, housing supply, 
employment, shopping and the environment. 
You can send your response to any one of the 
authorities as all responses to Section 1 will be 
collated. Only 1 response to the 3 authorities is 
required.

Publication Draft Local Plan Section 2 - relates 
to the specific district, contains more detailed 
policies and is used to determine planning 
applications. If you wish to comment on the 
Braintree Publication Draft Local Plan Section 
2 you should send your comments to Braintree 
District Council.

If you would like assistance in completing your 
representation or have any other questions 
about the Publication Draft Local Plan please 
contact the Planning Policy Team by email 
planningpolicy@braintree.gov.uk or by phone on 
01376 552525 and ask for Planning Policy.

GUIDANCE NOTES 
& RESPONSE FORM 
to accompany the Publication Draft Local Plan (2017) 

Braintree 
D i s t r i c t  
Counc i l

LOCAL

Shape your district
 2017-33 PLAN

Please read these guidance notes before completing the response form



Part A - Personal Details
Please note that it is not possible for 
representations to be considered anonymously. 
Representations will be published on the 
Council’s websites and included as part of the 
Publication Draft Local Plan submissions to 
the Inspector. Address and contact details will 
removed from published responses. (Village/town 
shown). 

The Council reserves the right not to publish or 
take into account any representations which it 
considers offensive or defamatory.  

Please supply an email address if you have one 
as it will allow us to contact you electronically. 
Everyone who submits a representation will be 
added to the relevant consultation database (if 
not already included) so that we can keep you 
up to date with the plan. If you do not wish to be 
contacted in this way please state this clearly on 
the form.  

If an agent or consultant has been engaged to act 
on your behalf please fill in both sets of details in 
full. Correspondence will be sent to the agent. If 
you are a landowner with an agent acting on your 
behalf, please ensure that your agent knows the 
site name and reference number which your site 
has been given.  

Part B - Representation
Please specify which section of the Publication 
Draft Local Plan your comments relate to, by 
choosing one of the following;  

Section 1 A response to this section will be 
reported to all 3 authorities. 

Section 2 Colchester       
Section 2 Tendring          
Section 2 Braintree

Which part of the plan are you responding to 
(please use one form per submission):

Paragraph:  for a representation on wording or  
paragraph content    

Policy: for a representation on the wording  
or inclusion or omission of a policy       

Other: for example a map inset number, 
site reference  or the wording or  
content of tables or appendices

Legal Compliance and Duty 
to Co-operate
If commenting on how the Publication Draft 
Local Plan has been prepared, it is likely that 
your comments will relate to a matter of legal 
compliance.  

The Inspector will check that the Plan meets the 
legal requirements  

You should consider the following before making 
a representation on legal compliance:

• The Plan should be included in the current
Local Development Scheme (LDS) and the
key stages should have been followed.

• The process of community involvement
for the Plan in question should be in general
accordance with the Statement of
Community Involvement (SCI).

• The Plan should comply with the Town
and County Planning (Local Planning)
(England) Regulations 2012 (the Regulations).
On publication, the LPA must publish the
documents prescribed in the Regulations;
making them available on its website and at
its principal offices. It must also notify the
Local Plan bodies (as set out in the
Regulations) and any persons who have
requested to be notified.

• The LPA must provide a Sustainability
Appraisal Report. This should identify
the process by which it has been carried out,
baseline information used to inform the
process and the outcomes of that process.

• LPAs will be expected to provide evidence of
how they have complied with the Duty to
Co-operate.

• Non-compliance with the duty to cooperate
cannot be rectified after the Plan’s
submission. Therefore the Inspector has no
power to recommend modifications in this
regard. Where the duty has not been
complied with, the Inspector has no choice
but to recommend non-adoption of the Plan.

These plans are 
specific to each 
authority.

}



Soundness 
Soundness is explained in National Planning 
Policy Framework (NPPF) paragraph 182. The 
Inspector has to be satisfied that the Plan is 
positively prepared, justified, effective and 
consistent with national policy.  

More details and further guidance on what is 
meant by the term ‘soundness’ can be found 
below and at; www.planningportal.gov.uk

Positively prepared 
This means that 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 reasonable alternatives, 
based  on a proportionate, robust and credible 
evidence base. 

Effective
The Plan should be deliverable over its period 
and based on effective joint working on cross-
boundary strategic priorities, sound infrastructure 
delivery planning and no regulatory or national 
planning barriers. It should be flexible to changing 
circumstances 

Consistent with national policy 
The Plan should be consistent with national 
policy. Departure must be clearly justified. 

If you think the content of the Plan is not sound 
because it does not include a policy where it 
should do, you should go through the following 
steps before making representations:  

• Is the issue with which you are concerned
already covered specifically by national
planning policy? If so it does not need to be
included?

• Is what you are concerned with covered by
any other policies in the Plan on which you
are seeking to make representations or in any
other Plan?

• If the policy is not covered, how is the Plan
unsound without the policy?

• If the Plan is unsound without the policy, what
should the policy say?

Using the spaces provided please give details of 
why you think the Publication Draft Local Plan is 
not ‘sound having regard to the legal compliance, 
duty to cooperate and the four requirements 
set out above. You should try to support your 
representation by evidence showing why the Plan 
should be modified. If your representation is
over 100 words please include a summary of 
its main points in the box provided.

It will be helpful if you also say precisely 
how you think the Plan should be modified. 
Representations should cover succinctly all 
information, evidence and supporting information 
necessary to support/justify the representation 
and suggested modification, as there will not 
normally be a further opportunity to make 
submissions based on the original representation 
made at publication.    

Where there are groups who share a common 
view on how they wish to see a Plan modified, 
it would be very helpful for that group to send 
a single representation which represents the 
view. In such cases the group should indicate 
how many people it is representing and how the 
representation has been authorised.  

All the formal representations received during this 
stage will be submitted to and considered by the 
appointed independent Planning Inspector at the 
public examination on the Plan. The process is 
likely to include public hearings. The Inspector 
will determine the most appropriate procedure to 
adopt to hear those who choose to participate at 
this stage. If you would like to appear and speak 
at the hearings, please state this and explain 
in the space provided why you consider it is 
necessary that you participate.  

Representations can be sent:

• Via the Council’s online consultation portal: 
www.braintree.gov.uk/
publicationdraftLP

• Via a representation form which can
be downloaded from the website and 
returned via email to
localplan@braintree.gov.uk

• or by post to:
Planning Policy,
Braintree District Council
Causeway House
Braintree
CM7 9HB 



Responses are encouraged via the council’s online consultation system available on the website,  
see www.braintree.gov.uk/newlp  However, this form can be returned electronically to  
localplan@braintree.gov.uk or in hard copy if necessary to:

Planning Policy, Braintree district Council, Causeway House, Bocking End, braintree, CM7 9HB 
The consultation runs from 9am Friday, 16th June to 5pm on Friday, 28th July 2017

This form has two parts: 
Part A - Personal Details and Part B - Your comments

Draft Local Plan 

RESPONSE FORM

1. Personal Details  

Title

First Name

Last Name

Organisation  
(Where relevant) 

Address Line 1 

Address Line 2 

Address Line 3 

Post Code 

E-mail Address 

Telephone  
Number 

2. Agent’s Details (if applicable) 
Title 

First Name

Last Name

Organisation

Address Line 1 

Address Line 2 

Address Line 3 

Post Code 

E-mail Address 

Telephone  
Number

PART A

For internal Use only          ID:         Rep No: Braintree 
D i s t r i c t  
Counc i l

LOCAL

Shape your district
 2017-33    PLAN

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



REPRESENTATION FORM
Please Note: If your representation relates to Section One of the North Essex Strategic Plan / Garden 
Communities you only need to respond to one of the Local Authorities. All representations received by 
Braintree, Colchester and Tendring relating to Section One of the Plan(s) will be submitted together.

You do not need to return this form if you have completed a response using any of the Council’s online 
systems for this consultation. Duplicates will not be considered

Please specify which section of the Publication Draft Local Plan your comments relate to by 
choosing one of the following: 

  Section 1        Section 2 Colchester        Section 2 Tendring         Section 2 Braintree 

Which part of the section are you responding to? 

e.g. Paragraph/Policy/Map/Other

Do you consider the Local Plan is Legally compliant? 
  Yes        No

Does it comply with the Duty to Co-operate? 
  Yes        No

Do you consider the Local Plan is Sound? 
  Yes        No

If you do not consider the Local Plan is sound, please specify on what grounds: 
  Positively prepared        Justified        Effective        Consistent with National Policy

Enter your full representation here: 

PART B

Continue onto next page



If your representation is more than 100 words, please provide a brief summary here:



Please specify the changes needed to be made to make the Plan sound / legally compliant

Do you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination? 
  Yes        No

If Yes - you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you 
consider this to be necessary

Please note the inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear 
those who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

Did you raise the matter that is the subject of your representation with the LPA earlier  
in the process of the preparation of the Local Plan 

  Yes        No

If yes which stage 
  Issues and Options        Preferred Options

Do you wish to be notified? 

  When the document is submitted for independent examination? 

  When the Inspectors Report is published? 

  When document is adopted?

Braintree & Tendring: Return by 5pm 28th July 2017 
(responses to section 2 Braintree and Tendring will not be accepted after this date. After 

this date responses to Section 1 should be sent to Colchester Borough Council)

Colchester: Return by 5pm 11th August 2017
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                   PERSIMMON HOMES ESSEX 
10 Collingwood Road 

Witham  
Essex 

CM8 2EA 
Tel: 01376 518811 Fax: 01376 521145 
DX: 33421 Witham 

www.persimmonhomes.com Planning Policy Manager  Tendering District Council Council Offices  Thorpe Road  Weeley Clacton-On-Sea  Essex CO16 9AJ 28th July 2017  Dear Sir/ Madam 
 
Response by Persimmon Homes to the Tendring Draft Local Plan 
 
Thank you for consulting Persimmon Homes on the Tendring Draft Local Plan. We support the Local 
Plan and want to continue to work with the Borough to deliver their housing targets. 
 
 
Shared Strategic Plan: North Essex Authorities Strategic Part 1 for Local Plans 
 
Duty to Co-operate 
 
It is clear that Tendring, Braintree and Colchester have been working closely in the preparation of 
their Local Plans. The shared approach to meet housing need across the Housing Market Area (HMA) 
set out in ‘Part 1’ of each Local Plan shows a real commitment from to addressing the strategic and 
cross boundary issues facing the housing market area.  
 

1. Comment - Policy SP3 (Meeting Housing Needs) (p35) 
 
Persimmon Homes are a member of the House Builders Federation (HBF) and wish to refer you to 
their representations on the Draft Local Plan, partially with reference to their evidence on OAHN’s 
and the Council’s 5yr Housing Supply, we want you to consider those carefully before the next 
version of the Plan is produced with a view to ensuring that the plan going forward is sound.  
 
We note and welcome Policy SP3 commitment for each authority to maintain a five year housing 
land supply. This is especially important given the significant uncertainties and technical challenges 
that remain regarding the delivery of the three garden communities and the undesirable socio-
economic implications if delivery is delayed.  
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‘Each authority will maintain a sufficient supply of deliverable sites to provide for at least five 
years’ worth of housing and will work proactively with applicants to bring forward sites that 
accord with the overall spatial strategy and relevant policies in the plan’. 

 
The extract from draft Policy SP3 above does not mention that this should be judged against the 
housing requirement within the Local Plan or that there needs to be an appropriate buffer (i.e. 5% 
or 20%). The wording of SP3 should reflects para 47 of the NPPF and as such should be amended to 
read;  

 
‘Each authority will maintain a sufficient supply of deliverable sites sufficient to provide for 
at least five years’ worth of housing against their housing requirements with an additional 
buffer and will work proactively with applicants to bring forward sites that accord with the 
overall spatial strategy and relevant policies in the plan’. 

 
Notwithstanding this, it is not clear from Policy SP3 as to what actions the Council will take in the 
event of a persistent under delivery against housing requirements within the plan. As detailed 
above, the garden community is very ambitious and there remains significant risk that the 
timescales for delivery will slip. In the event of persistent under delivery, the Local Plan should set 
out what actions they shall take. Actions could include a partial review of the plan and allocation of 
additional housing sites.  
 
 

2. Objection - Policy SP5 Infrastructure and Connectivity (p44)  
 
Whilst it is agreed that development must be supported by the provision of infrastructure, services 
and facilities, a significant amount of the items identified rely upon third parties (including public 
and statutory bodies) or wider investment decisions (such as those made by Network Rail, Highways 
Agency, Broadband Providers). Policy SP5 should be amended to recognise the role the Council’s 
have in terms of influencing, co-ordinating and delivering infrastructure and connectivity. Policy SP5 
should also be amended to recognise the role that obligations through s106 or Cil should make in 
addressing infrastructure needs arising from the new development.  
 
It is important that the totality of costs to be borne by the proposed level of development is 
adequately assessed. In light of Para 173 of the NPPF, ‘the sites and the scale of development 
identified in the plan should not be subject to such a scale of obligations and policy burdens that 
their ability to be developed viably is threatened’.  
 
 

3. Objection - Policy SP6 – Place Shaping Principles (p39) 
 
The NPPF (para 8) recognises that ‘well-designed buildings and places can improve the lives of 
people and communities’. The NPPF Core Planning Principles (para 17) is to ‘always seek to secure 
high quality design’. Para 57 refers to ‘It is important to plan positively for the achievement of high 
quality and inclusive design for all development’.  
 



 

Persimmon Homes Essex is a trading division of Persimmon Homes Limited Registered Office: Persimmon House, Fulford, York YO19 4FE 
Registered in England No. 4108747. A subsidiary of Persimmon plc Page 3 

The draft Policy SP6 requires ‘All new development must meet the highest standards of urban and 
architectural design’. This requires every development to achieve the ‘highest standard’, which 
would require the achievement of a constant escalation of standards to be the ‘highest’. The 
‘highest’ is a more onerous test than ‘high quality and inclusive design’ within the NPPF. It is 
considered that this constant escalation to achieve the ‘highest’ possible standard would be unduly 
onerous and could threaten development viability. In light of this, SP6 should be amended to read;  
 

‘All new development must be of a high standard of urban and architectural design.’  
 
It is considered that not all of the ‘principles’ stated would be applicable to every development. For 
instance;  

- ‘Where possible, provide a mix of land uses, services and densities…’. It may be possible but 
not desirable to provide a mix of uses in a development.  

- ‘Provide an integrated network of multi-functional public open space’ – a development may 
not be of a scale to achieve this or functionally require it in the event of existing adequate 
provision.  

In light of the above, SP6 should be amended to read;  
 
 ‘All new development should, where applicable, reflect the following principles;  
 
Garden communities 
 

4. Support – SP7 (Development & Delivery of New Garden Communities in North Essex) (p50)  
 
In terms of SP7, Persimmon Homes supports the creation of three new garden communities.  
 
Cross boundary new settlements will require significant degrees of co-operation and joint delivery 
arrangements.  Whilst acknowledging the work done to date, there remains a significant risk that 
the scale and complexity of the planning and the delivery of the Garden Communities will delay 
their anticipated delivery. It will be important that the Council appropriately resources and 
facilitates the timely delivery of the Development Plan Document for the Garden Community.  
 
 

5. Objection 4;   
 Policy SP8 (Tendring/Colchester Borders Garden Community) (p53)  

Policy SP 9 (Colchester/Braintree Boarders Garden Community)(p56) 
Policy SP 10 (West of Braintree Garden Community)(p60) 

 
Persimmon Homes support the creation of the Tendring / Colchester Garden Community.  
 
Policy SP7 (v) has an absolute target of 30% affordable housing. However, Policies SP8 Part B, SP9 
and SP10 states ‘including a minimum of 30% affordable housing’. Persimmon Homes object to 
Policies SP8 Part B, SP9 and SP10 reference to the affordable housing target being a ‘minimum’. The 
Local Plan must set out clearly the target it is seeking to achieve and, in line with Para 173 of the 
NPPF, assess the implications for development viability having regard to the scale of obligations and 
policy burdens of the development plan as a whole.  
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It is considered that an uncapped target does not provide certainty and could place a policy burden 
that would threaten viability. The market and purchasing decisions factor in policy requirements and 
not having clarity would give rise to significant uncertainty that would not assist delivery.  
 
Local Plan Part 2 
 

6. Support - Policy SPL1 (Managing Growth) (p91)  
 
Persimmon Homes supports the proposed settlement hierarchy and the inclusion of Clacton-on-Sea 
as a Strategic Urban Settlement.  
 

7. Support – Policy SPL2 (Settlement Development Boundaries)(p92) 
 
Persimmon Homes are promoting the land at Rouses Farm, west of Jaywick Lane and south of 
St.John’s Road, Clacton-on-Sea for a mix of residential development, community facilities and public 
open space. The settlement boundary as detailed on Map SAMU4 (p200) and the SE Tendring inset 
map is supported.  
 

8. Comment - Policy SPL3 Sustainable Design (p93)  
 
Part B: Practical Requirements 
 
Sub-section (a) – the policy refers to development ‘not lead to an unacceptable increase in 
congestion’. The Policy should refer to mitigation and the residual and cumulative impacts in line 
with NPPF Para 32 which states ‘improvements can be undertaken within the transport network 
that cost effectively limit the significant impacts of the development. Development should only be 
prevented or refused on transport grounds where the residual cumulative impacts of development 
are severe’. It is therefore recommended that part B(a) be amended to read;  
 

a. access to the site is practicable and the highway network, post mitigation, will be able to 
safely accommodate the additional traffic the proposal will generate and not lead to a 
severe residual cumulative impact on the highway network; 

 
Sub-section (s) ‘the applicant/developer can demonstrate how the proposal will minimise the 
production of greenhouse gases and impact on climate change as per the current regulations and 
policies in this plan’; 
 
It is not clear what regulations are referred to and as such this is too ambiguous.  
 
Notwithstanding the above, it is not clear whether the reference to ‘current’ refers to regulations in 
force at the time of adoption of the plan and any subsequent regulations coming into force during 
the plan period.   
 
In accordance with para 173 of the NPPF, ‘Pursuing sustainable development requires careful 
attention to viability and costs in plan-making and decision-taking. Plans should be deliverable. 
Therefore, the sites and the scale of development identified in the plan should not be subject to such 
a scale of obligations and policy burdens that their ability to be developed viably is threatened’. 
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Given that the plan cannot assess the burden arising from (unspecified) regulations, it is considered 
that the plan should (a) specify the regulations to which it seeks adherence and (b) consider the 
implications of existing regulations.  
 
In light of the above, Part B sub-section d should read;  
 

d. the applicant/developer can demonstrate how the proposal will minimise the production 
of greenhouse gases and impact on climate change as per the Building Regulations 
prevailing at the time and policies in this plan; 

 
The footnote to Part C of this policy will require housing developers to consider the use of 
renewable energy and the reduction of emissions. However, the Government have been clear 
through both the Written Ministerial Statement dated the 25th March 2015 and Planning Practice 
Guidance that it considers improvements in energy efficiency and carbon reduction will be achieved 
through Building Regulations with only a limited number of optional technical standards that can be 
required through a Local Plan where there is sufficient evidence to support their implementation. 
There is no need for the Council, through the Local Plan, to ask for consideration to be given to such 
measures. Such policies cannot be implemented or monitored and as such are ineffective and this 
element of the policy should be deleted. 
 
 

9. Support - Policy HP1 (Improving Health and Wellbeing) (p98)  
 
Persimmon Homes supports Policy HP1. We note that the policy seeks mitigation. Persimmon 
Homes are promoting the land at Rouses Farm, west of Jaywick Lane and south of St.John’s Road, 
Clacton-on-Sea for a mix of residential development, community facilities and public open space. As 
part of this development, Persimmon Homes are proposing that the site accommodate a local 
medical facility.  The exact disposition of the healthcare facility will be determined in consultation 
with the Council and the Clinical Commissioning Group as the planning process moves forwards. 
There is an opportunity for the health facility on this site to be of a scale to support the additional 
growth within this area and address the current shortfall in facilities (the area exceeds the 
recommended pupil to GP ratio).   
 

10. Support – Policy HP2 (Community Facilities) (p101)  
 
Persimmon Homes supports Policy HP2. We note that the policy seeks mitigation. Persimmon 
Homes are promoting the land at Rouses Farm, west of Jaywick Lane and south of St.John’s Road, 
Clacton-on-Sea for a mix of residential development, community facilities and public open space. As 
part of this development, Persimmon Homes are proposing that the site accommodate community 
facilities.   
 

11. Comment – Policy HP5 (Open Space, Sports and Recreation Facilities)(p106) 
 
It is useful that the Policy quantifies the percentage of gross site area that should be open space.  
 
It is considered that the threshold for the scale of ‘open space’ being no less than 0.15ha is not 
conducive to delivery or good site planning;  
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(a) Major developments of less than 1.5ha would either not qualify to provide open space or 
would have to deliver a higher proportion of open space in order to meet the 0.15ha 
minimum, which may in tern threaten viability.  

(b) Under the Policy, a ‘usable’ open space would need to be 1500sq.m. The beyond six acre 
standards seek 100sq.m Local Areas of Play, 400sq.m for Local Equipped Areas of Play, 
800sq.m for Neighbourhood Areas of Play.  Therefore, if play space is provided within a 
development without the inclusion of a substantial proportion of associated open space, 
such play area(s) would count towards the ‘usable’ open space for the purposes of the 
policy. This is considered to be flawed as provision for children and young people should be 
encouraged and provided in accessible locations within a development.   

 
It is recommended that the Policy is amended to state;  
 

Based on trends and the 2007 Adopted Local Plan, Policy COM6, 10% of the gross site area 
should be open space. On sites over 1.5ha development should ensure that areas of open space 
are usable and seek to include open space parcel(s) not less than 0.15 hectares. 

 
12. Comment - Part 5 Living Places (p114)  

 
Table LP2 ‘Local Plan Housing Allocations’ details total housing numbers. In relation to Rouses Farm, 
the table states ‘850’. In the associated policy, this number is stated as a minimum. Persimmon 
Homes have undertaken public consultation, extensive technical studies and Master planning of the 
Rouses Farm site to support the emerging allocation. The Environmental Statement submitted to 
the Council alongside the proposals for Rouses Farm demonstrates that the site can satisfactorily 
accommodate 950 homes together with the associated education, health and community facilities. 
The quantum of development supports the total number of homes required within the plan. 
Furthermore, it would support ongoing delivery during the plan period, assisting the Council with 
maintaining a five year land supply and resisting development on sites not envisaged within the 
Development Plan.  This should also be seen in light of the present uncertainty regarding when the 
garden communities will begin to make a meaningful contribution and the potential for slippage 
given the ambitious nature of the Garden Community.  
 

13.  Objection –  
Policy LP3 (Housing Density and Standards) (p120) &  
LP4 (Housing Layout) 

 
Policies L3 & LP4 seek to adopt the new ‘National Technical Housing Standards’ to all new 
development.  
 
National Context 
 
In 2013, The Housing Standards Review (the Review) was launched which sought to simplify and 
rationalise the raft of housing standards which local authorities applied to development. At the 
heart of the Review was a desire to reduce developer costs and create attractive conditions to 
significantly boost housing delivery. The industry was heavily involved in the Review.  

 



 

Persimmon Homes Essex is a trading division of Persimmon Homes Limited Registered Office: Persimmon House, Fulford, York YO19 4FE 
Registered in England No. 4108747. A subsidiary of Persimmon plc Page 7 

The outcome of the Review was the establishment via Building Regulations of mandatory baseline 
standards which apply nationwide to all developments. The Government also created a series of 
enhanced Optional Standards relating to access and water, along with a new optional national 
standard on internal space. All of these are implemented through planning but access and water are 
optional Building Regulations and Space Standards are planning only.  
 
Initially the industry had concerns that the enhanced standards would be applied by Local 
Authorities as their starting point. Application of the enhanced standards has the potential to have 
significant implications in terms of product range, build cost, affordability and consumer choice, 
cumulative policy burden, viability and ultimately housing delivery.  
 
In response, the Government confirmed that the enhanced standards were intended to be optional 
and that they would only be needed and viable in certain local circumstances. Otherwise, they 
would have been made mandatory in Building Regulations across the country.  
 
The enhanced standards were introduced on a ‘need to have’ rather than on a ‘nice to have’ basis 
and policy safeguards were put in place.  
 
The standards could only be introduced via a new Local Plan and to do so, clear evidence of need 
had to be demonstrated and impact upon viability had to be considered. It was recognised that EIP 
could be the only forum to properly debate whether development should be subject to such 
enhanced standards.  
 
New Regime and Policy Context  
 
The new regime was launched by a Ministerial Statement dated 25th March 2015 and the creation of 
a new section on optional technical standards in the National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG). 
This was also underpinned by existing policy within the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).  
 
Paragraphs 174 and 177 of the NPPF make it clear that via the Local Plan process LPAs should assess 
the cumulative impact of policy burden, including housing standards, to ensure that it does not put 
implementation of the plan at serious risk.  
 
The new Ministerial Statement stated the following: “The optional new national technical standards 
should only be required through any new Local Plan policies if they address a clearly evidenced need, 
and where their impact on viability has been considered, in accordance with the National Planning 
Policy Framework and Planning Guidance.” 
 
Accompanying this, Paragraph 001 Reference ID:56-001-20150327 of the NPPG made it clear that 
LPAs will need to gather evidence to determine whether there is a need for additional standards in 
their area and justify setting appropriate policies in their Local Plans. Paragraph 002 Reference ID 
56-002-20160519 of the NPPG confirms that LPAs should consider the impact of using these 
standards as part of their Local Plan viability assessment. 
 
The new NPPG section provided substantial guidance in terms of the implementation of the new 
regime including specific advice on the individual standards which are discussed below.  
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As referred to above, via Policy LP3 and LP4, Tendring are seeking to apply the optional national 
space standard along with the optional accessibility and adaptability standards.  
 
Nationally Described Space Standards (NDSS) 
 
NPPG sets out clear criteria which Councils must satisfy in order to adopt optional NDSSs over and 
above the requirements of Building Regulations.  
Where a need for internal space standards is identified, local planning authorities should provide 
justification for requiring internal space policies. Local planning authorities should take account of 
the following areas: 

 need – evidence should be provided on the size and type of dwellings currently being built in 
the area, to ensure the impacts of adopting space standards can be properly assessed, for 
example, to consider any potential impact on meeting demand for starter homes. 

 viability – the impact of adopting the space standard should be considered as part of a plan’s 
viability assessment with account taken of the impact of potentially larger dwellings on land 
supply. Local planning authorities will also need to consider impacts on affordability where a 
space standard is to be adopted. 

 timing – there may need to be a reasonable transitional period following adoption of a new 
policy on space standards to enable developers to factor the cost of space standards into 
future land acquisitions. 

The guidance effectively sets out three stages which must be overcome to ensure the NDSSs are 
only applied where needed and impacts are fully considered. We have considered Policy LP37 below 
with these policy hurdles firmly in mind.  

 NEED  
First and foremost a local authority must demonstrate clearly evidenced needs to require the 
NDSSs. The Council have not presented sufficient evidence to demonstrate need for the optional 
enhanced housing standard above what is established as nationally suitable in Building Regulations.  
 
What is currently being built?  
 
The point to note here is that all new housing clearly must comply with Building Regulations which 
allows flexibility in terms of footprint, room size, circulation space etc. This can be considered 
carefully by the housing market in determining product choice to meet the needs and demands of 
customers. This in turn allows for build refinement in relation to internal fit out. Finally this results in 
whole range of supply chain and construction efficiencies which are crucial to reducing cost, driving 
affordability and reducing build time to increase production. None of this appears to have been 
considered by the Council.  
 
Current sales / Need for market intervention  
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The industry is firmly of the view that current sales rates confirm that current product range is fully 
suitable for those wanting to buy properties. The industry knows its customers and what they want. 
Sales rates in the district are strong.  
 
When establishing need, we would expect Tendring to consider market indicators such as quality of 
life impacts or reduced sales rates with consumer information sighting the inadequacy of housing 
stock in the local area. This does not appear to have been provided to justify application of the 
enhanced standard and market intervention. The Inspector should not endorse the policy without 
this being demonstrated.  
 
The Council must demonstrate why there is a need to impose the NDSS via Policy LP3 and LP4.  
 
Existing Stock / Second Hand Market  
 
Whilst not directly referenced in the NPPG, it is sensible to consider the existing stock. The borough 
has a wide range and choice of second hand properties, ranging from flats and terraced housing 
stock to larger suburban properties. New housing forms only a part of the overall housing market. 
Consumers can choose whether to buy new build or second hand. Those who want to buy 
properties of a larger size than the market is currently building can choose a different offer from the 
second hand market.  
 
Meeting Needs and Impacts on Affordability  
 
A key part of the national guidance is considering the affordability implications of adopting the 
enhanced national space standards. Delivering new housing to assist with affordability is an 
important consideration. It is clear from the emerging plan’s evidence base that affordability in 
Braintree is already a key issue. Indeed, the affordability gap is such that there is a need to boost 
overall housing numbers to seek to combat this. To adopt the enhanced standards we would have 
expected a clear need to have been identified by the SHMA. However, this has not been the case 
and conversely the main issue has been the need to address affordability pressures.  
 
The increase in size increases build cost. Increases in sales prices can have a very negative impact on 
the level of accessibility to market dwellings based upon mortgage rates. 
 
Clearly inclusion of the NDSS would have an adverse impact upon affordability and would be 
contrary to the plan’s own objectives. The implications of applying the NDSS is that it increases build 
cost, which in turn increases sales price and this undermines delivery of the plans objectives. We 
note that no assessment has been undertaken as to how many more families will be pushed into 
affordable need as they can no longer afford a NDSS compliant home.  
 
Strategic Housing Market Area  
 
Purchasers of new homes have a choice of where and what to buy. They make their choice based on 
a range of factors which includes what they can afford. Adoption of the standard will have an 
adverse impact on the affordability of new homes. Based on this impact, purchasers could choose or 
be forced to live elsewhere potentially having significant impacts on the assumptions and objectives 
of the plan. 
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VIABILITY  
Only once a clear need has been demonstrated should the local authority consider testing if the 
enhanced standards are viable, bearing in mind cumulative policy burden. It is not clear from the 
Councils evidence that it has suitably assessed the viability implications of applying the NDSS’s 
alongside all other policy requirements of the plan. The ‘Tendring Economic Viability Study,  
Three Dragons and Troy Planning + Design, July 2017’ seeks to factor in NDSS. However, this 
assessment uses low Benchmark Land Values (p65) as detailed in the table below that are far too 
low and are not representative of the market. In light of this, it is considered that the ‘Tendring 
Economic Viability Study’ is not a sound assessment of the viability implications of applying NDSS.  
 

 Efficient use of Land  
 
The Council should be ensuring that new development maximises the efficient use of land.   
 
Implications on Affordability   
 
Sales price increases would have a significant impact on affordability in an area where the gap is 
widening. Applying the NDSSs will increase the price of a starter home making it markedly harder for 
people to get on the housing ladder.  
 
Viability of Sites  
 
Adoption of the NDSS on 100% of housing will have a significant impact on the viability of sites. It is 
also not a case of simply increasing build cost - increased housing sizes will result in less efficient use 
of land and thus a relative increase in infrastructure burden per plot.  
 
Implications for Brown Field sites  
 
The space standard will have a disproportionate effect on sites in lower value areas and those which 
are brown field. These sites often have remediation costs associated with them + current use value 
which further compound issues with achieving minimum benchmark land values.  
 
TIMING  
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Based on the above, Persimmon Homes is expecting that the NDSS requirement will be dropped 
from Policy LP3 and LP4 however in the event that it is retained, transitional arrangements must be 
suitably addressed as required by NPPG. A transitional period would allow developers to factor in 
the additional cost associated with this policy into future land deals. 
 
The land deals which underpin the majority of identified sites for this plan period will have already 
been secured and as such the proposed transitional arrangements will not provide adequate time 
for the cost to be factored in to the contracts for those sites. Nevertheless, if Tendring is minded to 
retain the NDSS requirement then we recommend a transitional arrangement of a minimum of 3 
years to allow those sites to move through the planning system before the requirements are 
enforced. Therefore NDSS would apply to site to which permission is granted after 2020.  
 
Clarity should be included within the policy to ensure that NDSSs cannot be applied to any approval 
(outline or detailed) prior to the specified date and that where development is approved prior to 
this date all housing built pursuant to the approval under Reserved Matters applications will not be 
subject to the increased space standard. It also needs to be made clear that the cut-off date is based 
upon the time at which planning approval is secured, not when development commences as the 
implications of enhanced standards cannot be factored in so late in the development process.  
 
Taking the above into account and the consequential effect of the transitional policy, the removal of 
the NDSS requirement altogether would appear much more logical thus providing clarity for all.  
 
Housing White Paper – ‘Fixing our broken housing market’  
 
In the recently Housing White Paper the Government have confirmed their view that the 
fundamentals of the Building Regulations system remain sound and that important steps were taken 
in the last Parliament.  
 
In relation to Space Standards, paragraph 1.55 states that “the use of minimum space standards for 
new development is seen as an important tool in delivering quality family homes. However the 
Government is concerned that a one size fits all approach may not reflect the needs and aspirations 
of a wider range of households. For example, despite being highly desirable, many traditional mews 
houses could not be built under today’s standards. We also want to make sure the standards do not 
rule out new approaches to meeting demand, building on the high quality compact living model of 
developers such as Pocket Homes. The Government will review the Nationally Described Space 
Standard to ensure greater local housing choice, while ensuring we avoid a race to the bottom in the 
size of homes on offer.” 
 
The above confirms the Government’s intentions to review NDSSs. This does not have any 
immediate impact upon Tendring’s emerging plan. However, it does demonstrate the Government’s 
unease with a one size fits all approach and its desire to ensure greater local housing choice. 
Unfortunately, introduction of the NDSSs would narrow the choice available at the expense of 
affordability and viability.  
 

14. Comment - Policy LP4 (Housing Layout) 
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Persimmon supports the desire to create a sense of place. There seems to be a conflict between 
criteria (e) and (f) when it comes to the approach to density.  
 

15. Comment - Policy LP5 (Affordable and Council Housing) 
 
The draft version of the Plan considered by the Local Plan Committee on Monday 12th June 2017 is 
set out in the Committee Papers. The version of the Local Plan considered by Members specified a 
target of 25% affordable housing under Policy LP5 and clearly ‘struck through’ the reference to 30%. 
The report on item 7 ‘publication draft local plan’ makes no reference to affordable housing. The 
minute of the meeting does not detail any amendment to the plan in relation to the percentage of 
affordable housing.  
 
The report to the 15th June Council meeting to endorse the plan makes no reference to an 
amendment to the plan in relation to the percentage of affordable housing. The draft local plan 
appended as ‘A1 – Appendix A’ also specifies a target of 25% affordable housing. The draft minute of 
the meeting does not detail any amendment to the plan in relation to the percentage of affordable 
housing. Members endorsed the publication of the consultation draft which includes a target of 25% 
affordable housing. Notwithstanding this, the published consultation draft includes a target of 30%.  
 
In light of the above, the draft plan produced by Officers and considered by Members and to which 
they endorsed for consultation purposes includes a target of 25% affordable housing. The plan was 
drafted having regard to the evidence base. It is unclear why the consultation draft includes a higher 
percentage of affordable housing than endorsed by Members. It is important that the totality and 
scale of obligations and policy requirements within the plan does not threaten development 
viability. The ‘Tendring Economic Viability Study, Three Dragons and Troy Planning + Design, July 
2017’ seeks to factor in affordable housing. However, this assessment uses very low Benchmark 
Land Values (p65) that are far too low and are not representative of the market. In light of this, it is 
considered that the ‘Tendring Economic Viability Study’ is not a sound assessment of the viability 
implications of applying a requirement of 30% affordable housing alongside all the other 
requirements.  
 
There is a need to increase housing delivery within the Country as a whole and within the District. It 
is considered that this would be hampered if the Policy burdens placed upon developers are too 
great. It is considered that the Member endorsed 25% requirement would be more representative 
of what developments can viably achieve.  
 
The forward to the Policy should make clear what is meant by ‘Council Housing’ and the mechanism 
by which such properties are transferred to the Council.  
 
Para 5.5.1 implies that there is limited control upon occupations of Affordable Housing provided by 
Registered Providers. Registered Providers of social housing have a mandatory statutory and 
regulatory obligation to assist local authorities in the discharge of their duties under Part VII of the 
Housing Act 1996. Furthermore, many authorities when grant planning permission include within 
the associated legal agreement (s106) a requirement for the Registered Provider to enter into a 
Nominations Agreement with the Council. A Nominations Agreement is a contract under which 
Councils can place those in housing need into housing association homes as they become available. 
In areas where affordable housing is in short supply Councils usually seek the right to nominate all 
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new housing association tenants. Therefore, there is a mechanism so Tendring can ensure that new 
affordable housing provided by a Registered Provider can be prioritised to those who qualify and are 
in the greatest need based upon their own housing register.  
 
The draft Policy seeks either (i) 30% of new dwellings as affordable housing or as an alternative (ii) 
10% as Council Housing plus a commuted sum.  The Policy by virtue of the different percentages 
sought seeks to recognise the significant increase in costs to the developer associated with providing 
‘Council Housing’.  
 
The second paragraph should make it clear that the 30% referred to relates to Affordable Housing 
and not a (unspecified) proportion of affordable housing and a (unspecified) proportion of ‘Council 
Housing’.  The proposed change is detailed below;  
 

‘For development proposals outside of the Tendring Colchester Borders Garden Community, 
involving the creation of 11 or more (net) homes, the Council will expect 30% of new 
dwellings, (including conversions) to be made available to Tendring District Council (subject 
to viability testing) or its nominated partner(s) to acquire at a proportionate discounted 
value for use as affordable or council housing.  
Places 
As an alternative, the Council will accept a minimum 10% of new dwellings, (including 
conversions) to be made available to Tendring District Council or its nominated partner(s) to 
acquire at a proportionate discounted value for use as council housing alongside a financial 
contribution towards the construction or acquisition of property for use as council housing 
equivalent to delivering the remainder of the 30% requirement’. 

 
Paragraph 5 states that the ‘size and type of council housing will be specified by the Council on a 
case-by-case basis having regard to the latest housing needs register and will be the subject of 
negotiation between the Council and the developer or applicant’. It is not clear as worded whether 
this statement also refers to ‘Affordable Housing’.  
 
Notwithstanding the above, Para 5 purely refers to the Housing Needs Register. The Strategic 
Housing Market Assessment (Jan 2016) includes an assessment of ‘additional units required to meet 
housing need in Tendring’ and ‘Size and type of affordable home required by those in need (per 
annum) in Tendring’ (see Tables 5.13d AND 5.14d, p145, SHMA 2016). The Council has therefore 
assessed the need for the size and type of affordable homes required over the plan period. It is 
considered that in assessing the housing need purely on the Housing Needs Register would not be 
fully representative of need, particularly the need for intermediate housing products.  
 
The Economic Viability Study (2017) makes an assumption regarding the split between Affordable 
Rented Units and Intermediate Tenures (para 2.25). The assessment recognises that there may be 
scenarios whereby the tenure mix needs to be flexed to have regard to development viability.  
 
The size of units will also be informed by the nature of the scheme. For instance, a scheme of 
predominantly apartments may struggle to include four bedroom houses and this should be 
recognised.  
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In light of the above, it is considered that the size and tenure should be determined having regard to 
the most robust available data including the most recent SHMA, the Housing Needs Register, 
development viability and the nature of the development. In light of the above, paragraph 5 should 
be amended to read;  
 

The size and type of Affordable and / or Council Housing within a qualifying  development 
shall be assessed on a case-by-case basis having regard to the most recent Strategic Housing 
Market Assessment, latest housing needs register, development viability and the nature of 
the scheme and will be the subject of negotiation between the Council and the developer or 
applicant. 

 
 

16. Support - Policy PP3 (Village and Neighbourhood Centres) (p143) 
 
The policy encourages small-scale retail development to serve day-to-day needs. The Policy 
identifies a proposed neighbourhood centre at ‘Rouses Farm Garden Suburb’. Persimmon Homes 
supports Policy PP2. Persimmon Homes are promoting the land at Rouses Farm, west of Jaywick 
Lane and south of St.John’s Road, Clacton-on-Sea for a mix of residential development, community 
facilities and public open space. As part of this development, Persimmon Homes are proposing that 
the site accommodate a neighborhood centre which would include provision for a medical facility 
and retail opportunity.   The scale of the facility seeks to meet local day-to-day needs and not exceed 
to the ‘local impact threshold in PP4’ and as such would not threaten the viability or vitality of 
existing centres.   
 

17. Support - Policy PP12 (Improving Education and Skills)  
 
Persimmon Homes support the need to mitigate the impact of development on education.  
Persimmon Homes are promoting the land at Rouses Farm, west of Jaywick Lane and south of 
St.John’s Road, Clacton-on-Sea for a mix of residential development, community facilities and public 
open space. As part of this development, the Masterplan includes provision for a new Primary 
School and early years facility.  
 

18. Support – Policy SAMU4 (Development at Rouses Farm, Jaywick Lane, Clacton) 
 
Persimmon Homes supports Policy SAMU4. Persimmon Homes are promoting the land at Rouses 
Farm, west of Jaywick Lane and south of St.John’s Road, Clacton-on-Sea for a mix of residential 
development, community facilities and public open space. As part of this process, Persimmon 
Homes have engaged with the local community and other stakeholders to seek their views as 
evidenced in the Statement of Community Involvement submitted to Tendring Council (July 2017).  
 
As part of the Preferred Options Consultation, Persimmon Homes submitted a ‘Site Deliverability 
Statement, September 2016). This sets the site and policy context. As set out in the Deliverability 
Statement, Persimmon Homes commissioned a specialist consultant team to produce various 
technical assessments as part of an Environmental Statement. The findings of this technical work 
had informed the Deliverability Statement and the associated Masterplan.  
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Since the production of the Site Deliverability Statement, the technical assessments and associated 
Masterplan work and pre-application engagement has continued. Persimmon Homes have formally 
advanced proposals for the development of the site for up to 950 residential units (including 
affordable housing) with a new neighborhood centre comprising a local healthcare facility of up to 
1,500 sq.m and up to 700sq.m for shops, food and drink and community centre. In addition, the 
proposal includes a 2.1ha site for a new primary school and associated roads, open space, drainage 
landscaping and other associated infrastructure.  
 
The proposal includes a Masterplan and a series of Parameter Plans which detail how the proposed 
development can be satisfactorily provided on-site and create an attractive community. The 
planning application was submitted in July 2017 and is supported by an Environmental Statement 
which is underpinned by the detailed technical studies undertaken.  
 
The development would make a substantial contribution towards the delivery of both market and 
affordable housing, including provision for bungalows. It supports the plan and assist the Council 
maintain an adequate supply of housing land during the initial part of the plan period.  
 
The site forms a sustainable extension to Clacton, with the ability to meet infrastructure thresholds 
for education and healthcare provision. The allocation supports the Council’s spatial strategy in 
focusing a proportionate amount of growth to existing settlements to meet housing need and to 
support employment opportunities.  
 
In terms of part (a) of the Policy, this seeks at least 850 new homes including affordable housing. 
This is supported. As detailed above, the Master planning and technical assessments demonstrate 
that the site and associated infrastructure can successfully accommodate a mixed use development 
including 950 homes.  
 
In terms of part (b) and (k) of the Policy, this seeks a new primary school on-site. As detailed above, 
the Masterplanning and technical evidence demonstrates that this can be accommodated and 
successfully integrated into the new neighborhood.  
 
In terms of part (c) and (d), Persimmon support the delivery of a new neighborhood centre and 
healthcare facilities on this site. Persimmon Homes have had ongoing discussions with NHS England 
with regards the type of facility to meet the needs within the area and this has informed the 
proposals for this site.  
 
In terms of part (e), (f) and (g), Persimmon Homes have engaged throughout the plan making 
process and have evolved a Masterplan having regard to the Council’s objectives for this site, 
community consultation and various detailed technical assessments. The Masterplan would deliver 
the objectives of SAMU4, including the quantum of open space sought and the access arrangements 
as specified.  
 
In terms of parts (i), (j), (m), Persimmon Homes consider that these are sensible stipulations to 
which the proposed Masterplan has had regard.  
 

19. Policy CP3 Improving the telecommunications network (p188) 
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Whilst paragraphs 43 to 46 of the NPPF establishes that local planning authorities should seek 
support the expansion of electronic communications networks it does not seek to prevent 
development that does not have access to such networks. By stating all, new dwellings must be 
served by super-fast broadband potentially allows the Council to refuse a development without such 
provision or impose a Grampian condition preventing a development from being occupied until such 
networks are provided. The provision of super-fast broadband is not in the control of the developer 
who requires a third party provider for such infrastructure. It is also the case that the house building 
industry is fully aware of the benefits of having their homes connected to super-fast broadband and 
what their customers will demand. 
 
We are also concerned that no additional costs have been included in the viability study for such 
provision. The study sets out in appendix 2 that these costs are incorporated into standard 
assumptions on development costs. However, we consider it essential that this policy is properly 
costed within the viability study. In particular the cost of such a policy on smaller developments in 
more rural communities could be significant and should be considered separately. Without this 
additional evidence there is clearly no justification to support this policy. In seeking to extend 
broadband to homes the Council should work proactively with telecommunications providers to 
extend provision and not rely on the development industry to provide for such infrastructure. 
 
The fourth bullet point following part d) of this policy should therefore be deleted. 
 
Conclusion 
 
Persimmon Homes welcomes the opportunity to comment. We support the Council’s ongoing Plan 
making process and the broad thrust of the Local Plan. We hope these representations are of 
assistance in taking the plan forward to the next stage of plan preparation and examination.  
 
 
 
Yours sincerely 

David Moseley,  
Planning Manager,  
Persimmon Homes Essex 
 
  



   
 

 

For internal Use only ID: 
 

Rep No: 
 

     

 

 

Responses are encouraged via the council’s online consultation system available on the website, 
see http://tendring-consult.objective.co.uk/portal  However, this form can be returned electronically 
to planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk or in hard copy if necessary to: 

Planning Policy, Tendring District Council, Thorpe Road, Weeley, Essex, CO16 9AJ 
The consultation runs from 9am Friday, 16th June to 5pm on Friday, 28th July 2017 

This form has two parts: 
Part A - Personal Details and Part B - Your comments 

 
 

  PART A  
 

1. Personal Details 

Title 

First Name 

Last Name 

Organisation 
(Where relevant) 

 
Address Line 1 

 
Address Line 2 

 
Address Line 3 

Post Code 

E-mail Address 
 

Telephone 
Number 

2. Agent’s Details (if applicable) 

Title 
 

First Name 

Last Name 

Organisation 

Address Line 1 

Address Line 2 
 

Address Line 3 

Post Code 

E-mail Address 
 

Telephone 
Number 

 
 

 

Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd. 

Mr  

S 

Brown 

Woolf Bond Planning 

The Mitfords 

Basingstoke Road  

Three Mile Cross 

RG7 1AT 

s.brown@woolfbond.co.uk 

01189884923 

http://tendring-consult.objective.co.uk/portal
mailto:planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk


  PART B  

REPRESENTATION FORM 
Please Note: If your representation relates to Section One of the North Essex Strategic Plan / Garden 
Communities you only need to respond to one of the Local Authorities. All representations received by 
Braintree, Colchester and Tendring relating to Section One of the Plan(s) will be submitted together. 

You do not need to return this form if you have completed a response using any of the Council’s online 
systems for this consultation. Duplicates will not be  considered 

Please specify which section of the Publication Draft Local Plan your comments relate to by 
choosing one of the following: 

Section 1 Section 2 Colchester  Section 2 Tendring Section 2 Braintree 

Which part of the section are you responding to? 
e.g. Paragraph/Policy/Map/Other 

 
Do you consider the Local Plan is Legally compliant? 

Yes  No 
 
Does it comply with the Duty to Co-operate? 

Yes  No 
 
Do you consider the Local Plan is Sound? 

Yes  No 
 
If you do not consider the Local Plan is sound, please specify on what grounds: 

Positively prepared  Justified  Effective  Consistent with National Policy 
 
Enter your full representation here: 

 
    
    Please see supporting Covering Letter. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Continue onto next page 

 

See attached covering submission  



 
 

If your representation is more than 100 words, please provide a brief summary here: 

The representations relate to the following: 
 

 Policy SP3: Meeting Housing Needs 
 Policy SP4: Providing for Employment and Retail 
 Policy LP1: Housing Supply 
 Appendix B: Map B.28 – Weeley  

 



Please specify the changes needed to be made to make the Plan sound / legally compliant 
 

 
 

Do you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination? 
Yes No 

 
If Yes - you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you 
consider this to be necessary 

Please note the inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear 
those who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination. 

 
Did you raise the matter that is the subject of your representation with the LPA earlier 
in the process of the preparation of the Local Plan 

Yes No 
 

If yes which stage 
Issues and Options  Preferred Options 

 
Do you wish to be notified? 

When the document is submitted for independent examination? 

When the Inspectors Report is published? 

When document is adopted? 
 

See Supporting Covering Letter  

Braintree & Tendring: Return by 5pm 28th July 2017 
(responses to section 2 Braintree and Tendring will not be accepted after this date. After 

this date responses to Section 1 should be sent to Colchester Borough Council) 

Colchester: Return by 5pm 11th August 2017 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
Our ref: SB/TR/7500 

 
Email: s.brown@woolfbond.co.uk 
 
27th July 2017 
 
Planning Policy Manager,  
Tendring District Council,  
Thorpe Road,  
Weeley,  
Essex,  
CO16 9AJ 
 
Dear Sirs,  
 
Tendring District Local Plan 2013-2033 and Beyond (June 2017) 
Representations Submitted on Behalf of Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd. 
 
Introduction 
 
We refer to the above consultation document and write on behalf of our client’s, 
Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd., setting out a number of comments upon certain of the 
policies and proposals contained therein. 
 
Our representations relate to the following key policies: 
 

 Policy SP3: Meeting Housing Needs 
 Policy SP4: Providing for Employment and Retail 
 Policy LP1: Housing Supply 
 Appendix B: Map B.28 – Weeley  

 
Plans and particulars are enclosed in support of our representations as follows: 
 

i. Duly Completed Response Form 
ii. Illustrative Masterplan No. CSA/2632/113/A (CSA Environmental) 
iii. Location Plan No. CSA/2632/102/B (CSA Environmental) 
iv. Transport Assessment (i-Transport) 
v. Proposed Access No. ITL11228-SK-006/B (i-Transport) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

mailto:s.brown@woolfbond.co.uk
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The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and the Tests of Soundness 
 
The NPPF sets out the principal components to be included in local plans. Paragraph 
182 requires that in order to be “sound” a DPD should be positively prepared, 
justified, effective and consistent with national policy. 
 
In order to be justified the DPD must be founded upon a robust and credible 
evidence base and represent the most appropriate strategy when considered against 
the reasonable alternatives. 
 
Effective means the document must be deliverable, flexible and be able to be 
monitored.  
 
The positive preparation test also requires plans to objectively assess development 
and infrastructure requirements from neighbouring authorities.  
 
For the reasons set out below there are a number of shortcomings with the plan, as 
currently drafted, that result in the need for amendment. These amendments relate to 
the need to increase the level of housing provision; a need to meet existing housing 
needs in the earlier part of the plan period and acknowledgement that the existing 
supply of housing commitments are insufficient in both quantum and nature to meet 
these more immediate needs. These concerns require the need to reconsider the 
proposed spatial strategy and identify additional allocations within the plan.  
 
Our clients have a controlling interest in land to the north of Colchester Road, 
Weeley. The site is available, suitable and deliverable to meet important housing and 
employment needs in the immediate period of the Local Plan. We remain committed 
to further engagement with the Council to explore the option of a deliverable 
allocation on this site, such that it can be incorporated into the final version of the 
Local Plan. 
 
Policy SP3: Meeting Housing Needs 
and 
Policy LP1: Housing Supply  
 
National Policy Context 
 
The NPPF requires LPAs 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, as far as is consistent with the policies set out in this 
Framework (para 47)’. 
 
The NPPF makes it clear at paragraph 47 that in significantly increasing the supply of 
housing Local Planning Authority (LPAs) should meet the full requirements for market 
and affordable housing. The NPPF states that when determining the local level of 
housing provision LPAs are required to take into account evidence of current and 
future levels of need and demand for housing and affordability levels. Further the 
NPPF requires LPA’s to ‘prepare a Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) to 
assess their full housing needs, working with neighbouring authorities where housing 
market areas cross administrative boundaries’ (para 159).  
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Paragraph 47 thus requires LPAs to ‘boost significantly the supply of housing’ and 
identify a five year supply of deliverable housing land. Finally the NPPF requires 
LPA’s to ‘identify and update annually a supply of specific deliverable sites sufficient 
to provide five years’ worth of housing against their housing requirements with an 
additional buffer of 5% (moved forward from later in the plan period) to ensure choice 
and competition in the market for land. Where there has been a record of persistent 
under delivery of housing, local planning authorities should increase the buffer to 
20% (moved forward from later in the plan period) to provide a realistic prospect of 
achieving the planned supply and to ensure choice and competition in the market for 
land’. 
 
The delivery of housing is seen as a matter of national priority and there have been 
various recent statements both by the Chancellor of the Exchequer and other 
Ministers of DCLG indicating the importance of housing delivery and the benefits of 
the same to both National and Local economies. Such statements are reaffirmed in 
the Secretary of State’s recent Housing White Paper.  
 
This objective is clearly reflected in the Government’s aim of kick-starting the 
economy and a commitment to investing £10 Billion in new housing to boost the 
national economy. This is acknowledged in the Secretary of State’s Written 
Statement on ‘Housing and Growth’ (dated 6th September 2012) that states: 

 
“The need for new homes is acute, and supply 
remains constrained. There are many large housing 
schemes in areas of high housing demand that could 
provide real benefit to local communities once 
delivered. But, large schemes are complicated and 
raise a wide range of complex issues that can be 
difficult to resolve.” 

 
More recently, the Government has referred to the existence of a nationally identified 
housing crisis1. 
 
The appropriate guidance to the derivation of a “Sound” evidence underpinning the 
assessment of an objectively assessed housing requirement is set out at paragraphs 
47, 50, 154, 156, 157, 158 and 159 of the NPPF and requires as follows: 
 

 Ensure that the Local Plan meets the full objectively assessed needs for 
market and affordable housing in the HMA (Para 47). 
 

 Plan for a mix of housing based on current and future demographic 
trends, market trends and needs as well as identifying the range of 
housing that is required (Para 50). 
 

 Local Plans should address the spatial implications of economic and 
social change (Para 154). 

 
 The Local Plan should set out the strategic priorities and policies for the 

area, including in relation to the homes and jobs needed (Para 156). 
 

                                                
1
 In the House of Commons Debate on 24 October 2013, the Planning Minister, Nick Boles, reaffirmed 

that there is 

a national housing crisis. 
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 Crucially Local Plans should plan positively for the development required 
in the area to meet the objectives, principles and policies of this 
Framework (Para 157). 

 
 Each LPA should ensure that the Local Plan is based on adequate, up to 

date and relevant evidence about economic matters (Para 158). 
 

 LPAs should have a clear understanding of housing needs in their area 
and should prepare a SHMA to assess their full housing needs.  The 
SHMA should, inter alia, meet household and population projections 
taking account of migration and demographic change and address the 
need for all types of housing (Para 159). 

 
The guidance set out in the NPPF in so far as it relates to the identification of an 
objectively assessed housing requirement is supplemented by that set out in the 
more recent advice contained in the National Planning Policy Guidance (NPPG) 
(March 2014). 
 
The Local Plan section of the NPPG confirms that: 
 

‘The Local Plan should make clear what is intended to 
happen in the area over the life of the plan, where and when 
this will occur and how it will be delivered’.  

 
In all of the circumstances the need to provide for and address housing delivery is an 
issue which must be viewed both positively and urgently by LPAs.  
 
The above is clear in setting out that a Local Plan should: 
 

 Provide a delivery strategy that is clear in terms of where, when and how 
housing needs will be delivered over the full plan period; 
 

 Meet full, objectively assessed housing needs for market and affordable 
housing; and 

 
 Boost significantly the supply of housing and ensure a deliverable five year 

housing land supply with an appropriate buffer can be maintained at all times. 
 
District-level Context and Proposed Housing Requirement 
 
As set out in the Planning Practice Guidance (PPG), the household projections 
published by the Department for Communities and Local Government represent the 
starting point when undertaking an assessment of housing need (Paragraph: 014 
Reference ID: 2a-014-20140306 refers). Thereafter, appropriate adjustments in order 
to reflect market signals, household formation rates and employment trends should 
be made.  
 
We object to the Council’s decision not to use the CLG 2014 Sub National 
Population Projection figure of 675 dwellings per annum.  Instead, the Council has 
sought to reduce the demographic starting point on account of Unattributable 
Population Change (UPC). The reasoning for this decision is set out at paragraphs 
8.32 to 8.38 of the PBA Objectively Assessed Housing Need Study (November 2016) 
report that states: 
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‘In the July 2015 OAN study we assessed Tendring’s housing 
need over the plan period as 597 dpa. Like the OAN for the 
rest of the HMA, this was based on the job-led Employed 
Persons scenario in the Phase 7 Edge study. It was below the 
CLG 2012 household projections, which implied a 
‘demographic starting point’ of 705 dpa. We found that an 
OAN lower than the official projections was justified in this 
case, because the projections were severely distorted by 
UPC, which is an error in the demographic official statistics. 
The Edge Employed Persons scenario aimed to correct this 
error, as well as checking that the projected population 
would provide enough workers to meet labour demand.  
 
However, after the OAN study was completed and published 
the ONS released a report and data tool that provided further 
formation about the UPC. The new data suggested that the 
Edge Employed Persons scenario overestimated housing 
need, because it was based on the wrong age profile, with 
too many older people – who tend to live in smaller 
households.  
 
Tendring Council commissioned PBA to review the findings 
of the OAN report in the light of the new information. The 
resulting report was published by the Council in January 
2016, as an update to the 2015 OAN study. It recommended a 
revised ‘demographic starting point’ of 480 dpa for Tendring 
over the plan period. We advised that this number was the 
best estimate based on available information. But it should 
be used with great caution, because the size of the UPC 
made all demographic analysis potentially subject to large 
error.  
 
With a market signal adjustment applied PBA recommended 
an OAN range of 500-600 dpa with 550 dpa adopted where a 
single number was needed. Testing of this number showed 
no need for any economic uplift. Testing of this number 
through the Experian model suggested that it did not require 
a ‘future jobs’ uplift  
 
The November 2016 update  
 
The 2014-based official projection sets a ‘demographic 
starting point’ for Tendring of 675 dpa. This is very close to 
the 705 in the same version of the projections. Our technical 
audit show that the 2014 projections are affected by the same 
errors as the 2012 ones, and hence they overstate housing 
need in the same way. The ONS is currently reviewing mid-
year population estimates for the years since the 2011 
Census, in order to eliminate these systematic errors. But the 
results will only become available in 2017.  
 
For now, our analysis of the latest demographic data 
suggests that the correct ‘demographic starting point’ 
remains 480 dpa, with a large potential error. Our analysis of 
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past provision and market signals shows that Tendring’s 
position has not changed, so we still consider that a market 
signals uplift to 550 dpa is justified. As before, Experian’s 
analysis suggests that there is no need for ‘future jobs’ uplift.  
 
In summary, our best assessment of housing need for 
Tending over the plan period remains 550 dpa’. 

 
Two key points arise from the above statements: 
 

1. First, the ability of PBA to revise the demographic starting point for Tendring 
is one that by PBA’s own admission ‘should be used with great caution’ and 
potentially one that could be ‘subject to large error’. The PBA report goes onto 
state that work is ongoing at CLG to eliminate systematic errors and these 
results will become available this year. It follows that as drafted the proposed 
housing requirement is predicated upon a revised demographic projection 
that by its own admission is subject to significant uncertainty. It follows that 
the use of the 480dpa figure is not predicated upon robust evidence. In such 
circumstances and given the imperative in national policy to boost the supply 
of housing, it follows that the only available figure to apply as a starting point 
at the present time is the CLG household projection figure of 675dpa. Such 
an approach is consistent with the PPG. The Council’s alternative approach 
to modifying the demographic starting point is highly uncertain as to its 
accuracy. The proposed housing requirement therefore fails the justified, 
consistent with national guidance and effective tests of soundness for these 
reasons.  
 

2. Second, the PBA report suggests that there is no need for a future jobs uplift 
to the proposed housing requirement. This position fails to consider the 
intrinsic relationship between employment and housing growth. We refer 
below to the findings of the Aspinall Verdi report that references the need for 
proactive interventions by the Council so to improve employment 
opportunities, in addition to the ability of residential development to cross-
subsidise serviced and ready to develop employment sites. It follows that the 
housing requirement fails to adequately reflect a need for an increased 
housing requirement in order to support a need for economic and 
employment growth. The proposed housing requirement also therefore fails 
the justified and effective tests of soundness. 

 
The Link to Employment Needs 
 
The approach to employment growth in the District is informed by the content of the 
Employment Land Review (“ELR”) prepared by Aspinall Verdi (May 2016) which 
reports the findings of a Study exploring the supply and demand of employment 
floorspace across the District. 

 

Figure 6.6 of the Aspinall Verdi Report identifies our client’s site as providing a 
sustainable opportunity to deliver employment land with good access and 
prominence (Para 7.34 refers).  This reference was also carried forward to Local Plan 
Map C30 in the previous iteration of the Local Plan. 
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As identified in the Aspinall Verdi Report, there are viability factors that limit the 
“speculative” provision of new employment sites. This is acknowledged at paragraph 
ES23 of the Employment Land Review and the site’s SHLAA assessment which 
acknowledged viability as an issue. This was further evidenced by the lack of 
employment growth in the District. 
 
The findings of the ELR relevant to the consideration of our client’s scheme may be 
summarised as follows: 

 

 Paragraph ES16 identifies the need to bring forward additional 
employment land which can provide proximity to the A120 and Colchester. 

 
 Paragraph ES19 identifies that the supply of new office space across the 

District in the 6 years 2009 to 2015 was limited to only 1,240sqm which is 
equivalent to 8 business units. 

 
 Paragraph ES21 identifies that well located sites providing good access to 

the A12 and offering proximity to the University of Essex Colchester 
Campus and the Knowledge Gateway is an important consideration. 

 
 ES22 identifies that the supply of B1 floorspace is limited. 
 
 ES23 identifies that viability will be a factor in bring forward certain 

locations for business use, with a pro-active range of interventions needed 
across the District to improve performance.  

 
 Paragraph 6.1 identifies the key locations for further employment growth, 

with the Application Site identified on page 82 and Figure 6.6 on page 83. 
 
 Paragraph 6.42 identifies the site as being at the ‘gateway’ to Weeley and 

is suitable for employment development. 
 
 Paragraph 6.48 refers to the possibility of residential development cross-

subsiding serviced and ready to develop employment sites. This is a 
major positive attributed to higher value land uses such as housing 
development which can assist in bringing forward serviced employment 
land to meet the clearly identified need.   

 
 Paragraph 6.49 refers to ancillary community uses to be included as part 

of the development proposals. 
 
 Para 6.50 refers to the need for the Council to assist in bringing the site 

forward for employment uses as quickly as possible.  
 
 Page 109 refer to the site as a potentially attractive location for 

employment. 
 
 Paragraphs 7.27 and 7.33 highlight the merits of providing for employment 

growth at Weeley which is recommended as a priority.  
 
The above confirms the pressing need for proactive intervention by the Council in 
order to boost employment opportunities in the District and the ability of residential 
development to cross-subsidise this. It follows that there is a need to increase the 
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housing requirement to allow for a future jobs uplift in the District contrary to the 
position taken in the PBA report (discussed above).  
 
The above also acknowledges the benefits specifically of employment development 
at Weeley, specifically referencing our client’s site. It follows that our client’s scheme 
affords the opportunity to deliver a sustainable neighbourhood through the provision 
of new homes and much needed employment opportunities, with the scheme 
providing circa 6,250sqm of office space. 
 
Affordable Housing Need 
 
The table below sets out the number of gross affordable housing completions that 
have occurred over the first 3 recorded years of the plan period:  
 
Table 1: Affordable Housing Delivery in Tendring District2 
 

Monitoring 
Year 

Gross 
Completions 

2013/14 3 
2014/15 16 
2015/16 7 

 

The average annual affordable housing delivery in the District during the plan period 
so far comprises 9 dwellings per annum.  By comparison, and as at June 2015, the 
Council had over 1,000 households listed on their housing register3.  This represents 
an acute problem.  
 
It is apparent that the Council has under delivered in terms of affordable housing in 
an exceptional manner during the first 3 years of the plan period. To reinforce this 
exceptional under delivery, we note that at this average delivery rate, it would take 
over 100 years to clear the current housing register, notwithstanding inevitable 
additional households that would require listing in the intervening period.   
 
Paragraph 47 of the NPPF requires LPAs to boost significantly the supply of housing 
and aim to meet ‘full, objectively assessed needs for market and affordable housing’. 
It follows that there is a pressing and substantive need to increase the housing 
requirement to respond to this level of affordable housing need and allocate 
additional strategic sized allocations that can deliver policy compliant levels of 
affordable housing accordingly. As discussed below, one such opportunity forms our 
client’s site at land to the north of Colchester Road, Weeley.  
 
Summary regarding Overall Housing Requirement 
 
Informed by the content of the PPG, the assessment work undertaken by PBA and 
the evidence set out above, we are of the view that the Local Plan should plan for 
growth at a minimum of 776 dwellings per annum, so to meet the 2014 SNPP 
household projection (675dpa), plus a 15% uplift to allow for market signals and thus 
totaling 776dpa.   
 

                                                
2 Data taken from Council’s AMRs.  
3 http://www.tendringdc.gov.uk/housing/private-rented-or-owned-housing/empty-homes (accessed 
24/07/2017) 

http://www.tendringdc.gov.uk/housing/private-rented-or-owned-housing/empty-homes
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As drafted, the proposed housing requirement fails all the tests of soundness.  
 
Five Year Housing Land Supply 
 
There is a need for the plan to demonstrate a five year housing land supply on the 
date of adoption. Any failure to secure this comprises an issue of soundness in 
respect of compliance with NPPF paragraph 47 and the objective of significantly 
boosting the supply of housing land and the requirement to demonstrate a five year 
supply.  
 
The importance of demonstrating a five year housing land supply upon adoption, in 
order to achieve a sound plan, was noted by an EiP Inspector in examining the 
Canterbury District Local Plan: 
 

‘The Framework indicates that relevant policies for the 
supply of housing should not be considered up-to-date if 
the local planning authority cannot demonstrate a 5-year 
supply of deliverable sites. As such, I consider that the Plan 
would be ineffective and not accord with national policy. It 
would therefore be unsound unless this can be remedied’. 

 
The Council’s most recent assessment of housing land supply is set out in a Local 
Plan committee paper dated 19 January 2017, that identified the Council could only 
demonstrate a 4.4 year supply of housing.  
 
In addition, the committee paper also provides the following net completions over the 
first four years of the plan period: 
 
Table 2: Overall Housing Completions in Tendring District 
 

Monitoring 
Year 

Tending Derived OAN 
@ 550dpa 

Completions Shortfall/Surplus  

2013/14 550 204 -346 
2014/15 550 267 -283 
2015/16 550 245 -305 
2016/17 550 540 (Estimate) -10 

Total 2,200 1,256 -944 
 
The cumulative positon for the last 4 years results in a deficit of 944 dwellings which 
represents a substantial shortfall in housing delivery. 
 
The positon becomes more acute if one applies a housing target using a robust 
demographic starting point together with a market signals uplift (776dpa).   
 
On the basis of the foregoing, there is a clear imperative to boost housing supply in 
the current five year period in order to address the acute shortage in housing 
delivery.  
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We reserve the right to comment upon the Council’s components of supply in detail. 
However it is essential that the Plan identifies sites that can deliver within the early 
part of the plan period in order to meet the soundness requirement to demonstrate a 
5-year housing land supply upon adoption. This becomes yet more essential when 
one considers the past under delivery in the District and the fact that the deficit 
position would only become yet more severe if a corrected increased overall housing 
requirement is applied.  
 
Given the accrued shortfall that has accumulated over past monitoring years, 
including the substantial under provision in the delivery of affordable housing the 
Council should seek to meet this shortfall in the immediate five year period consistent 
with the ‘Sedgefield’ methodology which accords with the approach to boosting 
significantly the supply of housing land in accordance with the content of the NPPG 
which states “Local Planning Authorities should aim to deal with any undersupply 
within the first 5 years of the plan period where possible.  
The consequence of failing to demonstrate a five year supply of deliverable housing 
land means that the Plan would be out of date at the point of intended adoption and 
could not be found sound. 
 
Part of the necessary solution is to identify sites that can provide material boosts to 
the overall deliverable supply within the immediate five year period. Our client’s 
proposal (see representations below) would enable two or more sales outlets to be 
established on the site and high levels of delivery be achieved (at a minimum of 
60dpa per outlet).  
 
Summary 
 
The Local Plan should identify sufficient deliverable and developable sites to help 
meet at least  the 776dpa requirement during the plan period (15,525 dwellings in the 
period 2013 to 2033) whilst facilitating the early release of sites in helping to 
demonstrate a five year supply of deliverable housing land.  
 
The NPPF is clear in requiring local planning authorities to identify sites which are 
deliverable (paragraph 47). The site can be considered deliverable in that 
development would be in line with Footnote 11 i.e. the site is available, able to offer a 
suitable location for development and ultimately is achievable. 
 
Policy SP4: Providing for Employment and Retail 
 
Including for the reasons set out in the Employment Land Review prepared as part of 
the supporting evidence base to the emerging Local Plan (Aspinall Verdi) (May 2016) 
(discussed in response to Policy SP3), we support the need for additional 
employment land allocations in helping to achieve a strong economy to accompany 
the planned levels of growth in the period to 2033. Moreover, providing for 
employment opportunities and housing choice in sustainable locations can help 
secure a sustainable pattern of growth. 
 
Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd has a controlling interest in land that was previously proposed 
to be allocated for employment use to the north of Colchester Road at Weeley 
(Figure 6.6 of the Employment Land Review refers). The Employment Land Review 
identifies the site as providing a sustainable opportunity to deliver employment land 
with good access and prominence (Para 7.34 refers). However, and self-evident from 
the limited amount of employment land that has been developed in the recent past, 
there are viability factors that limit the “speculative” provision of new employment 
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sites. This is acknowledged at paragraph ES23 of the Employment Land Review and 
the site’s SHLAA assessment which acknowledges viability as an issue. 
 
Summary 
 
We object to the proposed de-allocation of land to the north of Colchester Road, 
Weeley for new employment opportunities. However, we are of the view that this 
should be as part of a mixed use scheme to include additional housing development 
alongside community facilities including a local centre, land for a potential a 1FE 
primary school as well as additional public open space provision.   
 
Additional and related representations are set out in response to Proposals Map B.28 
(Weeley) below. 
 
Appendix B: Map B.28 – Weeley  
 
Land to the North of Colchester Road (SHLAA Site Ref: WE1.2) 
 
Land controlled by Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd forms the majority of SHLAA Site WE1.2 
located to the north of Colchester Road, Weeley. It extends to approximately 20ha. 
 
As discussed in the accompanying Transport Assessment, the site is located within 
walking and cycling distance from local services and facilities including the train 
station. It is also accessible by bus. 
 
The site is currently in agricultural use and is also used for car boot fayres. 
 
In terms of topography, the site is generally flat. 
 
The site is not located within or adjoining a Conservation Area. In addition, there are 
no listed buildings in or directly adjoining the site. 
 
The wider area (to the east) is characterised by residential development, although 
there is no one dominant form of dwelling type or design. 
 
The SHLAA concludes in relation to the extended site (including land to the north 
east not controlled by Taylor Wimpey and not forming part of this Local Plan 
submission) as follows: 
 
Estimated dwelling capacity:  450 dwellings. 
 
 
Physical constraints: No irresolvable issues.  Development would 

require a suitable access from the B1033 that 
would not reduce the flow of traffic on this 
busy road. 

 
Environmental constraints:  no irresolvable issues. 
 
Infrastructure constraints: In conjunction with other large sites in Weeley, 

development would require a range of new 
transport, health, utilities and education 
infrastructure.  A new primary school would 
need to be delivered as an integral part of the 
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development. 
 
Other comments: There are doubts over the suitability of this 

land for housing as it would introduce housing 
on the opposite side of a busy road and would 
protrude the settlement northwards into a 
relatively uncontained area of countryside that 
is poorly connected with the existing built up 
area. 

 
The accompanying Illustrative Masterplan and Transport Assessment address the 
suitability concerns in relation to, inter alia, connectivity. The content of these 
supporting documents is summarised below. 
 
The Illustrative Masterplan 
 
The Illustrative Masterplan (No. CSA/2632/113/A) provides for the following form and 
layout of development: 
 

 Approximately 380 dwellings 
 A 2.8ha site for employment (to include a 0.5ha local centre) 
 Access from Colchester Road as well as a pedestrian/cycle link from Crown 

Lane and Hawk Lane 
 Land for a 1FE primary school (to accommodate 210 pupils in seven classes) 
 Formal sports pitch provision  
 Pedestrian links to the remainder of Weeley 
 Pedestrian access across Colchester Road 
 A form of development that is contained from wider views into and from the 

site by virtue of the existing boundary planting and the proposed landscape 
strategy. 

 A layout of development that can be assimilated into the character of the 
area, providing for a sustainable extension to Weeley. 

 
In landscape terms, the site benefits from screening from the adjacent woodland and 
the tree belts to the site boundaries which enclose the site. 
 
The site lies on the north western side of the existing built up area of Weeley, 
immediately to the north of Colchester Road and consists of three fields which are 
bound by a mix of mature vegetation and existing woodland. The eastern boundary is 
formed by Hawk Lane which is flanked by mature tree planting to either side. The 
western field and middle field are separated by a shelter belt comprising a single row 
of trees.  
 
The Illustrative Masterplan shows how new areas of landscaping in the form of tree 
planting and amenity landscaping could be incorporated into the design to ensure 
that development is integrated into the local context. 
 
The Illustrative Masterplan provides for approximately 380 dwellings on a total 
developable area of circa 10ha equating to approximately 38dph. 
 
The draft scheme also demonstrates how a new primary school could be 
accommodated on the site. The primary school site measures 1.09ha and guidance 
contained within Essex County Council’s ‘Education Contribution Guidelines 
Supplement’ sets out that a 1.09ha site would be able to accommodate 210 pupils 
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within seven class bases. The Illustrative Masterplan shows how the primary school 
site could be located on one of the principal routes through the new development in 
order to maximise its accessibility for both new and existing residents. 
 
Currently, the only primary school in the village is Weeley St Andrew's CofE Primary 
School. It is a one form entry school, located to the south of the village. The County 
Council, as the local education authority, has advised that the existing primary school 
at Weeley would not be able to accommodate the number of additional pupils 
expected as a consequence of substantial new housing, and that expansion options 
for the existing school are limited. In recognition of this, the proposals include 
provision for a new primary school site of 1.09ha, which is sufficient to accommodate 
a one form entry (210 pupil place) primary school together with early years provision. 
The proposed provision therefore facilitates additional primary education demand 
over and above what is required to meet the needs of the proposed development. 
 
Optionally, the County Council has previously suggested a site for a two form entry 
school should be made available. This would require a larger area to be set aside for 
education use. While it is recognised that the County prefers to establish two form 
entry schools, there is no justification for requiring a school site suitable for 
accommodating a two form entry school and such provision could not be considered 
CIL-compliant. Consequently, a larger site would only be made available by 
agreement - the basis of which would need to recognise the land value of the 
additional land based on residential land value. 
 
The proposed local centre is shown to be accommodated on a combined site of 
0.5ha, located adjacent to the vehicular site access point from Colchester Road and 
forming part of the wider 2.8ha site for employment generating uses (including B1 
and B2). Its location fronting Colchester Road would help to maximise the viability of 
a new retail use where it would benefit from passing trade along Colchester Road. 
Equally, its location adjacent to Colchester Road would maximise the accessibility of 
the employment area from the existing bus stops that are located nearby to either 
side of Colchester Road. The combined site would allow for the shared use of car 
parking and the creation of a vibrant space that would benefit from activity during 
both the daytime and evening. 
 
Overall, the Illustrative Masterplan puts forward a vibrant form of development that 
will deliver a range of community benefits for both existing and new residents of the 
village. All of these new community facilities would be readily accessible from within 
the development and would be connected by a network of proposed recreational 
routes. 
 
Transport Assessment 
 
The accompanying Transport Assessment demonstrates the sustainability merits of 
providing for development of the site in the manner proposed, which includes 
accessible pedestrian, cycle and bus connections to the remainder of the settlement.   
 
Summary 
 
Land to the north of Colchester Road should be allocated for a mixed use scheme to 
include 2.8ha of employment land and approximately 380 no. dwellings in helping to 
meet identified needs during the plan period.  
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Summary 
 
We trust the above comments are of assistance in producing a final version of the 
Local Plan for and await confirmation of receipt of our representations in due course.  
In addition, we welcome the opportunity to discuss the proposals for the site with the 
Council. 
 
Please do not hesitate to contact the writer should you wish to discuss any matter(s) 
arising. 
 
Yours faithfully, 

 
Steven Brown BSc Hons DipTP MRTPI 
 
Enc. 
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Tendring District Publication Draft Local Plan Consultation – 16th June to 11th 

August 2017 

Representations on behalf of NEEB Holdings 

NEEB Holdings would like to make the following comments in connection with Tendring District 

Council’s Publication Draft Local Plan Consultation. The relevant parts of the Local Plan document 

and evidence base documents are reproduced (black text) and are followed by NEEB Holdings 

comments/representations (red text). 

Tendring District Publication Draft Local Plan 

SP3 – Meeting Housing Needs  

• Tendring Plan period 2013-2033; 550 new dwellings needed per annum; minimum net 

additional homes in the plan period are 11,000. 

Response: NEEB Holdings supports the Council’s housing figures and considers that the provision of 

550 new dwellings per annum and 11,000 dwellings over the plan period should be treated as the 

minimum provision, and that every effort should be made to meet this minimum provision. 

Overprovision should not be discouraged. 

SP4 – Providing for Employment  

Tendring 2016-2033 will provide 20ha of B use employment land (up to 38ha in the higher growth 

scenario). 

 

Response: It is unclear why Tendring’s requirement for Employment Land should have halved from 

40ha to 20ha since the Preferred Options Plan was published in September 2016. NEEB Holdings 

believes the provision of appropriately located designated employment land is vital to economic 

growth in the district.  

It is noted that the Policies Maps (section 12 of the Plan) show proposed employment sites 

designated at the edges of existing towns such as Clacton and Harwich. There seems to be an under-

provision of employment land within rural areas, particularly along designated strategic transport 

routes such as the A120 corridor. A lack of evenly distributed employment sites throughout the rural 

areas of the district does not seem to be a sustainable approach or consistent with national policy, 

since it encourages long distance commuting for residents of the district’s rural areas.  

According to the Employment Land Review (Aspinall Verdi, May 2016), which forms part of the draft 

plan’s evidence base:  

• 38ha of land needs to be allocated “to provide an effective supply of employment land” 

(paragraphs ES44 and ES45). 

• At the time the report was written 19.4ha of land had been identified for allocation, leaving a 

further 19ha needing to be allocated.  

• Paragraph 7.15 states that “The emerging Local Plan needs to bring forward more 

employment land and buildings that can provide proximity to the A12/A120 and Colchester.”  

It seems that policy SP4 and allocations in draft form fail to comply with the evidence base, indicating 

that this policy is not justified and therefore unsound. Further, the policy does not comply with the 

following parts of the National Planning Policy Framework:  

• Paragraph 7 on ensuring sufficient land is available to support growth; 

• Paragraph 17 stating that planning authorities should proactively drive and support 

sustainable economic development. 

NEEB Holdings believes that the Local Authority should look again at the requirement for and 

distribution of employment land throughout the district. The proposed allocations do not appear to 

have been positively prepared and do not appear to be consistent with national policy. Further 



employment sites in rural areas with strong transport links, such as along the A120 corridor, should be 

allocated in order to meet the requirements set out in National Planning Policy and the Employment 

Land Review. NEEB Holdings believe that their site at the A120 west of Little Bentley should be 

allocated for employment or transport services, as set out later in this response.  

Essex County Council Route-Based Strategies  

1.67 Route-based strategies are prepared and delivered by the County Council for strategic road 

corridors, in consultation with local authorities. The following strategies relevant to North Essex are 

currently being prepared for delivery post 2018/19: A131 - Chelmsford to Braintree; A131 Braintree to 

Sudbury; Colchester to Manningtree and A133 Colchester to Clacton. The key objective is to identify 

options that will support economic growth. 

Response: NEEB Holdings acknowledges the importance of the A120 to the Tendring’s economy and 

the economies of surrounding districts and boroughs. NEEB Holdings fully supports any upgrading 

works to the A120 for this reason. This includes the construction of a roundabout at the junction of 

Harwich Road and Park Road (west of Little Bentley). 

NEEB Holdings supports the aims of the route based strategies but would like to see better services 

for drivers and passengers along the route, in accordance with NPPF paragraph 31. The creation of a 

roundabout west of Little Bentley provides an excellent opportunity to provide a local service area for 

the benefit of all road users. This would provide a convenient stopping/service point between 

Colchester and Harwich and would be beneficial both from the point of view of servicing existing 

economic activity in the local and wider areas and generating new economic activity in the local area. 

SPL1 – Managing Growth Settlement Hierarchy 

Strategic Urban Settlements Rural Service Centres 

Clacton-on-Sea (comprising, Central Clacton, 
Jaywick, West Clacton, Great Clacton (North), 
East Clacton and Holland-on-Sea) 
Harwich and Dovercourt (including Parkeston 
and part of Ramsey) 
Tendring/Colchester garden settlement 
 

Alresford 
Elmstead Market 
Great Bentley 
Little Clacton 
St. Osyth; and 
Thorpe-le-Soken  
Weeley 

Smaller Urban Settlements Smaller Rural Settlements 

Frinton, Walton and Kirby Cross 
Manningtree, Lawford and Mistley 
Brightlingsea 
 

Ardleigh 
Beaumont-Cum-Moze 
Bradfield 
Frating 
Great Bromley 
Great Holland 
Great Oakley 
Kirby-le-Soken 
Little Bentley 
Little Bromley 

Little Oakley 
Ramsey Village 
Tendring; 
Thorpe Station 
Maltings 
Thorrington 
Weeley Heath 
Wix 
Wrabness 

 

Response: NEEB Holdings supports the proposed hierarchy as a sensible and sustainable way to 

allocate growth across the district. However, NEEB Holdings would like to stress the important role 

that new development outside of defined settlement boundaries can have in certain cases, e.g. 

certain agricultural and equine related development, growth of existing businesses and development 

to provide services for users of key highway routes. 

3.2.3 Settlement Development Boundaries 

3.2.3.1 To achieve a sustainable increase in housing stock, a significant number of new homes will 

come forward on sites which at March 2017 already had extant planning permission for new housing. 

The remaining requirement will be delivered on sites that are specifically allocated for housing or 

mixed-use development, supplemented by other suitable sites within the Settlement Development 



Boundaries in this Local Plan. Alongside the planned developments, it is likely that a number of 

currently unidentified ‘windfall’ sites will obtain planning permission for housing in accordance with the 

policies in this Local Plan during the plan period. In general terms, development outside of defined 

Settlement Development Boundaries will be the subject of strict control to protect and enhance the 

character and openness of the countryside. However, there are certain forms of development that can 

and sometimes need to take place in these areas, some of which can bring about positive outcomes 

for the rural economy. 

SPL2: To encourage sustainable patterns of growth and carefully control urban sprawl, each 

settlement listed below is defined within a ‘Settlement Development Boundary’ as shown on the 

relevant Policies Map and Local Map. Within the Settlement Development Boundaries, there will be a 

general presumption in favour of new development subject to detailed consideration against other 

relevant Local Plan policies and any approved Neighbourhood Plans. 

Outside of Settlement Development Boundaries, the Council will consider any planning application in 

relation to the Settlement Hierarchy and any other relevant policies in this plan. 

An exemption to this policy is provided through the Rural Exception Site Policy LP6. 

Response: NEEB Holdings believes it is important that settlement boundaries are allowed to shift over 

time and remain flexible in order to reflect housing needs, community views and changing economic 

circumstances. Further, it is important to recognise that there are circumstances where development 

outside of settlement boundaries is appropriate and necessary/desirable.  Such circumstances may 

include certain agricultural and equine related development, growth of existing businesses and 

development to support key transport infrastructure and its users. 

8.2 Improving the Transport Network  

8.2.1 An efficient and effective strategic transport network is critical for achieving economic growth, 

supporting trade and attracting inward investment, and reducing carbon emissions to help to reduce 

increases in global warming. Conversely, a network which is unsafe, slow or inconvenient can deter 

business investment and could harm the area’s tourist economy, which attracts many thousands of 

visitors, particularly during the main summer holidays. 

NEEB Holdings supports the promotion of land for employment and roadside facilities.  

8.2.2 The Council will work with its partners, including Highways England, Essex County Council, bus 

and train operating companies, Network Rail and landowners, to safeguard, and to explore 

opportunities to improve, the District’s strategic transport network. It will seek to make the transport 

network safer and more efficient, in order to: facilitate growth, trade and inward investment; help to 

improve the quality of life for local residents; and improve the experience for visitors to the District and 

will encourage improvements to the quality and frequency of rail and bus services and station facilities 

and their appearance. 

Response: NEEB Holdings supports the commitments and statements in this paragraph. NEEB 

Holdings also supports the proposals to create a roundabout west of Little Bentley on the A120 as 

part of these improvement plans. The creation of a roundabout provides an excellent opportunity to 

for the Council to review, together with its partners, the provision of services for users of the A120 

between Colchester and Harwich.  

The creation of a local service area at this location for the benefit of all road users would provide a 

convenient stopping/service point between Colchester and Harwich and would be beneficial both from 

the point of view of servicing existing economic activity in the local and wider areas and generating 

new economic activity in the local area. This would also conform with paragraph 31 of the NPPF on 

the support of roadside facilities to promote sustainable development.  

8.2.3 The major roads forming part of the District’s strategic transport network are the A120 and 

A133. Both routes include sections which require upgrading in order to improve safety and 

convenience and to function efficiently in the context of significant future housing growth. For the 

A133, between Colchester and Clacton, the Council will work with Essex County Council (the 



Highway Authority) to identify the nature and cost of improvements needed, seek sources of public 

funding and consider the use of the Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) to secure contributions 

towards these works. An upgrade of the A120 is a requirement of the planned port expansion at 

Bathside Bay, Harwich although this is not expected to take place early in the plan period. The 

Council will work with Highways England and other partners to investigate ways of funding and 

delivering possible early improvements and will resist any development proposals in the vicinity of the 

A120 which could jeopardise its upgrading, widening or re-routing. 

Response: NEEB Holdings supports the commitments and statements in this paragraph, especially in 

relation to the stretch of the A120 between Colchester and Harwich. This is a route which is of key 

economic development significance and which is certain to become more so. Any improvements to 

this route (including the provision of high quality services for road users in line with paragraph 31 of 

the NPPF) would make an important contribution to economic development objectives in the Tendring 

and surrounding areas. 

8.2.4 Major growth areas in West Tendring / East Colchester and Clacton will require new strategic 

highway infrastructure, which will not only serve the development areas themselves but also provide 

for two major new roads, to ensure that traffic is able to move through and between settlements 

efficiently, thereby preventing traffic congestion which would otherwise occur. These two new roads 

will be between the A120 and AI33 and at west Clacton between the A133 and B1027. 

8.2.5 The Council will explore, in partnership with Essex County Council, Suffolk County Council, 

Babergh District Council and Network Rail, opportunities to improve the A137 and railway 

crossing/underpass at Manningtree Station. Any new developments likely to increase use of this route 

may be required to contribute towards such improvements. 

Policy CP 2 IMPROVING THE TRANSPORT NETWORK  

• Proposals for new development which contribute to the provision of a safe and efficient 

transport network that offers a range of transport choices will be supported. 

• Major growth areas at the Colchester Fringe (East Colchester/West Tendring) and at Clacton 

will require provision of new road infrastructure in order to fully serve the new growth areas 

and to avoid causing traffic congestion in the existing adjacent settlements. Strategic link 

roads will be required between the A120 and A133 and between the A133 and B1027, 

respectively in addition to improvements for non-motorised travel. . 

• Proposals which would have any adverse transport impacts will not be granted planning 

permission unless these are resolved and the development made acceptable by specific 

mitigation measures which are guaranteed to be implemented. 

Response: NEEB Holdings supports the Council’s stance on new development which will contribute to 

the provision of a safe and efficient transport network. NEEB Holdings believes there to be the 

potential to provide safety and efficiency gains, and other benefits, in relation to the A120 between 

Colchester and Harwich through an appropriately sited new local service area at the new roundabout 

to be created west of Little Bentley.  

• There are currently no service stations on the A120 between Ardleigh South and Harwich, a 

distance of some 14 miles.  

• The A130 by comparison is much better provided for, with services near Great Bentley, 

Weeley and Clacton.  

• The 2.2ha site between Harwich Road and the A120, west of Little Bentley, would be a 

suitable site for such provision. The site has no ecological, environmental, ownership or 

access constraints. The site is available within the next five years.  

NEEB Holdings support the allocation of the site between Harwich Road and the A120 for 

servicing/employment use and would be pleased to work with the Council in exploring the potential for 

such provision in order to strengthen and improve this key economic corridor.  
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Our Ref: ESFA/Local Plan/Tendring 2017      14th July 2017 
 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

Re: Tendring Local Plan Publication Draft for Consultation 

Consultation under Regulation 19 of Town and Country Planning (Local 
Planning) (England) Regulations 2012 

Submission of the Education and Skills Funding Agency 

1. The Education and Skills Funding Agency (ESFA) welcomes the opportunity to 
contribute to the development of planning policy at the local level.    

2. The ESFA launched on 1st April 2017, brings together the existing responsibilities 
of the Education Funding Agency (EFA) and the Skills Funding Agency (SFA), to 
create a single funding agency accountable for funding education and training for 
children, young people and adults. The ESFA are accountable for £61 billion of 
funding a year for the education and training sector, including support for all state-
provided education for 8 million children aged 3 to 16, and 1.6 million young 
people aged 16 to 19.  

3. Under the provisions of the Education Act 2011 and the Academies Act 2010, all 
new state schools are now academies/free schools and the ESFA is the delivery 
body for many of these, rather than local education authorities. As such, we aim 
to work closely with local authority education departments and planning 
authorities to meet the demand for new school places and new schools. In this 
capacity, we would like to offer the following comments in response to the 
planning policy framework outlined in the above consultation document. 

Comments on the Strategic Approach to New Schools in North Essex  

4. The ESFA notes that the strategic policies in this Local Plan are contained in the 
plans for Braintree, Colchester and Tendring. Comments on these strategic 
policies are provided in this section. Comments on the policies specific to 
Tendring district are provided separately in the following section. 

5. The ESFA notes that significant growth in housing stock is expected across the 
North Essex districts of Braintree, Colchester and Tendring; the Local Plan 
confirms the annual housing target of 2,186 new homes a year (43,720 in total) 
for this area (excluding Chelmsford) over the plan period 2013 to 2037. The 
specific requirement for Tendring District is 550 homes per year (11,000 in total). 
This will place significant pressure on social infrastructure such as education 
facilities.  

6. The ESFA welcomes reference within the plan (section 6B) to adopting a 
coordinated approach to infrastructure planning across North Essex, including by 

Education and Skills Funding Agency 
Department for Education 
Sanctuary Buildings 
Great Smith Street 
London 
SW1P 3BT 
 
Tel: 0207 340 7000 
 
www.gov.uk/esfa 
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ensuring new development provides for new and expanded schools in 
accordance with the details in districts’ Infrastructure Delivery Plans.  

7. The ESFA supports the requirement established in policy SP5 for new 
development to be supported by the infrastructure required to meet the needs 
arising from that development. We also support the strategic education 
infrastructure priorities identified, particularly the focus on providing sufficient 
school places. The policy refers to “larger developments setting aside land and/or 
contributing to the cost of delivering land for new schools where required”. We 
suggest it would also be useful to refer to developer contributions to the build cost 
of new schools here, to make it clear that for larger sites developers should be 
both providing the land for new schools (to meet demand arising from the new 
development) and funding or contributing to the cost of their construction. As such 
the Policy would read “…with larger developments setting aside land and/or 
contributing to the cost of delivering land for new schools where required, as well 
as funding or contributing to the cost of building the new schools”. ‘Larger 
developments’ should also be clearly defined. These amendments would ensure 
that the delivery requirements are clear and that the plan is ‘effective’.  

8. The ESFA also welcomes the focus in policy SP7 on the sequencing of 
development and infrastructure provision to ensure that the latter is provided 
ahead of or in tandem with the development it supports. Policies SP 8, 9 and 10 
relate to each of the three proposed Garden Communities. Each policy requires 
at least one secondary school, primary schools (number and size unspecified) 
and early-years facilities to be provided to serve new development. The 
Integrated Delivery Plans for each district provide further details of the number 
and size of primary and secondary schools required. These details should be 
included in the above mentioned policies to further demonstrate that the plan has 
been ‘positively prepared’ based on a strategy which seeks to meet objectively 
assessed infrastructure requirements. 

9. The ESFA notes that a site specific Strategic Growth DPD will be developed for 
the garden communities and that this will include further details of how 
infrastructure will be delivered and phased alongside new development, including 
allocating specific sites for schools. 

Comments on Tendring’s Policies and Site Allocation for New Schools 

10. The Local Plan’s strategic objective on education is strongly supported, as is the 
commitment to ensure “that the planned growth in housing development is 
supported by investment in either building new or creating capacity in our primary 
and secondary schools through the planning system” (para 6.8.3).  

11. The ESFA supports the principle of Tendring District Council safeguarding land 
for the provision of new schools to meet government planning policy objectives as 
set out in paragraph 72 of the NPPF. Ensuring there is an adequate supply of 
sites for schools is essential and will ensure that Tendring District Council can 
swiftly and flexibly respond to the existing and future need for school places over 
the plan period.  

12. The site specific polices highlight on site requirements for primary schools for a 
number of site allocations. Policy SAMU2 (Hartley Gardens, Clacton; 800-1000 
homes), SAMU3 (Oakwood Park, Clacton; at least 500 homes), SAMU4 (Rouses 
Farm, Clacton; at least 850 homes) and SAMU5 (Weeley; at least 280 homes) all 
include a requirement for 2.1 hectares of land for a new primary school with co-
located 56 place early years and childcare facility (D1 use) as required by the 
Local Education Authority through Section 106 Planning Obligations. 
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13. The ESFA suggest that the wording of these policies should be clarified to clearly 
identify the size of the primary schools that are required based on the latest 
evidence of need from the LEA (p.21 of the Integrated Development Plan 
indicates primary schools should be 2FE). This would provide greater clarity and 
certainty for developers. However, retaining a degree of flexibility is also 
necessary given that the need for school places can vary over time due to the 
many variables affecting it. With regard to delivery of school places, it may be 
helpful if the council also highlighted that: 

- specific requirements for developer contributions to enlargements to existing 
schools and the provision of new schools for any particular site will be confirmed 
at application stage to ensure the latest data on identified need informs delivery; 

- requirements to deliver schools on some sites could change in future if it were 
demonstrated and agreed that the site had become surplus to requirements, and 
is therefore no longer required for school use. 

14. Policy SAH1 (Greenfield farm, Dovercourt; at least 164 homes) includes a 
requirement for financial contributions to primary and secondary school provision, 
as required by the Local Education Authority, primarily through Section 106 
Planning Obligations or the Community Infrastructure Levy. The ESFA support 
this approach.  

15. It would be useful if a background paper could be developed setting out clearly 
how the forecast housing growth at allocated sites has been translated (via an 
evidence based pupil yield calculation) into an identified need for specific 
numbers of school places and new schools at different times, expanding on the 
information in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan and the site specific policies. This 
could also reference Essex County Council’s recently published 10 year plan for 
meeting the demand for school places1. This would help to demonstrate more 
clearly that the approach to the planning and delivery of education infrastructure 
is justified based on proportionate evidence. If required, the ESFA can assist in 
providing Tendring with good practice examples of background documents 
relevant to this stage of your emerging Plan. 

16. The ESFA recommends that where sites are identified for new schools, local 
authorities should consider safeguarding additional land for any future expansion 
of these schools where demand indicates this might be necessary. For an 
example of this approach, see draft policy CC7 in Milton Keynes’s Plan:MK 
Preferred Option draft from March 20172.  

17. In light of the Duty to Cooperate on strategic priorities such as community 
infrastructure (NPPF para 156)3, the ESFA encourages close working with local 
authorities during all stages of planning policy development to help guide the 
development of new school infrastructure and to meet the predicted demand for 
primary and secondary school places. Please add the ESFA to your list of 
relevant organisations with which you engage in preparing future Local Plan 
documents. 

Developer Contributions and CIL  

18. Section 10 sets out the approach taken to securing the delivery of supporting 
infrastructure. Developers will be expected to contribute towards meeting 

                                                 
1
 http://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-

Organisation-Planning/Pages/School-place-planning.aspx 
2
 https://www.milton-keynes.gov.uk/planning-and-building/planning-policy/plan-mk  

3
 NPPF paragraph 180 specifies that this collaborative working should include infrastructure providers. 

http://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Pages/School-place-planning.aspx
http://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Pages/School-place-planning.aspx
https://www.milton-keynes.gov.uk/planning-and-building/planning-policy/plan-mk
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“appropriate infrastructure costs” through section 106 planning obligations and/or 
community infrastructure levy (CIL). Policy DI1 states that “Permission will only be 
granted if it can be demonstrated that there is sufficient appropriate infrastructure 
capacity to support the development or that such capacity will be delivered by the 
proposal.” Policy PP12 further states that “Planning permission will not be granted 
for new residential development unless the individual or cumulative impacts of 
development on education provision can be addressed, at the developer’s cost, 
either on-site or through financial contributions (potentially through the 
Community Infrastructure Levy) towards off-site improvements.” These policies 
are welcomed.  

19. One of the tests of soundness is that a Local Plan is ‘effective’ i.e. the plan 
should be deliverable over its period. In this context and with specific regard to 
planning for schools, there is a need to ensure that education contributions made 
by developers are sufficient to deliver the additional school places required to 
meet the increase in demand generated by new developments. The ESFA note 
that Essex County Council has produced a Developers’ Guide to Infrastructure 
Contributions (revised 2016) that includes an explanation of contributions towards 
expanding existing schools and creating new schools. It would be helpful and 
relevant for this document to be referenced in the Local Plan alongside policy DI1 
and/or policy PP12. 

20. The ESFA would be particularly interested in responding to any update to the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan or review of infrastructure requirements, or any CIL 
proposals. As such, please add the ESFA to the database for future CIL 
consultations.   

Forward Funding  

21. In light of the level of new housing being planned for (including within the three 
proposed Garden Communities) and the requirements for new schools to support 
this, emerging ESFA proposals for forward funding schools as part of large 
residential developments may be of interest to the council. We would be happy to 
meet to discuss this opportunity at an appropriate time. 

 Conclusion 

22. Finally, I hope the above comments are helpful in shaping Tendring’s Local Plan, 
with specific regard to the provision of land for new schools.  

23. Please notify the ESFA when the Local Plan is submitted for examination, the 
Inspector’s report is published and the Local Plan is adopted. 

24. Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any queries regarding this 
response. The ESFA looks forward to continuing to work with the Council to aid in 
the preparation of the Local Plan.  

   

Yours faithfully, 

DC McNab 

Douglas McNab MRTPI  
Forward Planning Manager 
 
Tel: 07990 082877 
Email: douglas.mcnab@education.gov.uk  
Web: www.gov.uk/esfa 

mailto:douglas.mcnab@education.gov.uk
http://www.gov.uk/
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Please read these guidance notes before completing the response form 
 

Introduction 
Braintree District Council, Tendring District 
Council and Colchester Borough Council, have 
each published their own Publication Draft Local 
Plan for consultation. Section 1 is common to 
each plan. This response form can be used to 
respond to any part of the 3 Plans. It is important 
to specify which. 

The 3 Plans have been published in order for 
representations to be made prior to submission 
of the documents to the Planning Inspectorate 
for examination. All representations will be 
examined by a Planning Inspector. The purpose 
of the examination is to consider whether the Plan 
complies with the legal requirements, the duty to 
co-operate and is sound. 

Each Local Plan has two parts: 

Publication Draft Local Plan Section 1 - A set 
of strategic policies constructed in partnership 
between the three authorities and Essex 

County Council. This means that the Section 1 
policies are intended to apply across all three 
Local Authorities. These policies include those 
relating to Garden Communities, housing supply, 
employment, shopping and the environment. 
You can send your response to any one of the 
authorities as all responses to Section 1 will be 
collated. Only 1 response to the 3 authorities is 
required. 

Publication Draft Local Plan Section 2 - relates 
to the specific district, contains more detailed 
policies and is used to determine planning 
applications. If you wish to comment on the 
Tendring Publication Draft Local Plan Section 
2 you should send your comments to Tendring 
District Council. 

If you would like assistance in completing your 
representation or have any other questions 
about the Publication Draft Local Plan please 
contact the Planning Policy Team by email 
planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk or by phone 
on 01255686177 and ask for Planning Policy. 

 
 
 

    

mailto:planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk


Part A - Personal Details 
Please note that it is not possible for 
representations to be considered anonymously. 
Representations will be published on the 
Council’s websites and included as part of the 
Publication Draft Local Plan submissions to 
the Inspector. Address and contact details will 
removed from published responses. (Village/town 
shown). 

The Council reserves the right not to publish or 
take into account any representations which it 
considers offensive or defamatory. 

Please supply an email address if you have one 
as it will allow us to contact you electronically. 
Everyone who submits a representation will be 
added to the relevant consultation database (if 
not already included) so that we can keep you 
up to date with the plan. If you do not wish to be 
contacted in this way please state this clearly on 
the form. 

If an agent or consultant has been engaged to act 
on your behalf please fill in both sets of details in 
full. Correspondence will be sent to the agent. If 
you are a landowner with an agent acting on your 
behalf, please ensure that your agent knows the 
site name and reference number which your site 
has been given. 

 
Part B - Representation 
Please specify which section of the Publication 
Draft Local Plan your comments relate to, by 
choosing one of the following; 

Section 1 A response to this section will be 
reported to all 3 authorities. 

Legal Compliance and Duty 
to Co-operate 
If commenting on how the Publication Draft 
Local Plan has been prepared, it is likely that 
your comments will relate to a matter of legal 
compliance. 

The Inspector will check that the Plan meets the 
legal requirements 

You should consider the following before making 
a representation on legal compliance: 

• The Plan should be included in the current 
Local Development Scheme (LDS) and the 
key stages should have been followed. 

• The process of community involvement 
for the Plan in question should be in general 
accordance with the Statement of 
Community Involvement (SCI). 

• The Plan should comply with the Town 
and County Planning (Local Planning) 
(England) Regulations 2012 (the Regulations). 
On publication, the LPA must publish the 
documents prescribed in the Regulations; 
making them available on its website and at 
its principal offices. It must also notify the 
Local Plan bodies (as set out in the 
Regulations) and any persons who have 
requested to be notified. 

• The LPA must provide a Sustainability 
Appraisal Report. This should identify 
the process by which it has been carried out, 
baseline information used to inform the 
process and the outcomes of that  process. 

• LPAs will be expected to provide evidence of 
how they have complied with the Duty  to 

Section 2 Colchester 
Section 2 Tendring 
Section 2 Braintree 

These plans are 
specific to each 
authority. 

Co-operate. 

• Non-compliance with the duty to cooperate 
cannot be rectified after the Plan’s

Which part of the plan are you responding to 
(please use one form per submission): 

Paragraph:  for a representation on wording or 
paragraph content 

Policy: for a representation on the wording 
or inclusion or omission of a policy 

Other: for example a map inset number, 
site reference or the wording or 
content of tables or  appendices 

submission. Therefore the Inspector has no 
power to recommend modifications in this 
regard. Where the duty has not been 
complied with, the Inspector has no choice 
but to recommend non-adoption of the  Plan. 

} 



Soundness 
Soundness is explained in National Planning 
Policy Framework (NPPF) paragraph 182. The 
Inspector has to be satisfied that the Plan is 
positively prepared, justified, effective and 
consistent with national policy. 

More details and further guidance on what is 
meant by the term ‘soundness’ can be found 
below and at; www.planningportal.gov.uk 

Positively prepared 
This means that 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 reasonable alternatives, 
based on a proportionate, robust and credible 
evidence base. 

Effective 
The Plan should be deliverable over its period and 
based on effective joint working on cross- 
boundary strategic priorities, sound infrastructure 
delivery planning and no regulatory or national 
planning barriers. It should be flexible to changing 
circumstances 

Consistent with national policy 
The Plan should be consistent with national 
policy. Departure must be clearly justified. 

If you think the content of the Plan is not sound 
because it does not include a policy where it 
should do, you should go through the following 
steps before making representations: 

• Is the issue with which you are concerned 
already covered specifically by national 
planning policy? If so it does not need to be 
included? 

• Is what you are concerned with covered by 
any other policies in the Plan on which you 
are seeking to make representations or in any 
other Plan? 

• If the policy is not covered, how is the Plan 
unsound without the policy? 

• If the Plan is unsound without the policy, what 
should the policy say? 

Using the spaces provided please give details of 
why you think the Publication Draft Local Plan is 
not ‘sound having regard to the legal compliance, 
duty to cooperate and the four  requirements 
set out above. You should try to support your 
representation by evidence showing why the Plan 
should be modified. If your representation is 
over 100 words please include a summary of 
its main points in the box provided. 

It will be helpful if you also say precisely 
how you think the Plan should be modified. 
Representations should cover succinctly all 
information, evidence and supporting information 
necessary to support/justify the representation 
and suggested modification, as there will not 
normally be a further opportunity to make 
submissions based on the original representation 
made at publication. 

Where there are groups who share a common 
view on how they wish to see a Plan modified, 
it would be very helpful for that group to send 
a single representation which represents the 
view. In such cases the group should indicate 
how many people it is representing and how 
the representation has been authorised. 

All the formal representations received during this 
stage will be submitted to and considered by the 
appointed independent Planning Inspector at the 
public examination on the Plan. The process is 
likely to include public hearings. The Inspector 
will determine the most appropriate procedure to 
adopt to hear those who choose to participate at 
this stage. If you would like to appear and speak 
at the hearings, please state this and explain 
in the space provided why you consider it is 
necessary that you participate. 

Representations can be sent: 

• Via the Council’s online consultation portal: 
http://tendring-
consult.objective.co.uk/portal  

• Via a representation form which can 
be downloaded from the website and 
returned via email to 
planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.
uk 

• or by post to: 
Planning Policy, 
Tendring District Council 
Thorpe Road 
Weeley 
Essex 
CO16 9AJ 

http://www.planningportal.gov.uk/
http://tendring-consult.objective.co.uk/portal
http://tendring-consult.objective.co.uk/portal
mailto:planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk
mailto:planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk


   
 

 

For internal Use only ID: 
 

Rep No: 
 

     

 

 

Responses are encouraged via the council’s online consultation system available on the website, 
see http://tendring-consult.objective.co.uk/portal  However, this form can be returned electronically 
to planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk or in hard copy if necessary to: 

Planning Policy, Tendring District Council, Thorpe Road, Weeley, Essex, CO16 9AJ 
The consultation runs from 9am Friday, 16th June to 5pm on Friday, 28th July 2017 

This form has two parts: 
Part A - Personal Details and Part B - Your comments 

 
 

  PART A  
 

1. Personal Details 

Title 

First Name 

Last Name 

Organisation 
(Where relevant) 

 
Address Line 1 

 
Address Line 2 

 
Address Line 3 

Post Code 

E-mail Address 
 

Telephone 
Number 

2. Agent’s Details (if applicable) 

Title 
 

First Name 

Last Name 

Organisation 

Address Line 1 

Address Line 2 
 

Address Line 3 

Post Code 

E-mail Address 
 

Telephone 
Number 

 
 

 

http://tendring-consult.objective.co.uk/portal
mailto:planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk


  PART B  

REPRESENTATION FORM 
Please Note: If your representation relates to Section One of the North Essex Strategic Plan / Garden 
Communities you only need to respond to one of the Local Authorities. All representations received by 
Braintree, Colchester and Tendring relating to Section One of the Plan(s) will be submitted together. 

You do not need to return this form if you have completed a response using any of the Council’s online 
systems for this consultation. Duplicates will not be  considered 

Please specify which section of the Publication Draft Local Plan your comments relate to by 
choosing one of the following: 

Section 1 Section 2 Colchester Section 2 Tendring Section 2 Braintree 

Which part of the section are you responding to? 
e.g. Paragraph/Policy/Map/Other 

 
Do you consider the Local Plan is Legally compliant? 

Yes No 
 
Does it comply with the Duty to Co-operate? 

Yes No 
 
Do you consider the Local Plan is Sound? 

Yes No 
 
If you do not consider the Local Plan is sound, please specify on what grounds: 

Positively prepared Justified Effective Consistent with National Policy 
 
Enter your full representation here: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Continue onto next page 



 
 

If your representation is more than 100 words, please provide a brief summary here: 



Please specify the changes needed to be made to make the Plan sound / legally compliant 
 

 
Do you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination? 

Yes No 
 

If Yes - you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you 
consider this to be necessary 

Please note the inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear 
those who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination. 

 
Did you raise the matter that is the subject of your representation with the LPA earlier 
in the process of the preparation of the Local Plan 

Yes No 
 

If yes which stage 
Issues and Options Preferred Options 

 
Do you wish to be notified? 

When the document is submitted for independent examination? 

When the Inspectors Report is published? 

When document is adopted? 
 

Braintree & Tendring: Return by 5pm 28th July 2017 
(responses to section 2 Braintree and Tendring will not be accepted after this date. After 

this date responses to Section 1 should be sent to Colchester Borough Council) 

Colchester: Return by 5pm 11th August 2017 



Environment Agency 
Iceni House, Cobham Road, Ipswich, Suffolk, IP3 9JD. 
Customer services line: 03708 506 506 
www.gov.uk/environment-agency 
Cont/d.. 

 
creating a better place 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Tendring District Council 
Planning Department 
Thorpe Road 
Weeley 
Clacton-on-Sea 
CO16 9AJ 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Our ref: AE/2006/000294/CS-
10/SB1-L01 
Your ref:  
 
Date:  28 July 2017 
 
 

 
Dear Sir/Madam 
 
Tendring District Local Plan – Publication Draft Final Consultation 
 
Section 1 of the Tendring Local Plan Pre-submission 
 
The comments relating to Section 1 largely mirror the comments we have already made 
in our response to Section 1 of the Braintree Local Plan. 
 
Vision for North Essex 
We are supportive of the thrust of the Vision. We are encouraged by the Vision 
advocating that Green and blue infrastructure, among other things, will be planned and 
provided along with other facilities to support the development of substantial new 
growth.  
 
Objective 4  
We are happy with the inclusion of references to ensuring that flood defence 
infrastructure and foul sewage infrastructure are considered by developers of future 
developments. 
 
Objective 9 
The words are good, but we currently have a problem with the Strategic Flood Risk 
Assessment’s methodology for assessing the zonal extents of flood risk areas as a 
consequence of climate change as a means to support this objective. 
 
Policy SP 1 Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development 
We are supportive of the thrust of this policy.  
 
Policy SP 2 Spatial Strategy for North Essex 
We are supportive of the thrust of this policy and that the three Garden Communities will 
be planned and developed drawing on Garden City principles, with necessary 
infrastructure and facilities provided and a high quality of place-making and urban 

http://www.gov.uk/environment-agency
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design. There may be merit in reinforcing the desire to follow Garden City principles by 
making reference to the principles reflecting the Garden City principles espoused by the 
Town and Country Planning Association. See for instance ‘The Art of Building a Garden 
city: Designing New Communities for the 21st Century’. 
 
Policy SPL3 Sustainable Design 
We are pleased to see references to the integration of sustainable drainage and 
aspirations for the reduction of flood risk included within the practical requirements 
section of this policy 
 
Policy SP5 Infrastructure and Connectivity 
Whilst we acknowledge that this policy currently focuses principally on transport and 
broadband, we would highlight that there is no similar overarching policy that addresses 
other ‘environmental’ infrastructure requirements. For example, there is no reference to 
the need to provide further waste water or flood risk infrastructure to help accommodate 
the proposed growth. We suggest that the need for similar overarching policy 
references are considered. This is particularly the case given that the sustainability, in 
particular, of low lying coastal communities, will be ever more dependent on 
replacement and/or enlarged flood defence infrastructure to address sea level rises as a 
consequence of climate change over a development’s lifetime and that Tendring District 
Council or developers will need to help with Partnership funding to secure new flood 
defence infrastructure. 
 
Policy SP 6 Place Shaping Principles 
We are supportive of the thrust of this policy, in particular we are pleased to see that all 
new development should reflect place shaping principles that will, among other things: 
 

 Provide an integrated network of multi-functional public open space and green 
and blue infrastructure that connects with existing green infrastructure where 
possible; 

 Include measures to promote environmental sustainability including addressing 
energy and water efficiency, and provision of appropriate wastewater and flood 
mitigation measures. 

 
The supporting text makes reference to the ecological benefits of open space in 
paragraph 1.88, but there is no reference to the benefits of open space to sustainable 
drainage. It is noted though that the policy makes reference to “multifunctional” open 
space and identifies the provision of flood mitigation and wastewater measures as a 
principle requirement in place shaping. 
 
We recommend that point 11 should include a reference to the promotion of sustainable 
drainage systems along the following lines:  
 
‘Include measures to promote environmental sustainability including addressing energy 
and water efficiency, and provision of appropriate wastewater and flood mitigation 
measures, including use of open space for sustainable drainage systems’. 
 
Policy SP 7 Development & Delivery of New Garden Communities in North Essex 
We are supportive of this overarching policy. It is encouraging to see in relation to 
development and delivery, the Council’s intention under part xi of Policy SP 7 to secure, 
among other matters, water efficiency with the aim of being water neutral in areas of 
serious water stress. We do however consider that the supporting text in chapter 8 
should provide further elaboration or perhaps more ambitious wording in relation to 
compliance with the optional Building Regulation water efficiency standard of 110 litres 
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per occupier per day. Similar water efficiency measures should be adopted for non-
residential development.  
 

Furthermore, given the work done on the Integrated Water Management Strategy, it 
would be useful to explain, briefly, what water neutral actually means and how it can be 
met in terms of various techniques.  
 
Paragraph 154 in the National Planning Policy Framework advises that Local Plans 
should be aspirational. With this in mind, we recommend that short supporting text 
should be inserted under Chapter 8 as a replacement for the existing paragraph 8.7 
along the following lines: 
 

8.7 Water efficiency – in order to promote water efficiency in new residential 
developments in the Garden Communities, the optional Building Regulation water 
efficiency standard of 110 litres per occupier per day will be applied. Non-residential 
development should adopt BREEAM or similar standard for the application of water 
efficiency components and water recycling. 
 
The existing paragraphs from 8.7 onwards should be re-numbered such that the current 
wording in paragraph 8.7 becomes 8.8 et seq. 
 

The Local Plan does not arguably follow a strategy that is justified. To a large extent, 
given the Garden Communities are located in a water stressed area, we consider that 
the most appropriate strategy is for the optional Building Regulation water efficiency to 
be sought in new residential developments. Although we do not consider that the issue 
is significant enough to tip it into a soundness matter, we do consider that the Local 
Plan should show greater ambition. 
 
Policy SP 8 Tendring/Colchester Borders Garden Community 
We are largely supportive of the thrust of this Policy and its various components. 
However, we consider that it is important item 17 under sub-heading F. Other 
Requirements – this is concerned with an upgrade to Colchester Waste Water 
incorporates – includes a reference to the expected timetable/programme included 
under Table 13.1 in the Braintree Infrastructure Delivery Plan (BIDP). As matters stand 
there is, on the face of things, no reference to any requirement for essential waste water 
infrastructure to be delivered ahead of residential development. Delivery of 
infrastructure is an important component of the master planning process for the Garden 
Community.  
 
Item 17 should be re-worded along the following lines: 
 
‘Provision of improvements, ahead of development, to waste water treatment including 
an upgrade to the Colchester Waste Water Treatment Plan in accordance with the 
programme set out in the Braintree Infrastructure Delivery Plan and off-site drainage 
improvements’. 
 
The purpose here is to set out a clear signposting of infrastructure delivery requirements 
as evaluated under the BIDP. It should be noted that the priority for this infrastructure is 
described as ‘critical’ under Table 13.1 which is presumably a reflection of its 
importance. 
 
Policy SP 9 Colchester/Braintree Boarders Garden Community. 
We are largely supportive of the thrust of this Policy and its various components. 
However, as above we consider that it is important item 18 under sub-heading F. Other 
Requirements – this is concerned with an upgrade to Colchester Waste Water 
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incorporates – includes a reference to the expected timetable/programme included 
under Table 13.1 in the BIDP. As matters stand there is, on the face of things, no 
reference to any requirement for essential waste water infrastructure to be delivered 
ahead of residential development. Delivery of infrastructure is an important component 
of the master planning process for the Garden Community.  
 
Item 18 should be re-worded along the following lines: 
 
‘Provision of improvements, ahead of development, to waste water treatment including 
an upgrade to the Colchester Waste Water Treatment Plan in accordance with the 
programme set out in the Braintree Infrastructure Delivery Plan and off-site drainage 
improvements’. 
 
The purpose here is to set out a clear signposting of infrastructure delivery requirements 
as evaluated under the BIDP. It should be noted that the priority for this infrastructure 
type is described as ‘critical’ under Table 13.1, which is presumably a reflection of its 
importance. 
 
Policy SP 10 West of Braintree Garden Community 
We are largely supportive of the thrust of this Policy and its various components. With 
regard to item 17 under sub-heading F. Other Requirements, we note there is a 
reference to provision of improvements to waste water treatments. As with Policies SP 9 
and SP 10, there is, on the face of things, no reference to any requirement for essential 
waste water infrastructure to be delivered ahead of residential development. Delivery of 
infrastructure is an important component of the master planning process for the Garden 
Community.  
 
Item 17 should be re-worded along the following lines: 
 
‘Provision of improvements, ahead of development, to waste water treatment including 
an upgrade to the Colchester Waste Water Treatment Plan in accordance with the 
programme set out in the Braintree Infrastructure Delivery Plan and off-site drainage 
improvements’. 
 
The purpose here is to set out a clear signposting of infrastructure delivery requirements 
as evaluated under the BIDP. It should be noted that the priority for this infrastructure 
type is described as ‘critical’ under Table 13.1, which is presumably a reflection of its 
importance. 
 
We have been working with AECOM and Anglian Water on the preparation of an 
Integrated Water Management Strategy (IWMS) for the Garden Communities. We 
understand a draft IWMS stage 2 report is expected to be made available to us and 
Anglian Water in August 2017.  
 
The executive summary of the Stage 1 Report highlighted that the scale and location of 
development across the Garden Communities poses significant challenges around 
provision of water supply, wastewater services and management of flood risk. It goes on 
to add that the full potential quantum of growth that the garden communities could 
deliver does not have identified solutions for the treatment of wastewater, provision of 
water supply and assessment of impact and compliance with water based 
environmental legislation.  
 
The purpose of the strategy is to identify solutions which we consider should as a matter 
of course be sustainable. We understand the IWMS Stage 2 will develop a range of 
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delivery option strategies for each garden community based on a series of potential 
wastewater, water supply, and surface water and flood risk measures. Our expectation 
is that work on the IWMS Stage 2 will be completed and agreed sufficiently in advance 
of the submission of the respective local plans to the Planning Inspectorate for the 
examination in public. Ideally the IWMS Stage 2, and where considered necessary, an 
IWMS Stage 3 will provide the necessary evidence to support the development of the 
respective garden communities without impacting on the environment. 
 
We understand the Tendring Infrastructure Delivery Plan has already been published 
and whilst it does show a programme for water infrastructure, this appears to have been 
based on the water cycle studies carried out at the individual local planning authority 
level. Given this, it might be preferable for a standalone detailed IWMS delivery plan for 
the preferred strategy for the Garden Communities to be provided for evidence 
purposes in support of the water infrastructure requirements for Section 1 of the Local 
Plan. 
 
Section 2 of the Tendring Local Plan Pre-submission 
 
Vision 
We are largely supportive of the thrust of the Vision. Because of Tendring’s coastal 
aspects which are, to a degree, at the forefront of climate change (rising sea level, 
eroding shoreline), we would recommend that the Vision should make include a 
reference to adapting and mitigating against climate change through positive measures. 
Although there is already a reference under Rural Heartland to climate change and 
therefore recognition by the Council of this fundamental environmental issue, we 
consider the overarching Vision should also address the issue. The following wording 
should be added: 
 
Tendring District’s coastal area places economic, social and environmental 
considerations at the forefront of climate change and therefore there will be a need to 
place adaptation and mitigation against climate change at the centre of sustainable 
development. 
 
Policy SPL 3 SUSTAINABLE DESIGN 
We are supportive of the thrust of this policy. We particularly welcome under Part B: 
Practical Requirements, item d, which is concerned with minimising greenhouse gases 
and impact on climate change and item f which is concerned with reducing flood risk 
and integrating sustainable drainage.  
 
Policy HP3 Green Infrastructure 
We are pleased to see references to the functional benefits of green infrastructure for 
the purposes of flood mitigation. 
 
Policy LP9 Traveller sites 
We support the inclusion of point a) within this policy. With regards to flood risk, 
caravans, mobile homes and park homes intended for permanent residential use are 
considered to be ‘highly vulnerable’ land uses by table 2 of the Planning Practice 
Guidance document which supports the NPPF. Table 3 of this document advises this 
type of development is inappropriate in Flood Zone 3 and should therefore not be 
permitted. This is reinforced in paragraph 11 g) in Planning policy for traveller sites 
which should be read in conjunction with the NPPF. 
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It may well be appropriate to include a reference, possibly under the supporting text, to 
drainage aspects for sites, which are often rural in nature. This could be along the 
following lines: 
 

‘The provision for foul water drainage should be that the first presumption is to provide a 
system of foul drainage discharging into a public sewer for treatment at a public sewage 
treatment works. A private means of foul effluent disposal is only acceptable when foul 
mains drainage is not feasible (in terms of cost and/or practicality). An environmental 
permit may, depending on flow quantities and any adjacent sensitive area, be required 
from the Environment Agency.’ 
 
Policy PP10 Camping and Touring Caravan Sites 
This Policy states that ‘if the necessary tests are met in regard to any known flood risk, 
the Council will support proposals for..’  However, we note that there is little in planning 
policy that is prescriptive of season of operation for camping and touring caravan sites, 
but reference to sites proposed in recognised flood risk areas having to have availability 
of advance flood warning services in their locality and to have flood evacuation and 
response plans would have been useful additions to this policy. 
 
This policy does not have any detail about what may/may not be acceptable from a 
flood risk point of view. Land used for camping is particular vulnerable to flood risk, so 
this would be a useful opportunity for the council to highlight the risk and set out how 
future applications will take account of it. The final paragraph does not hint at what 
season the potential occupancy may be limited to. 
 
The previous local plan (adopted December 2007) contained a policy relating to 
caravan and camping sites which included the following: 
 
“The occupation of all types of holiday units, including chalets and caravans, will not be 
permitted between 14 January and 1 March in any year. Occupancy may be further 
restricted to the period 1 March to 31 October where the site: 
i. lacks the necessary and appropriate infrastructure and services for longer 

occupation; or 
ii. is located in an area of flood risk, or adjacent to a site designated for reasons of 

nature conservation.” 
 

This level of detail is not provided within this pre-submission document. Policy PP10 
does reference the council imposing holiday occupancy conditions but it is not specific 
on when and it is not with regards to flood risk. A generic mention of flood risk is 
included but is fairly ambiguous (“…if the necessary tests are met in regard to any 
known flood risk…”). 
 
The NPPF Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) classifies ‘sites used for holiday or short-
let caravans and camping’ as ‘more vulnerable’ and potentially appropriate development 
in Flood Zones 2 and 3a if the Sequential and Exception Tests are passed. The PPG 
also specifies that this type of development must be subject to an appropriate flood 
warning and evacuation plan. However the PPG classifies ‘caravans, mobile homes and 
park homes intended for permanent residential use’ as ‘highly vulnerable’ and considers 
them to be an in-appropriate land use within flood zone 3a and 3b.  
 
The Local Plan presents an opportunity for the Council to present a clear position on 
how this type of development should be considered in areas at risk of flooding. You 
should consider, in terms of the Test of Soundness covering consistency with national 
policy, whether the current text is sufficient in this respect, and whether further detail is 
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required? For example what is the council’s position on caravan parks showing a 
progression to all year round habitation? How should sites in locations at risk of flooding 
be managed? What level of flood risk might be considered acceptable on a caravan 
site? Will you require the site to be evacuated on receipt of a flood warning? 
 
Paragraph 6.7.5 
We strongly support the Council on the need for robust use of planning conditions and 
legal agreements to ensure that holiday accommodation is not displaced by permanent 
residential use, with our focus being on those sites in the high risk (flood zone 3) where 
park homes and static caravans for permanent residential use are deemed to be 
“inappropriate” land uses on the basis of their vulnerability to the impacts of flooding. 
 
Policy PP11 Holiday Parks 
Please see the comments we have made to Policy PP10 which also apply to this Policy.  
 
We are pleased to note that the supporting text references the need to restrict 
occupancy in winter months where a site is at risk of flooding, though it is disappointing 
that it is not specifically reaffirmed in the policy wording. However, we do support the 
recognition that holiday parks should not become home to permanent residential 
accommodation due in part to the possible flood risk implications.  
 
Policy PP 14 Priority Areas for Regeneration 
Our earlier letter dated 8 September 2017 written in response to the Local Plan 
Preferred Options consultation provided comments on certain Priority Areas. As matters 
stand, our comments on the application of the Sequential Test remain outstanding. 
Therefore, pending the finalisation of the updated Tendring Strategic Flood Risk 
Assessment and Sequential Test assessment report, our comments are repeated 
below.  
 
Brooklands, Grasslands and ‘The Village’ areas of Jaywick 
 
These areas include Flood Zone 3 extents, so any redevelopment (in common with any 
allocated development within Flood Zone 2 or 3) will need to pass the Sequential and 
Exception Tests as appropriate. We’ve not seen any evidence that the council have 
applied these Tests to the emerging plan. This evidence will need to support the 
submission version of the Plan. If this is not provided we will need to raise it as a 
soundness issue.  
 
We would also take this opportunity to highlight that regeneration of this area is likely to 
reduce the deprivation index. This will have the consequential effect of reducing the 
proportion of future flood defence infrastructure funding (when measured against the 
current day baseline), that central government can provide through Flood Defence 
Grant-in Aid.  
 
Furthermore, any plot level rebuilds may be considered as new developments. ‘New’ 
development in flood risk areas (post 2012) cannot be taken into account when the 
benefits of new flood defences for an area are calculated. This could mean that the bulk 
of funding for any new flood defence infrastructure would have to be met by local and 
partnership funding sources. Dependence on frontline flood defences and the 
affordability of that infrastructure (which will be required to be upgraded in due course), 
is a key issue for long-term sustainability of this community. The long-term infrastructure 
costs, affordability, sustainability and the lesser proportion of central government 
funding towards replacement  flood defence infrastructure through Flood Defence 
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Grant-in Aid should be carefully weighed up when considering short-term improvements 
to reduce the scale of deprivation through re-build initiatives.   
 
Harwich Old Town 
 
The Old Town all lies within Flood Zone 3 so any redevelopment will need to pass the 
Sequential and Exception Tests as appropriate. As above, we have not seen any 
evidence that the Council have applied these Tests to the emerging plan. This evidence 
will need to support the submission version of the Plan.  
 
Walton-on-the Naze 
 
The area for regeneration appears to lies mainly in Flood Zone 1, though there is a 
small area of the site to the south that is Flood Zone 2 and 3. A sequential approach to 
redevelopment of this area should therefore be taken, with the most vulnerable aspects 
of the proposal being located in the areas of Flood Zone 1. As mentioned above, the 
Sequential and Exception Test will also need to be applied, and evidence submitted 
alongside this Plan that they have been passed.  
 
At the time of writing this response we had received a further version of the SRFA and 
Sequential Test assessment report for our consideration and agreement. A formal 
response will be provided to the Council once we have completed our review, which is 
likely to happen within the course of the next week or so following the issue of this letter. 
 
Section 7.1 Development and Flood Risk 
With regard to paragraphs 7.1.1 and 7.1.2, we have recently advised the Council that 
the update addendum to the SFRA is currently not capable of providing an appropriate 
assessment of the impacts of climate change on flood risk zones. This means it is 
therefore at odds with the Local Plan’s strategic objective for Water and Climate 
Change which is “To reduce the risk of flooding by securing the appropriate location and 
design of new development, having regard to the likely impact of climate change.” 
 
Paragraph 7.1.3 
No reference has been included as to how a Sequential approach or the Sequential 
Test will be applied to new development at “Jaywick Sands”. 
 
Policy PPL1: Development and Flood Risk 
The Policy does not, in our view, fully engage with National Policy and the National 
Planning Practice Guidance. We consider it is not consistent with the National Policy 
position and is therefore unsound. We consider this unsoundness could be overcome 
by adding the following wording to the policy. 
 
All new development within Flood Zones 2 and 3 must not result in a net loss of flood 
storage capacity. 
 
New development in Flood Zone 3 must provide adequate flood storage and not result 
in a net loss of flood storage unless there is compensation on site or, rarely if not 
possible, adjacent off site capacity.  
 
Where possible opportunities must be sought to achieve an increase in floodplain 
storage. 
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All more Vulnerable and Highly Vulnerable development within Flood Zone 2 and 3 
should set finished floor levels 300mm above the known or modelled 1 in 100 annual 
probability (1% AEP) flood level including an allowance for climate change. 
 
As the Policy stands, it would have been better if both parts of the Exception test were 
referred to i.e. “safe” as well as meeting the wider “sustainability needs”. We 
recommend this part of the Policy be re-worded to read as follows: 
 
Where new development cannot be located in an area of lower flood risk and is 
otherwise sustainable, the Exception Test will be applied in accordance with the 
National Planning Policy Framework so that it is safe and meets wider sustainability 
needs. 
 
We would also recommend that the second sentence of the first paragraph of the Policy 
be deleted and replaced with the wording given below in order to highlight the 
requirement for more vulnerable development in particular to not be subject to internal 
flooding and the provision of refuge. 
 
It must be ensured that for new more vulnerable development (for example residential); 
there will be no internal flooding in the design event, refuge will be available above flood 
levels in excess of the design flood, or levels that could occur at the site in the event of 
a breach or failure of flood defence infrastructure, and that a means of escape is 
possible from first floor level. 
 
We consider that the following supporting text covering the provision of an emergency 
flood plan, as discussed in our earlier letter dated 8 September 2017 written in response 
to the Local Plan Preferred Options consultation, is included as a new paragraph 7.1.4. 
Where safe access cannot be achieved, or if the development would be at residual risk 
of flooding in a breach, an emergency flood plan that deals with matters of evacuation 
and refuge should demonstrate that people will not be exposed to flood hazards. The 
emergency flood plan should be submitted as part of a FRA and will need to be agreed 
with yourselves. Refuge should ideally be located 300mm above the 0.1% (1 in 1000) 
annual probability event flood level including allowances for climate change.  
 

This supporting text presents a good opportunity for you to set out your requirements for 
evacuation and refuge. 
 
We consider the following wording should be added as supporting text as a new 
paragraph 7.1.5. 
 
New development proposals should: 

- retain at least an 8m wide undeveloped buffer strip alongside Main Rivers and 
explore opportunities for riverside restoration. Any proposed development within 
8m of a main river will require an environmental permit from the Environment 
Agency. 

 
- retain at least a 3m buffer strip on at least one side of an Ordinary watercourse. 

Any development that could impact the flow within and ordinary watercourse will 
require consent from Essex County Council (as LLFA). 

 
Please note that the recommended additional supporting text items are not considered 
to be soundness matters. 
 
Policy PPL2: Coastal Protection Belt 
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As advised in our letter dated 8 September 2017 written in response to the Preferred 
Options consultation, this policy provides the Council with an opportunity to be more 
prescriptive about what type of development you consider would be acceptable in an 
area affected by coastal change.  
 
For example, paragraph 7-073-20140306 of the Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) 
provides guidance on what sort of development is appropriate in a Coastal Change 
Management Area. You could consider embedding the intention of this guidance into 
Policy PPL 2, or perhaps as supporting text along the following lines: 
 
‘National Planning Practice Guidance provides guidance on what sort of development is 
appropriate in a Coastal Change Management Area. This guidance is considered to 
have relevance to development proposals within the Tendring Coastal Protection Belt’. 
 
In addition, paragraph 7-076-20140306 states that formally allocating land in Local 
Plans for relocation of development and habitat affected by coastal change may be 
appropriate in some instances. Tendring may wish to consider this in order to help 
future decision making.  
 
Policy PPL 4 Biodiversity and Geodiversity 
We are largely supportive of the thrust of this Policy and supporting text. However, we 
would highlight that ‘harm’ to biodiversity can also arise as a result of development 
causing invasive species to be introduced. 6% of the water bodies within the Anglian 
River Basin Management Plan are classified as failing due to invasive species.  
 
We recommend that a biosecurity protocol method statement is required for all 
development proposals to ensure that an adequate means of preventing the 
introduction of non-native species is considered and implemented. This should help to 
prevent the spread of invasive non-native species which have a negative impact on 
biodiversity and ecosystem functioning. We recommend that this aspect be addressed 
within the Local Plan by adding the wording below to the final paragraph of Policy PPL 
4. 
 
‘A biosecurity protocol method statement is required for all development proposals to 
ensure the introduction of non-native species is prevented.’ 
 
Policy PPL5 WATER CONSERVATION, DRAINAGE AND SEWERAGE 
We welcome the reference to SuDs and for adding the reference in the policy to the 
“water quality” benefits of SuDs. We would however make the point that SuDS 
techniques may not be appropriate for sites within Source Protection Zones, where 
there are known pollutants/contamination or the site history indicates pollutants/ 
contamination, or where groundwater is relatively shallow and dispersion may not occur 
in an adequate manner. As matters stand, the Policy does not make any reference to 
the unsuitability of SuDS techniques in certain instances. We recommend that the 
wording set out below is added to the existing wording, or if preferred provided as 
supporting text. 
 
‘SuDS techniques based on infiltration of surface water into the ground may not be 
appropriate, in accordance with Environment Agency policy on the protection of 
groundwater, for: (i) sites within Groundwater Source Protection Zones, which aim to 
protect groundwater from pollutants: (ii) sites with known pollutants/contamination or 
where historical usage indicates the potential presence of pollutants/contamination: (iii) 
sites where the depth to the water table is shallow and there is the risk of harm to an 
aquifer used for drinking water supplies. 

http://planningguidance.communities.gov.uk/blog/guidance/flood-risk-and-coastal-change/coastal-change-management-areas/what-development-will-be-appropriate-in-a-coastal-change-management-area/
http://planningguidance.communities.gov.uk/blog/guidance/flood-risk-and-coastal-change/coastal-change-management-areas/what-approach-should-be-taken-to-making-provision-for-the-relocation-of-development-away-from-coastal-change-management-areas/
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The Environment Agency’s Source Protection Zone maps should be checked to ensure 
there is no risk to groundwater quality and before infiltration to groundwater is permitted 
there should be some level of treatment before surface water is infiltrated. 
A risk assessment should be undertaken when using Infiltration components in areas of 
contaminated land.’ 
 
Chapter 10 Delivering Infrastructure  
There is the need for new or replacement flood defences to be supported with other 
sources of funding where these are important to the continued sustainability of key 
settlements and developments. Community Infrastructure Levy and section 106 
agreements are useful means of raising sums to support the Partnership Funding of 
required flood defences to address asset deterioration and replacement to counter the 
envisaged effects of climate change (sea level rise and peakier river flows). 
 
Paragraph 10.2 Design Briefs 
We are keen to assist Tendring District Council with Design Briefs for any site where 
flood risk may be a concern. 
 
Policy LPP 55 Layout and Design of Development 
We support the thrust of this Policy and we are encouraged to see that new 
development will incorporate items such as energy conservation, water efficiency, waste 
separation (internal and external), climate change, flood resilience and resistant 
construction. 
 
Policy LPP 70 Protection, Enhancement, Management and Monitoring of 
Biodiversity 
Our earlier letter dated 18 August 2017 recommended the inclusion of wording covering 
the provision of ecological buffer strips along river corridors and seeking opportunities 
for de-culverting. With this in mind we recommend that the wording given below should 
be inserted as a new final sentence for Policy LPP 70. 
 
‘Development proposals with river frontages should make provision for ecological buffer 
strips with a view to protecting and where appropriate enhancing water dependant 
habitats and species. Where development proposals will be carried out on land with 
watercourse currently culverted, opportunities for de-culverting and restoration to an 
open watercourse should be sought as a means of creating blue infrastructure and 
enhancing the development site.’ 
 
Policy LPP 73 Protecting and Enhancing Natural Resources, Minimising Pollution 
and Safeguarding from Hazards 
We are supportive of the thrust of this policy and its various components. 
 
Policy LPP 74 Climate Change 
We are supportive of the thrust of this policy. 
 
Policy LPP 75 Energy Efficiency 
We are largely supportive of the thrust of this policy. However, with regard to water 
efficiency we consider that this should aim to be more ambitious and include a 
reference to the optional Building Regulation water efficiency standard. With this in mind 
we recommend the following sentence should be inserted between the existing first and 
second sentences to the Policy. 
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‘Residential developments in the area should comply with the Building Regulation water 
efficiency standard of 110 litres per occupier per day’ 
 
Yours faithfully 

 
 
 
Andrew Hunter 
Sustainable Places - Planning Advisor 
 
Direct dial 020 302 58346 
Direct e-mail planning.ipswich@environment-agency.gov.uk 
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1 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

i. This representation provides Gladman Developments Ltd written representations on the 

publication version of the Tendring District Local Plan (TDLP), currently out for public 

consultation.  

ii. Gladman specialise in the promotion of strategic land for residential development with 

associated community infrastructure. 

iii. These representations concern the following main matters: 

• Duty to Cooperate 

• Sustainability Appraisal 

• Housing Needs 

• Shared Strategic Plan for the North Essex Authorities 

• Vision and Objectives 

• Managing Growth 

• Design 

• Housing 

• Rural Landscapes and Green Gaps 

• Heritage 

iv. Alongside this individual submission, Gladman have submitted responses to the Braintree and 

Colchester consultations, with regard to Part 1 of the Local Plan as well as the individual Part 2 

plans. 

v. Gladman commissioned Lichfields to review the Sustainability Appraisal of both the North Essex 

Part 1 Plan and the Tendring Part 2 Plan (attached as Appendix 1). The review concludes that 

although the quantity of sites assessed for garden communities is deemed acceptable, the site 

selection has been artificially supressed by the 5,000-dwelling threshold that has been 

applied.  There is overwhelming evidence that this has resulted in a narrow focus being applied 

to the consideration of the new Garden Community options.  

vi. However, the Sustainability Assessment for Tendring only explores a settlement hierarchy 

approach to the spatial distribution of housing and there is no evidence to suggest that this is 

the most sustainable approach to development in Tendring. As a consequence, the Sustainability 

Appraisal’s approach to site allocations in Tendring cannot be considered robust as they are built 

on an unjustified approach to housing distribution. 

vii. Gladman commissioned Barton Willmore to undertake a review of the Objectively Assessed 

Housing Need (OAHN) undertaken by the Council in 2017. The review (attached as Appendix 2) 

concludes that an unjustified approach has been taken to the issue of Unattributable Population 
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Change in Tendring, the OAHN makes no adjustment for supressed household formation in 

Tendring, it does not provide a consistent approach to the economic aspects of housing need 

and there is evidence to suggest that a greater than 15% uplift should be applied to the OAHN 

for Tendring to address worsening Market Signals.  

viii. In Barton Willmore’s professional opinion, 550 dwellings per annum represents an under 

estimate of the level of housing need for Tendring and at the minimum, there is a need for 674 

dwellings per annum simply to meet the demographic need identified by DCLG in the household 

projections. Barton Willmore’s overall conclusion is that the true level of housing need in 

Tendring is between 674 and 972 dwellings per annum. 

ix. Gladman commissioned Strutt and Parker to undertake an assessment of the delivery of the 

North Essex Garden Communities. As this report covers all of the Garden Communities and 

relates specifically to the strategic Part 1 North Essex Plan (the subject of a joint Examination in 

Public), the detail of its findings has been covered in Gladman’s representations submitted as 

part of the response to the Colchester Borough Local Plan to avoid repetition. 

x. Gladman support the fact that growth will effectively come from development in and around 

existing settlements and through the new garden communities allocated in the plan. Gladman’s 

experience is that the best way in which to ensure the delivery of housing targets is to maintain 

a good spread of sites and site typologies across the districts. It is our view therefore, that the 

spatial strategy needs to recognise new garden villages as well as the larger garden settlements. 

These in addition to the smaller allocations will help the plan soundly meets its housing targets.  

xi. Gladman supports the concept of new garden communities which represent a potentially 

sustainable means of providing new homes, jobs and associated community infrastructure in the 

longer term. It is, however, concerned that the scale, complexity and development requirements 

of the garden communities proposed is such that their anticipated deliverability is questionable 

and consequently considers that the Plan contains unrealistic expectations for the delivery of 

new housing on such developments. 

xii. Having regard to the need for the preparation of the Strategic Growth Development Plan 

Documents, a significant amount of land assembly to be undertaken, the need for a considerable 

amount of infrastructure to be provided and the expectation that the Garden Communities will 

each involve two authorities, Gladman considers that it is extremely unlikely that the delivery of 

new housing on these sites will be achieved within the timescales anticipated by the Councils. 

xiii. Gladman support the inclusion of a detailed Settlement Hierarchy in Policy SPL1 of the Plan and 

the definition of Clacton, Harwich and Dovercourt as Strategic Urban Settlements. Gladman also 

support the identification of Lawford as a Smaller Urban Settlement where modest levels of 

housing growth will be directed. 
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xiv. However, Gladman object to the categorisation of Ardleigh as a Smaller Rural Settlement. 

Ardleigh is considered to be a sustainable settlement with good access to services and facilities 

to meet the daily needs of its residents. It is located in close proximity to Colchester with high 

quality bus service from early morning until the evening allowing easy access to the town for 

employment, education and leisure purposes. It is therefore considered that Ardleigh should be 

categorised as a Rural Service Centre. 

xv. Gladman have some concerns with regards to the Housing Land Supply Policy LP1. The table set 

out within Section 5.1 of the Plan (Table A) also includes completions data from the start of the 

Plan period until 2016/17. This shows an existing shortfall in housing supply against the housing 

requirement totalling 826 units or one and a half years’ worth of supply. This is a significant 

under-supply of dwellings and represents real people in need of housing now. It is therefore 

essential that the Council allocates a range of housing sites in a variety of locations and of a 

variety of sizes to ensure that the housing needs of local people are delivered in the short term, 

before the large scale strategic sites come on stream and to meet the significant backlog within 

the first five years of the Plan. 

xvi. Gladman are promoting a number of sites in sustainable locations which are available, 

achievable and deliverable and should be included within the Tendring Local Plan as residential 

allocations. These include: 

a. Bromley Road, Parsons Heath (Appendix 3). 

b. Grange Road, Lawford (Appendix 4). 

c. Wick Lane, Ardleigh (Appendix 5). 

d. Land East of Oakwood Park, Clacton (Appendix 6). 
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2 INTRODUCTION 

2.1 Introduction 

2.1.1 This representation is made by Gladman Developments Ltd (GDL) in response to the current 

consultation on the publication version of the Tendring District Local Plan (TDLP). GDL specialise in 

the promotion of strategic land for residential development with associated community 

infrastructure and has land interests across Tendring.  

2.1.2 GDL has considerable experience in the development industry in a number of sectors including 

residential and employment development. From that experience, it understands the need for the 

planning system to provide local communities with the homes and jobs that they need to ensure 

that they have access to a decent home an employment opportunities. 

2.1.3 GDL also has a wealth of experience in contributing to the Development Plan preparation process, 

having made representations on numerous local planning documents through the UK and having 

participated in many local plan public examinations. It is on the basis of that experience that the 

comments are made in this representation.  

2.2 Context 

2.2.1 The National Planning Policy Framework sets out four tests that must be met for Local Plans to be 

considered sound. In this regard, we submit that in order to prepare a sound plan it is fundamental 

that it is:  

• Positively Prepared – The Plan should be prepared 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 a proportionate evidence base. 

• 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 Framework. 

2.3 Previous Submissions 

2.3.1 GDL have made submission in response to the following consultations in relation to the TDLP. 

• Issues and Options (September 2015) 

• Preferred Option (August 2016) 
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2.4 Overview of Soundness 

2.4.1 Due to the significant issues raised through this submission, and summarised in Table 1 below, GDL 

consider it necessary that we are given the opportunity to discuss our representations further at the 

Examination in Public. 

Table 1 – Summary of policy soundness  

Policy Sound/Unsound Test of 

Soundness 

Reason Evidence 

SP1 Sound Consistent with 

National Policy 

Reflects the 

presumption in 

favour of sustainable 

development. 

NPPF 

SP2 Unsound Effective Support for focus on 

existing settlements 

but consider that the 

Spatial Strategy 

should consider 

smaller Garden 

Villages as a potential 

source of housing 

supply in the short-

term. 

NPPF 

SP3 Unsound Positively Prepared The Plan does not 

meet the full 

objectively assessed 

housing needs for 

Tendring. 

Barton 

Willmore 

Technical 

Review of 

Housing 

Needs. 

SP5 Unsound Effective See response to 

Colchester Borough 

Local Plan Part 1. 

 

SP7 Unsound Effective There are concerns 

over the speed of 

delivery of the 

Garden Communities 

and as such there is a 

lack of housing 

supply in the early 

part of the Plan 

period and a shortfall 

of supply across the 

entire Plan which 

needs to be 

addressed with 

further allocations. 

 

SP8 Unsound Effective Gladman consider 

that the Garden 

Community on the 

boundary of 

Colchester and 

Tendring will not 

Strutt and 

Parker 
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deliver units as 

quickly as the Council 

expect and therefore 

further smaller scale 

housing sites will be 

required to be 

allocated to deliver in 

the short term. 

SPL1 Unsound Positively Prepared Gladman support the 

identification of 

Clacton as a Strategic 

Urban Settlement 

and Lawford as a 

Smaller Urban 

Settlement. However, 

Gladman consider 

that Ardleigh is mis-

categorised and 

based on its services 

and facilities and 

proximity to 

Colchester, it should 

be a Rural Service 

Centre. 

NPPF 

SPL2 Unsound Positively Prepared 

Consistent with 

National Policy 

The use of Settlement 

Development 

Boundaries to 

arbitrarily restrict 

sustainable sites from 

coming forward does 

not accord with the 

positive approach to 

growth required by 

the Framework. 

NPPF 

SPL3 Unsound Positively Prepared 

Consistent with 

National Policy 

Policy SPL3 should be 

reworded to allow 

the decision maker to 

undertake a planning 

balance exercise as 

required by the NPPF 

rather than a 

proposal having to 

meet every criteria. 

NFFF 

HP4 Comment Consistent with 

National Policy 

Local Greenspace 

designations should 

conform with 

Paragraph 77 of the 

Framework. 

NPPF 

LP1 Unsound Positively Prepared 

Effective 

Consistent with 

National Policy 

The Council have a 

recognised housing 

shortfall which is 

significant and 

should be rectified 

within the first five 

years of the Plan 

period. A larger 

NPPF 
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flexibility factor 

should also be built 

into the plan to 

ensure the housing 

requirement is met. 

LP2 Sound  The focus on 

retirement and extra 

care accommodation 

is supported. 

NPPF 

LP3 Unsound Positively Prepared 

Effective 

Consistent with 

National Policy 

The Council needs to 

provide sufficient 

evidence to justify 

the requirement for 

internal space 

requirements. 

NPPF 

WMS 

LP5 Unsound Effective There is an 

inconsistency in the 

Plan over the 

requirement for 

affordable housing. 

TDLP 

LP10 Sound Effective Support the Council’s 

approach to Care and 

Independent Assisted 

Living. 

 

PP12 Comment  LPAs should work 

positively with 

developers to 

address Educational 

provision. 

NPPF 

PPL3 Unsound Positively Prepared 

Consistent with 

National Policy 

Policy PPL3 is 

inconsistent with the 

Framework’s 

approach to 

designated 

landscapes. 

NPPF 

PPL6 Unsound Positively Prepared 

Consistent with 

National Policy 

Policy PPL6 is 

inconsistent with the 

Framework and the 

need to balance all 

factors in making 

development 

management 

decisions. 

NPPF 

PPL8 Unsound Consistent with 

National Policy 

Policy PPL8 is not 

consistent with the 

Framework in its 

treatment of Heritage 

Assets. 

NPPF 

PPL9 Unsound Consistent with 

National Policy 

Policy PPL8 is not 

consistent with the 

Framework in its 

treatment of Heritage 

Assets. 

NPPF 

CP2 Unsound Consistent with 

National Policy 

Policy CP2 is not 

consistent with the 

Framework in its 

NPPF 



Tendring District Council  Publication Draft Local Plan 

 

 

  

treatment of traffic 

impact 

DI1 Unsound Justified There is no definition 

of the term minimum 

developer profit level 

which makes the 

Policy unclear. 

NPPF 
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3 NATIONAL PLANNING POLICY 

3.1 National Planning Policy Framework and Planning Practice Guidance 

3.1.1 The NPPF has been with us now for over five years and the development industry has experience 

with its application and the fundamental changes it has brought about in relation to the way the 

planning system functions. The NPPF sets out the Government’s goal to ‘significantly boost the 

supply of housing’ and how this should be reflected through the preparation of Local Plans. In this 

regard, it sets out specific guidance that local planning authorities must take into account when 

identifying and meeting their objectively assessed housing needs: 

“To boost significantly the supply of housing, local planning authorities should: 

• Use their evidence base to ensure that their Local Plan meets the full, 

objectively assessed needs for market and affordable housing in the 

housing market area. 

• Identify and update annually a supply of specific deliverable sites 

sufficient to provide five years’ worth of housing against their housing 

requirements…” 

• Identify a supply of specific, developable sites or broad locations for 

growth, for years 6-10, and where possible for years 11-15” (Paragraph 

47)”. 

3.1.2 The starting point of identifying objectively assessed housing needs is set out in paragraph 159 of 

the NPPF, which requires local planning authorities to prepare a Strategic Housing Market 

Assessment (SHMA), working with neighbouring authorities where housing market areas cross 

administrative boundaries.  It is clear from the NPPF that the objective assessment of housing needs 

should take full account of up-to-date and relevant evidence about the economic and social 

characteristics and prospects of the area, with local planning authorities ensuring that their 

assessment of and strategies for housing and employment are integrated and take full account of 

relevant market and economic signals (paragraph 158).  

3.1.3 Once a local authority has identified its objectively assessed needs for housing these needs should 

be met in full, unless any adverse impacts would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the 

benefits of doing so (paragraph 14).  Local planning authorities should seek to achieve each of the 

economic, social and environmental dimensions of sustainable development, and net gains across 

all three. Adverse impacts on any of these dimensions should be avoided.  Where adverse impacts 

are unavoidable, mitigation or compensatory measures may be appropriate (paragraph 152). 

3.1.4 As the Council will be aware the Government published its final suite of Planning Practice Guidance 

(PPG) on the 6th March 2014, clarifying how specific elements of the NPPF should be interpreted 
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when preparing their Local Plans. The PPG on the Housing and Economic Development Needs in 

particular provides a clear indication of how the Government expects the NPPF to be taken into 

account when Councils are identifying their objectively assessed housing needs. Key points from 

this document include: 

a. Household projections published by the Department for Communities and Local Government 

should provide the starting point estimate of overall housing need. 

b. 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 underperformance, 

infrastructure or environmental constraints. 

c. Household projection based estimates of housing need may need adjusting to reflect factors 

affecting local demography and household formation rates which are not captured by past 

trends, for example historic suppression by under supply and worsening affordability of 

housing.  The assessment will need to reflect the consequences of past under delivery and the 

extent to which household formation rates have been constrained by supply. 

d. Plan makers need to consider increasing their housing numbers where the supply of working 

age population is less than projected job growth, to prevent unsustainable commuting 

patterns and reduced local business resilience. 

e. Housing needs indicated by household projections should be adjusted to reflect appropriate 

market signals, as well as other market indicators of the balance between the demand for and 

supply of dwellings. 

3.1.5 The more significant the affordability constraints (as reflected in rising prices and rents, and 

worsening affordability ratio) and the stronger other indicators of high demand (e.g. the differential 

between land prices), the larger the improvement in affordability needed, and the larger the 

additional supply response should be. 

3.1.6 The total affordable housing need should be considered in the context of its likely delivery as a 

proportion of mixed market and affordable housing developments, given the probable percentage 

of affordable housing to be delivered by market housing led developments.  An increase in the total 

housing figures included in the local plan should be considered where it could help to deliver the 

required number of affordable homes. 

3.2 Housing White Paper – Fixing our broken housing market 

3.2.1 The Government published the Housing White Paper in February 2017 for consultation. Whilst it is 

a White Paper, it nevertheless represents a very clear direction of travel and clear indication of the 

Government’s intent. The Council will need to consider the emerging Plan against the points raised 

within the White Paper, and monitor the progress of the consultation as the proposals within it 

materialise as potential reforms to the planning system. Given that the intention of the document 
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is to have some of its proposed changes come into force by November 2017, it is highly likely that 

a number of its measures will be relevant considerations prior to the adoption of the plan.  

3.2.2 The title of the White Paper makes apparent that the Government considers the housing market to 

be broken, it is also clear from the document forward by the Prime Minister that the cost of housing 

is a key part of why the housing market is considered broken. In the foreword, the Prime Minster 

states: 

“Today the average house costs almost eight times average earnings – an all-

time record.”  

“In total, more than 2.2 million working households with below-average incomes 

spend a third or more of their disposable income on housing.” 

“We need to build many more houses, of the type people want to live in, in the 

places they want to live. To do so requires a comprehensive approach that 

tackles failure at every point in the system.”  

3.2.3 The second foreword from the Secretary of State adds further to the Government’s thinking, 

particularly on the need to build new homes now, it states: 

“This country doesn’t have enough homes. That’s not a personal opinion or a 

political calculation. It’s a simple statement of fact” 

“Soaring prices and rising rents caused by a shortage of the right homes in the 

right places has slammed the door of the housing market in the face of a whole 

generation.” 

“That has to change. We need radical, lasting reform that will get more homes 

built right now and for many years to come.” 

3.2.4 The White Paper outlines further potential reforms to the plan making process, OAN methodology, 

and Green Belt consideration and housing delivery tests, amongst others. Gladman will refer to key 

aspects from the White Paper in relevant sections of this representation.  

3.2.5 The reason for this housing crisis is that the country is simply not building enough homes and has 

not done so for far too long. The consensus is that we need from 225,000 to 275,000 or more homes 

per year to keep up with population growth and to start to tackle years of under-supply. 

3.2.6 Everyone involved in politics and the housing industry therefore has a moral duty to tackle this issue 

head on.  The White Paper states quite unequivocally that “the housing shortage isn’t a looming crisis, 

a distant threat that will become a problem if we fail to act. We are already living in it.” 
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3.2.7 Tackling the housing shortage is not easy. It will inevitably require some tough decisions. But the 

alternative, according to the White Paper, is a divided nation, with an unbridgeable and ever-

widening gap between the property haves and have-nots. 

3.2.8 The challenge of increasing supply cannot be met by Government alone. It is vital to have local 

leadership and commitment from a wide range of stakeholders, including local authorities, private 

developers, housing associations, lenders and local communities. 

3.2.9 The starting point is building more homes. This will slow the rise in housing costs so that more 

ordinary working families can afford to buy a home and it will also bring the cost of renting down. 

We need more land for homes where people want to live. All areas therefore need a plan to deal 

with the housing pressures they face.  

3.2.10 Currently, over 40 per cent of local planning authorities do not have a plan that meets the projected 

growth in households in their area. All local authorities should therefore develop an up-to-date plan 

with their communities that meets their housing requirement based upon an honest assessment of 

the need for new homes.  

3.2.11 Local planning authorities have a responsibility to do all that they can to meet their housing 

requirements, even though not every area may be able to do so in full. The identified housing 

requirement should be accommodated in the Local Plan, unless there are policies elsewhere in the 

Framework that provide strong reasons for restricting development, or the adverse impacts of 

meeting this requirement would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits. Where an 

authority has demonstrated that it is unable to meet all of its housing requirement, it must be able 

to work constructively with neighbouring authorities to ensure the remainder is met.  

3.2.12 Plans should be reviewed regularly, and are likely to require updating in whole or in part at least 

every five years. An authority will also need to update their plan if their existing housing target can 

no longer be justified against their objectively assessed housing requirement.  

3.2.13 Policies in Local Plans should also allow a good mix of sites to come forward for development, so 

that there is choice for consumers, places can grow in ways that are sustainable, and there are 

opportunities for a diverse construction sector including opportunities for SME housebuilders to 

deliver much needed housing. 

3.2.14 In terms of rural areas, the Government expects local planning authorities to identify opportunities 

for villages to thrive, especially where this would support services and help meet the need to 

provide homes for local people who currently find it hard to live where they grew up. It is clear that 

improving the availability and affordability of homes in rural areas is vital for sustaining rural 

communities, alongside action to support jobs and services. There are opportunities to go further 

to support a good mix of sites and meet rural housing needs, especially where scope exists to 

expand settlements in a way which is sustainable and helps provide homes for local people. This is 
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especially important in those rural areas where a high demand for homes makes the cost of housing 

a particular challenge for local people.  

3.2.15 Finally, the Government has made it clear through the White Paper that local planning authorities 

are expected to have clear policies for addressing the housing requirements of groups with 

particular needs, such as older and disabled people. 

3.2.16 The White Paper is the cornerstone of future Government policy on fixing the broken housing 

market. It provides the direction of travel the Government is intending to take and is a clear 

statement of intent that this Government is serious about the provision of the right number of 

houses in the right places. The Tendring Local Plan therefore needs to consider these policy 

intentions now in order to ensure that it fulfils the Government’s agenda and provides the homes 

that its local communities need. 

3.2.17 Following the election, Sajid Javid re-iterated the Government’s intentions for boosting housing 

growth stating that he wants areas that have benefitted from soaring property prices to play their 

part in solving the housing crisis. Mr Javid pointed out that where property prices were particularly 

unaffordable, local leaders would need to take a long, hard and honest look to see if they are 

planning for the right number of homes. He also announced that a new consultation on a 

standardised methodology for calculating housing needs would be released in July 2017. The 

Council will therefore need to consider the implications of this consultation going forward. 

  



Tendring District Council  Publication Draft Local Plan 

 

4 DUTY TO COOPERATE 

4.1 Overview 

4.1.1 The Duty to Cooperate is a legal requirement established through Section 33(A) of the Planning and 

Compulsory Purchase Act, 2004, as amended by Section 110 of the Localism Act. It requires local 

authorities to engage constructively, actively and on an ongoing basis with neighbouring 

authorities on cross-boundary strategic issues throughout the process of Plan preparation. As 

demonstrated through the outcome of the 2012 Coventry Core Strategy Examination and the 2013 

Mid Sussex Core Strategy Examination, if a Council fails to satisfactorily discharge its Duty to 

Cooperate, this cannot be rectified through modifications and an Inspector must recommend non-

adoption of the Plan. 

4.1.2 Whilst Gladman recognise that the Duty to Cooperate is a process of ongoing engagement and 

collaboration as set out in the PPG, it is clear that it is intended to produce effective policies on cross 

boundary strategic matters. In this regard, the Tendring District Plan must be able to demonstrate 

that it has engaged and worked with neighbouring authorities, alongside their existing joint 

working arrangements, to satisfactorily address cross boundary strategic issues and the 

requirement to meet any unmet housing needs. This is not simply an issue of consultation but a 

question of effective cooperation.  

4.1.3 Tendring is working alongside the other North Essex Authorities (Colchester and Braintree) to 

prepare a strategic plan which sets the overall strategic framework for planning in the area upon 

which, the local plans can be based. This approach is to be welcomed as it allows the authorities to 

address cross-boundary strategic issues such as the delivery of new settlements in a coordinated 

manner. It is considered that Maldon is also part of the same Housing Market Area as Tendring, 

Colchester and Braintree but it is recognised that their Local Plan preparation is ahead of the other 

authorities and for practical purposes it may not be possible to align key evidence. However, it is 

important to recognise that the North Essex authorities have a number of key links with other LPAs 

outside of North Essex including Maldon, Chelmsford and Uttlesford and they need to work 

cooperatively with these authorities, through the Duty to Cooperate to address cross boundary 

issues. 

4.1.4 It is noted in paragraph 1.8 of the TDLP that Chelmsford is part of the Housing Market Area (HMA) 

which encompasses the North Essex authorities who are preparing the joint plan, however they are 

not part of the joint plan making process. The Council will therefore need to ensure that such an 

approach is robustly evidenced, and that regardless of the joint plan making between Colchester, 

Braintree and Tendring sufficient consideration of strategic issues as they relate to Chelmsford are 

undertaken through the Duty to Cooperate. For example, the planned opening of Crossrail which 

has its eastern terminus at Shenfield, near Chelmsford. 
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4.1.5 Further, the PPG reflects on the public bodies which are subject to the duty to cooperate. It contains 

a list of the prescribed bodies. The PPG then goes on to state that: 

“These bodies play a key role in delivering local aspirations, and 

cooperation between them and local planning authorities is vital to 

make Local Plans as effective as possible on strategic cross boundary 

matters.”  
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5 SUSTAINBILITY APPRAISAL 

5.1 Context 

5.1.1 Under Section 19 of the 2004 Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act, policies set out in Local Plans 

must be subject to Sustainability Appraisal (SA). Incorporating the requirements of the 

Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations 2004, SA is a systematic process 

that should be undertaken at each stage of the Plan’s preparation, assessing the effects of the Local 

Plan’s proposals on sustainable development when judged against reasonable alternatives. 

5.1.2 The Council need to ensure that the results of the SA process clearly justify its policy choices. In 

meeting the development needs of the area, it should be clear from the results of the assessment 

why some policy options have been progressed, and others have been rejected.  Undertaking a 

comparative and equal assessment of each reasonable alternative, the Council’s decision making 

and scoring should be robust, justified and transparent. 

5.1.3 Gladman remind the Council that there have now been a number of instances where the failure to 

undertake a satisfactory SA has resulted in Plans failing the test of legal compliance at Examination 

or being subjected to legal challenge. 

5.2 North Essex and Tendring Sustainability Appraisal 

5.2.1 Gladman instructed Lichfields to assess the outputs from the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) that has 

been undertaken for the Part 1 North Essex Authority Plan and the Part 2 Tendring Local Plan. 

Associated Part 2 reports were also prepared for Braintree and Colchester. 

5.2.2 The report, included in full as Appendix 1, has made a number of conclusions which are set out in 

summary in the paragraphs below. 

5.2.3 Although the quantity of sites assessed for garden communities is deemed acceptable, the site 

selection has been artificially supressed by the 5,000-dwelling threshold that has been 

applied.  There is overwhelming evidence that this has resulted in a narrow focus being applied to 

the consideration of the new Garden Community options.  

5.2.4 The Sustainability Assessment for Tendring only explores a settlement hierarchy approach to the 

spatial distribution of housing and there is no evidence to suggest that this is the most sustainable 

approach to development in Tendring. 

5.2.5 The Sustainability Appraisal’s approach to site allocations in Tendring cannot be considered robust 

as they are built on an unjustified approach to housing distribution. They have been considered 

against which settlement they are in and therefore this has the potential to exclude more 

sustainable sites just because they are located in a settlement where there are already enough site 

allocations or it is within a settlement which is further down in the hierarchy. 
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5.2.6 On top of this, nowhere in the SA is the appropriate level of development for each settlement in the 

hierarchy established and therefore it is completely unknown if this is the most sustainable level 

that could be achieved. There is also no clarity as to why strategic housing allocations have been 

chosen in the areas they have been and why those in other locations have been excluded. 

5.2.7 On the whole, these factors set out that there is a distinct lack of information supporting any of the 

conclusions made on housing distribution and site allocations and therefore they cannot be relied 

upon within this Sustainability Appraisal to allow the Local Plan to be found sound. 
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6 OBJECTIVELY ASSESSED HOUSING NEED (OAN) 

6.1 Background 

6.1.1 The process of undertaking an OAN is clearly set out in the Framework, principally in §14. §47, §152 

and §159 and should be undertaken in a systemic and transparent way to ensure that the plan is 

based on a robust evidence base. 

6.1.2 The starting point for this assessment requires local planning authorities to have a clear 

understanding of housing needs in their area. This involves the preparation of a Strategic Housing 

Market Assessment (SHMA) working with neighbouring authorities where housing markets cross 

administrative areas as detailed in §159 of the Framework. The Framework goes on to set out factors 

that should be included in a SHMA including identifying: 

“the scale and mix of housing and the range of tenures that the local population 

is likely to need over the plan period which: 

• Meets household and population projections taking account of 

migration and demographic change; 

• Addresses the need for all types of housing including affordable housing 

and the needs of different groups in the community (such as, but not 

limited to, families with children, older people, people with disabilities, 

service families and people wishing to build their own homes); and 

• Caters for housing demand and the scale of housing supply necessary to 

meet this demand.” 

6.1.3 Key points that are worth noting from the above are that the objective assessment should identify 

the full need for housing before the Council consider undertaking any process of assessing the 

ability to deliver this figure. In addition, §159 specifically relates to catering for both housing need 

and housing demand within the authority area. It is also worth pointing out that any assessment of 

housing need and demand within the SHMA must also consider the following factors; falling 

household formation rates, net inward migration, the need to address the under provision of 

housing from the previous local plan period, the results of the Census 2011, housing vacancy rates 

including the need to factor in a housing vacancy rate for churn in the housing market, economic 

factors to ensure that the economic forecasts for an area are supported by sufficient housing to 

deliver economic growth, offsetting a falling working age population by providing enough housing 

to ensure retiring workers can be replaced by incoming residents, addressing affordability and 

delivering the full need for affordable housing in the area.  

6.1.4 Of particular importance is the need to consider market signals. The consideration of market signals 

is one of the core planning principles considered in §17 of the Framework, which states: 
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“Plans should take account of market signals, such as land prices and housing 

affordability, and set out a clear strategy for allocating sufficient land which is 

suitable for development in their area, taking account of the needs of the 

residential and business communities.” 

6.1.5 Of critical importance is what the Framework goes on to say in §158 in the section discussing Plan 

Making. It states here that: 

“Local planning authorities should ensure that their assessment of and 

strategies for housing, employment and other uses are integrated, and that they 

take full account of relevant market and economic signals.” 

6.1.6 Market signals are therefore at the very core of what the Framework is trying to achieve in 

promoting sustainable development and boosting the supply of housing land.  

6.1.7 The Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) gives further explanation to what the Framework means with 

regards to market signals, and sets out in a range of paragraphs the way in which local planning 

authorities should go about factoring in relevant market signals in arriving at their OAN. §19 and 

§20 of the PPG gives guidance on what market signals should be taken into account and how plan 

makers should respond to these market signals. The below extract identifies some particularly 

pertinent points: 

“The housing need number suggested by household projections (the starting 

point) should be adjusted to reflect the appropriate market signals, as well as 

other market indicators of the balance between demand for and supply of 

dwellings. Prices of rents rising faster than national/local average may well 

indicate particular market undersupply relative to demand.” 

6.1.8 The paragraph goes on to indicate that these factors would include, but should not be limited to 

land prices, house prices, rents, affordability, rates of development and overcrowding. However, 

given what the Framework says at §17, quoted above, it seems clear that particular consideration 

should be given to affordability.  

6.1.9 In order to consider how market signals should be taken forward §20 identifies some key concepts: 

“Appropriate comparisons of indicators should be made. This includes 

comparison with longer term trends (both in absolute levels and rates of change) 

in the: housing market area; similar demographic and economic areas; and 

nationally. A worsening trend in any of these indicators will require upward 

adjustment to planned housing numbers compared to ones based solely on 

household projections.” 

6.1.10 It is therefore clear that where market signals are apparent (in any of the indicators assessed) there 

is an absolute and clear direction that an upward adjustment to housing numbers is required. It is 



Tendring District Council  Publication Draft Local Plan 

 

also clear that both the level of change and the rates of change are considerations and that local 

planning authorities need to carefully benchmark themselves against other areas. This should not 

simply be a case of considering neighbouring authorities but should look at, as well as these, local 

authorities on a national basis, if the demographic and economic indicators are relevant.  Gladman 

are firmly of the view that considering comparisons purely against neighbouring authorities is not 

sufficiently robust and does not address the underlying issues which both the Framework and the 

PPG are trying to tackle with regard to housing.  

6.1.11 What is of further importance when considering these issues is the period of time analysed when 

considering both relative and absolute change. It has become apparent in our consideration of a 

number of plans that many local planning authorities choose to look at periods of time which are 

not fully representative of the depth of the housing crisis which we are currently within. 

6.1.12 Gladman is of the view that local planning authorities must take a long-term view when considering 

affordability and consider the relative and absolute change over a long term 15-20 year period, 

which coincides with the normal time span of a Local Plan. Authorities should assess as a constituent 

part of their OAN, how they can improve affordability over the life time of a plan to a point where 

affordability is more in line with average earnings and affordable mortgage lending rates. They 

should assess a level of housing over the 15-20 year plan period which would enable this step 

change and consider its deliverability in the plan. Only through planning for significant housing 

growth can local authorities realistically tackle market signals in the way advocated by the PPG and 

tackle the affordability and housing crisis. 

6.1.13 The need to identify the full OAN before considering any issues with the ability of a Local Planning 

Authority to accommodate that level of development has been confirmed in the High Court. Most 

notably in Solihull Metropolitan Borough Council v (1) Gallagher Homes Limited (2) Lioncourt 

Homes Limited where it was considered that arriving at a housing requirement was a two-stage 

process and that first the unconstrained OAN must be arrived at. In the judgment, it was stated: 

“The NPPF indeed effected a radical change. It consisted in the two-step 

approach which paragraph 47 enjoined. The previous policy’s methodology was 

essentially the striking of a balance.   By contrast paragraph 47 required the OAN 

[objectively assessed need] to be made first, and to be given effect in the Local 

Plan save only to the extent that that would be inconsistent with other NPPF 

policies. […] The two-step approach is by no means barren or technical. It means 

that housing need is clearly and cleanly ascertained. And as the judge said at 

paragraph 94, “[h]ere, numbers matter; because the larger the need, the more 

pressure will or might be applied to [impinge] on other inconsistent policies”. 

6.1.14 Therefore, following the exercise to identify the full OAN for housing in an area:  
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“Local planning authorities should seek opportunities to achieve each of the 

economic, social and environmental dimensions of sustainable development, 

and net gains across all three. Significant adverse impacts on any of these 

dimensions should be avoided and, wherever possible, alternative options 

which reduce or eliminate such impacts should be pursued. 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.” (NPPF §152) 

6.1.15 This statement clearly sets out that local planning authorities should seek to deliver the full OAN 

and that this should be tested through the evidence base. Only where the evidence shows that this 

is not achievable, should they then test other options to see if any significant adverse impacts could 

be reduced or eliminated by pursuing these options. If this is not possible then they should test if 

the significant adverse impacts could be mitigated and where this is not possible, where 

compensatory measures may be appropriate. 

6.1.16 The final stage of the process is outlined in §14 and involves a planning judgement as to whether, 

following all of the stages of the process outlined above: 

“Local Plans should meet OAN, 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.”  

6.1.17 It is also worth noting that the final part of this sentence refers to footnote 9 of the Framework which 

sets out the types of policies that the Government consider to be restrictive. These include: 

 “sites protected under the Birds and Habitat Directive (see paragraph 119) 

and/or designated as Sites of Special Scientific Interest; land designated as Green 

Belt, Local Green Space, 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”.  

6.1.18 Although this list is not exhaustive it is clear that local landscape designations, intrinsic value of the 

countryside, character of areas, green gaps etc. are not specifically mentioned as constraints by the 

Framework. 

6.1.19 Obviously, the Government intends to standardise the calculation of housing need as set out in the 

White Paper on housing. As yet, we are unaware of what the new methodology will involve but the 
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Council will need to keep the evidence base of the Local Plan under constant review to ensure that 

it reflects the latest guidance as the White Paper is implemented. It is anticipated that the 

consultation on the standardised housing needs calculation will take place in July/August 2017.  
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7 SHARED STRATEGIC PLAN - TENDRING 

7.1 Overview 

7.1.1 Gladman note the positive intentions for the North Essex areas as outlined in paragraphs 1.1 – 1.13 

of the Plan. Clearly there are a range of issues which promote the need for a strategic approach and 

Gladman support the concept of joint plan making to ensure that unmet housing needs can be met 

in a region or sub region. That said, Gladman note a number of concerns from the opening 

paragraphs of Section 1.  

7.1.2 Firstly, it is noted in paragraph 1.8 that Chelmsford is part of the Housing Market Area (HMA) which 

encompasses the North Essex authorities who are preparing the joint plan, however they are not 

part of the joint plan making process. The Council will need to ensure that such an approach is 

robustly evidenced, and that regardless of the joint plan making between Colchester, Braintree and 

Tendring sufficient consideration of strategic issues as they relate to Chelmsford are undertaken 

through the Duty to Cooperate. For example, the planned opening of Crossrail which has its eastern 

terminus at Shenfield, near Chelmsford. 

7.1.3 Similarly, the plan in paragraph 1.10 also acknowledges that the adjacent authorities of Maldon and 

Uttlesford sit outside the HMA, but that ongoing consideration has been given to strategic issues 

with these authorities.  Gladman remain sceptical of the view that Maldon sits outside of the HMA, 

nevertheless, as we outline in the previous paragraph, it will be imperative that even if the above 

authorities are considered to be outside of the HMA the cross boundary strategic issues will require 

addressing through the Duty to Cooperate. In particular, with regard to Uttlesford due 

consideration will need to be given to key regional issues such as the planned growth at Stanstead 

Airport.  

7.1.4 The plan in paragraph 1.25 clearly recognises the economic growth potential of the area, as we have 

highlighted above there are also regional infrastructure drivers which are likely to sustain significant 

economic growth over the plan period and beyond. Gladman are therefore supportive of the joint 

plan making initiative and its desire to sustainably meet development needs. The Councils however 

must not ignore their neighbouring authorities in Essex as they plan for the future of their districts.  

7.2 Vision for the Strategic Area 

7.2.1 The vision for the areas is set out within paragraph 1.30 of the consultation document. Whilst 

Gladman are fully supportive of the ambitious nature of this vision, seeking for North Essex to be an 

area of significant growth over the period to 2033 and beyond, it is critical that the plan provides 

the policies which are capable of delivering this vision.  

7.2.2 It is key that this positive vision remains within the strategic plan and that it seeks to provide for 

significant economic growth and housing to meet the full needs of the districts. Alongside this it is 
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fundamental that the associated infrastructure is planned for and delivered at the appropriate time. 

These themes, critically, must also cascade down beyond the joint strategic plan and become the 

cornerstones for the development of the policies within the individual Local Plans.  

7.2.3 Clearly North Essex has an important role to play, not just locally, but as a key element of wider 

national importance. Its location in the South East, largely free of constraints mean that as well as 

being able to capitalise on the economic growth of Essex, and the important infrastructure at 

Stanstead Airport and through Crossrail, it can make a significant contribution towards helping 

alleviate housing pressure on both London and the constrained Green Belt authorities to the south. 

These wider regional issues should not be forgotten when considering the context of North Essex 

and the vision and policies within the plans.  

7.3 Policy SP1 – Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development 

7.3.1 Gladman are fully supportive of the inclusion of the policy on Sustainable Development. The ethos 

of sustainable development is key to assessing planning proposals, it is the golden thread running 

through the NPPF.  

7.4 Policy SP2 – Spatial Strategy for North Essex 

7.4.1 Gladman note the different spatial strategies for the component authorities within the Local Plan, 

we will comment on the spatial strategy for Tendring in the following section. With regard to the 

specific provision of Policy SP2, Gladman support the fact that growth will effectively come from 

development in and around existing settlements and through the new garden communities 

allocated in the plan. We also support the policy in recognising that the level of growth to be 

apportioned to a settlement will depend on the needs of that settlement and that in particular the 

diversification of the rural economy will be important. It will be important for the spatial strategies 

of the individual local plans to have these issues in mind when allocating sites and considering 

planning applications.  

7.4.2 Gladman’s experience is that the best way in which to ensure the delivery of housing targets is to 

maintain a good spread of sites and site typologies across the districts. When considering the 

housing needs in North Essex (and with one eye to the next plan period) it is reasonable for the 

Council to consider new settlements. Gladman would contend however, that there is an additional 

level of sites which could require further consideration by the Councils to ensure they can meet 

their short and medium term housing needs. Whilst the new garden settlements will help meet 

housing demands in the medium/long term, the level of infrastructure required to deliver the sites 

is costly and substantial.  It is therefore likely to take time to implement.  

7.4.3 On the other end of the scale the smaller allocations in the plan will no doubt deliver quickly. To fill 

the gap between the two, Gladman consider that the Council may wish to further assess proposals 

for new garden villages. These new settlements of typically 1,000-1,500 dwelling can be developed 
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in places where there is considerable existing infrastructure and can be brought forward relatively 

quickly. Such proposals, if carefully selected, can contribute dwelling completions within the first 5-

10 years of a plan period, thus giving the Council more of a buffer. 

7.4.4 It is our view therefore, that the spatial strategy needs to recognise new garden villages as well as 

the larger garden settlements. These, in addition to the smaller allocations, will help the plan 

soundly meets its housing targets.  

7.4.5 We consider these issues further below when we address the level of overall housing need in North 

Essex and when considering overall Local Plan trajectories. However at this time, whilst there is 

support for elements of policy SP2, without provision for the medium size sites, such as new Garden 

Villages we consider the spatial strategy would be problematic in delivering housing needs. We 

therefore consider it inconsistent with National Policy and not justified or effective and as such 

unsound.  

7.5 Policy SP3 – Meeting Housing Needs 

7.5.1 Gladman object to Policy SP3 in that it fails to identify the full need for housing across the Housing 

Market Area (HMA).  

7.5.2 Gladman instructed Barton Willmore to prepare a critique of the Council’s latest housing needs 

evidence base to assess how robust the study was. The full report is attached as Appendix 2 and 

relates specifically to Tendring District. However, Barton Willmore undertook this exercise on an 

HMA basis and for ease of use, prepared three reports, one for each of the districts currently 

consulting upon their Plans (Braintree, Colchester and Tendring). The representations that Gladman 

have prepared for the other districts’ consultations (Braintree and Colchester) contain the detailed 

reports relating to each of the respective authorities. 

7.5.3 Barton Willmore consider that Maldon forms part of the wider HMA and should have been included 

within the study of housing needs. 

7.5.4 Whilst the Housing Needs Update Report correctly identifies the demographic starting point for 

Braintree, Colchester and Chelmsford, it presents a figure for Tendring of 480 dwellings per annum 

which is below the DCLG 2014-based Household Projections starting point of 674 dwellings per 

annum. This is due to an adjustment which is made by the study to account for Unattributable 

Population Change (UPC). Barton Willmore consider that it is inappropriate to make such an 

adjustment because of a number of factors which are highlighted in Section 4 of their report 

(Appendix 2) and on this basis, they consider the correct demographic starting point for Tendring 

should be 674 dwellings per annum. 

7.5.5 No consideration has been made within the Housing Needs Update Report of alternative migration 

trends for Tendring whereas for Braintree, Colchester and Chelmsford alternative trends have been 

considered. 
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7.5.6 The Housing Needs Update Report concludes that based upon the Greater London Authority (GLA) 

demographic scenario which looks at increased migration out of London, only an additional 74 

dwellings per annum will be needed across the HMA to house out-migrants from London. The 

report concludes that this increase is insignificant and therefore does not make an adjustment to 

overall housing need in the HMA. Barton Willmore disagree as 74 dwellings per annum across the 

Plan period would total an additional 1,776 dwellings across the HMA. 

7.5.7 The Housing Needs Update Report does not make any adjustment to address suppressed 

household formation which Barton Willmore have identified as an issue in Tendring due to 

undersupply and worsening affordability. 

7.5.8 The Housing Needs Update Report does not provide a consistent approach to the assessment of 

the economic element of the housing needs calculation. A different approach is applied to Tendring 

based upon the demographic adjustment made for UPC. Barton Willmore consider that the 

approach to UPC employed is fundamentally flawed and consequently any adjustment to the 

economic element of the housing need calculation should similarly not include an adjustment for 

UPC. 

7.5.9 The Housing Needs Update Report only considered a single economic forecast and economic 

forecasts can vary greatly between forecasting houses. In order to avoid any volatility, Barton 

Willmore suggest that the study should have considered economic forecasts from the three 

recognised forecasting houses and calculated a triangulated average. 

7.5.10 Another weakness of the Housing Needs Update Report is that it provides no detail of how issues 

such as unemployment, commuting or economic activity rates have been considered in Tendring. 

Relying on Experian’s Economic Activity Rates has been acknowledged by various Inspectors as risky 

as they place a reliance on high economic activity rates for older people. 

7.5.11 Finally, whilst the Housing Needs Update Report acknowledges worsening Market Signals and 

makes an adjustment of a 15% uplift for Tendring, based upon the evidence and other methods of 

calculating the level of uplift required to address affordability, a higher uplift is justified. 

7.5.12 In Barton Willmore’s professional opinion, 550 dwellings per annum represents an under estimate 

of the level of housing need for Tendring and at the minimum, there is a need for 674 dwellings 

per annum simply to meet the demographic need identified by DCLG in the household projections. 

Barton Willmore’s overall conclusion is that the true level of housing need in Tendring is between 

674 and 972 dwellings per annum. 

7.5.13 This section has set out a brief summary of Barton Willmore’s findings and for the detail, the Council 

should refer to the full report attached as Appendix 2. 
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7.6 Policy SP5 –Infrastructure and Connectivity 

7.6.1 Gladman commissioned Strutt and Parker to undertake an assessment of the delivery of the North 

Essex Garden Communities. As this report covers all of the Garden Communities and relates 

specifically to the strategic Part 1 North Essex Plan (the subject of a joint Examination in Public), the 

detail of its findings has been covered in Gladman’s representations submitted as part of the 

response to the Colchester Borough Local Plan to avoid repetition. 

7.6.2 Therefore, for Gladman’s response to Policy SP5 please see Gladman’s Colchester representations. 

7.7 Policy SP7 – Development and Delivery of New Garden Communities 

in North Essex 

7.7.1 Gladman notes the proposal to establish three new garden communities which are on the 

Tendring/Colchester boundary, Colchester/Braintree boundary and West of Braintree. Gladman 

supports the concept of new garden communities which represent a potentially sustainable means 

of providing new homes, jobs and associated community infrastructure in the long term. It is, 

however, concerned that the scale, complexity and development requirements of the garden 

communities proposed is such that their anticipated deliverability is questionable and 

consequently considers that the Plan contains unrealistic expectations for the delivery of new 

housing on such developments.  

7.7.2 The two new garden communities proposed for Braintree District are ultimately expected to deliver 

between 15,000 and 24,000 new homes (Colchester/ Braintree Borders) and between 7,000 and 

10,000 homes (West of Braintree) respectively. Both are expected to deliver 2,500 homes in the Plan 

period. The plan only identifies broad search areas for both proposals and it is proposed that further 

detail will be provided in due course by additional Strategic Growth Development Plan Documents 

which will be prepared for both garden community proposals jointly with Colchester Borough 

Council and Uttlesford District Council respectively.  

7.7.3 Similarly, the new garden community on the border between Colchester and Tendring is proposed 

to be allocated for 7,000-9,000 dwellings with 2,500 anticipated to be delivered within the Plan 

period. Again, the plan only identifies a broad area of search for the proposal and it is proposed that 

further detail will be provided in due course by additional Strategic Growth Development Plan 

Documents 

7.7.4 Having regard to the need for the preparation of the Strategic Growth Development Plan 

Documents, a significant amount of land assembly to be undertaken, the need for a considerable 

amount of infrastructure to be provided and the expectation that these developments will each 

involve two authorities, Gladman considers that it is extremely unlikely that the delivery of new 

housing on these sites will be achieved within the timescales anticipated by the Councils. 
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Furthermore, the inclusion of a requirement for Gypsy and Traveller provision to be made on the 

sites is also likely to add further complications (and thus delay) to the development process. 

7.7.5 Gladman considers therefore, that there must be some degree of uncertainty as to whether the 

garden communities will deliver any homes at all during the plan period and that certainly the 

anticipated number of new homes that the Plan expects to be delivered within the plan period will 

be significantly less than set out in the policy. 

7.7.6 Paragraph 1.108 of the Plan states that each of the garden communities is planned to deliver 2,500 

dwellings and that no matter where they are physically built within the Local Plan period to 2033, 

they will be attributed as set out in section 2 of each of the individual Local Plans, or if more 

dwellings are built then on a 50:50 ratio between the two districts concerned.” Gladman considers 

that such a manipulation of completions is artificial and is totally unjustified and unsupported by 

the NPPF and PPG. Dwelling completions can only accrue to the authority in which they are 

physically located. Bearing in mind that the location of the new garden communities are only 

indicative ‘broad locations’ at this stage, there is a possibility that when the extent of these 

proposed developments are finalised, the proportion of each site that is within one authority may 

actually be very small and its housing capacity may bear very little relationship with the above 

mentioned mechanism set out in the Local Plan. 

7.8 Policy SP8 – Tendring/Colchester Border Garden Community 

7.8.1 The new garden community on the border of Tendring and Colchester is proposed in Policy SP8 for 

between 7,000 and 9,000 dwellings with 2,500 dwelling anticipated for delivery before the end of 

the Plan period in 2033. 

7.8.2 Whilst Gladman support the concept of garden communities, we have concerns with various 

aspects of their deliverability and question whether 2,500 units will be delivered by the end of the 

Plan period. 

7.8.3 The site also requires the provision of pitches for Gypsy and Travellers as part of the allocation which 

presents additional barriers to the delivery of the site. 

7.8.4 Policy SP8 requires a Strategic Growth DPD to be prepared which will set out the form and boundary 

of the new community and will also include a concept plan detailing the disposition and quantity 

of future land uses together with a phasing and implementation strategy.  

7.8.5 With the need to prepare the Strategic Growth DPD, along with a significant amount of land 

assembly to be undertaken, the need for a considerable amount of infrastructure to be provided 

and the expectation that the development will involve two authorities, Gladman consider that there 

will be significant lead-in times associated with the site which calls into question its ability to deliver 

2,500 units by 2033. 
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7.8.6 Policy SP8 also sets out a comprehensive and detailed list of requirements which will need to be 

provided as part of the development of the garden community. This includes 30% affordable 

housing, employment provision, a package of transport improvements, new healthcare facilities, 

new district and neighbourhood centres, a secondary school, primary schools and early-years 

facilities amongst other requirements. 

7.8.7 With the requirement set out in Policy SP7 for the sequencing of development and infrastructure 

on the garden communities which needs to ensure that the latter is provided ahead of or in tandem 

with the development it supports, issues of development viability, cashflow and equalisation of 

developer contributions amongst the various interested parties will be complex. The legal 

agreements associated with any planning proposals for the site will similarly be lengthy and 

complex which will add significantly to the lead-in times associated with the site. 

7.8.8 The work undertaken by Strutt and Parker on behalf of Gladman on the viability and deliverability 

of the garden community sites (submitted as part of the Gladman’s representations on Part 1 of the 

Colchester Plan), coupled with the complexities outlined above, must call into question the ability 

of the garden communities to deliver the numbers of units that the Councils expect them to deliver 

in the Plan period. If this is the case, then additional sites will be required in the short to medium 

term to ensure housing delivery is maintained and a 5-year housing land supply can be 

demonstrated across the plan period before the garden communities come on stream. These sites 

should offer something different from the large scale strategic allocations to ensure competition in 

the market and to ensure that small to medium sized housebuilders have an opportunity to deliver 

sites within the districts. Smaller scale housing sites will therefore be required to plug the inevitable 

gap in housing supply and Gladman consider that the sites included in these representations offer 

suitable, available and deliverable alternatives which should be allocated in the Tendring Local Plan 

(See Appendices 3, 4, 5 and 6).. 
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8 LOCAL PLAN FOR TENDRING 

8.1 Vision and Objectives 

8.1.1 Gladman support the Vision contained in the Tendring Local Plan which seeks to meet local housing 

needs through a range of high quality new housing. The Council should not only be seeking to meet 

local needs, but should do everything it can to exceed the housing requirement given the lack of 

delivery in the past and the uncertainty over unmet housing needs in London. 

8.1.2 Gladman support in principle, the Vision to create a new garden suburb to the east of Colchester on 

the border with Tendring to help meet the needs of both areas, although we have concerns over 

the site’s ability to deliver in the timeframe set out in Part 1 of the Plan. 

8.1.3 Gladman also support the Council’s Vision to deliver modest levels of housing growth in the larger 

villages to support local services and facilities and meet local housing needs in areas such as 

Lawford. However, it is considered that the smaller villages such as Ardleigh are also capable of 

providing modest housing growth, in scale with the existing settlements, to ensure that their 

current services and facilities are maintained and local housing need is met. This should be reflected 

in the Vision. 

8.1.4 Gladman consider that Objective 1 should be amended to state that the main objective is to meet 

housing needs in full by providing new dwellings with sufficient variety to meet the needs of a 

growing and ageing population. 

8.1.5 In allocating sites, the Council should therefore be mindful that to maximize housing supply the 

widest possible range of sites, by size and market location are required so that house builders of all 

types and sizes have access to suitable land in order to offer the widest possible range of products. 

The key to increased housing supply is the number of sales outlets. For any given time period, all 

else being equal, overall sales and build out rates are faster from 20 sites of 50 units than 10 sites of 

100 units or 1 site of 1,000 units. The maximum delivery is achieved not just because there are more 

sales outlets but because the widest possible range of products and locations are available to meet 

the widest possible range of demand. In summary, a wider variety of sites in the widest possible 

range of locations ensures all types of house builder have access to suitable land which in turn 

increases housing delivery. 

8.2 Policy SPL1: Managing Growth 

8.2.1 Whilst it is supported that the main urban areas continue to play a key role in the accommodation 

of future development within the district, this should not be at the expense of ensuring that the 

housing and employment needs of other settlements are met. Para 55 of the Framework seeks to 

promote sustainable development in rural areas to maintain and enhance rural vitality and viability. 

It is essential therefore, that the needs of the sustainable rural settlements across the district, 
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including Lawford and Ardleigh are assessed and meaningful growth apportioned to them to 

ensure their ongoing vitality and viability. 

8.2.2 Gladman support the inclusion of a detailed Settlement Hierarchy in Policy SPL1 of the Plan and the 

definition of Clacton, Harwich and Dovercourt as Strategic Urban Settlements. Gladman consider 

that the Garden Community on the border of Colchester and Tendring is a potential appropriate 

solution to delivering the level of housing growth required to meet the needs of both districts in 

the long term but do have concerns over the viability of the proposal and the timescale for delivery. 

8.2.3 Gladman also support the identification of Lawford as a Smaller Urban Settlement where modest 

levels of housing growth will be directed. Lawford is a vibrant settlement which adjoins the built-

up area of the town of Manningtree and provides the community with direct access to a primary 

school, GP surgery and other services within Manningtree including a high school, train station, a 

range of retail opportunities, a pharmacy, public houses and a Post Office. 

8.2.4 Gladman consider that given Lawford’s services and facilities and its lack of constraints, the 

settlement is capable of supporting further growth beyond the minimum 1,500 to 2,500 dwellings 

proposed for this tier of the settlement hierarchy within the Local Plan 

8.2.5 However, Gladman consider that Ardleigh is miss-categorised as a Smaller Rural Settlement both in 

terms of its current levels of services and facilities and its proximity and connections to Colchester. 

The settlement is by far the best performing Smaller Rural Settlement in terms of overall 

sustainability and is served by a number of core services including a primary school, a G.P. Surgery, 

a Post Office, a convenience store and a public house. It also has a village hall, playing fields and 

various sports clubs. There is a good level of employment within a 20-minute travel time of the 

settlement and fast broadband speeds are available that are sufficient to support home working, 

leisure and business activities.  

8.2.6 Ardleigh is therefore considered to be a sustainable settlement with good access to services and 

facilities to meet the daily needs of its residents. It is located in close proximity to Colchester with 

high quality bus service from early morning until the evening allowing easy access to the town for 

employment, education and leisure purposes. It is therefore considered that Ardleigh should be 

categorised as a Rural Service Centre. 

8.3 Policy SPL2: Settlement Development Boundaries 

8.3.1 The Framework is clear that development which is sustainable should go ahead without delay. The 

use of settlement limits to arbitrarily restrict suitable development from coming forward on the 

edge of settlements would not accord with the positive approach to growth required by the 

Framework.  

8.3.2 The Policy has been substantially reviewed since the previous version of the Plan and is now more 

positive in its approach to development outside of the arbitrary Settlement Development 
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Boundaries (SDB). The Council should recognise that a site’s location outside of a SDB is only one 

factor that should be weighed in the planning balance when considering any particular proposal 

and it should not be the determinative factor in assessing whether a scheme is acceptable or not. 

8.4 Policy SPL3: Sustainable Design 

8.4.1 Policy SPL3 introduces a large number of criteria which proposals must meet in order to be 

considered acceptable. Gladman would point out that the Framework is based on a planning 

balance exercise being undertaken by the decision maker and it is only where the harms of a 

proposal significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits that planning permission should be 

refused. Policy SPL3 should therefore be worded to allow the decision maker to undertake such a 

balancing exercise and so that failure to meet any one of the criteria listed would not automatically 

mean a failure to conform with the policy overall.  At present, Policy SPL3 is not worded in this 

positive fashion and should be redrafted. 

8.4.2 Criterion (a) under Part B of the Policy states that proposals should not lead to an unacceptable 

increase in congestion. This is contrary to the Framework as para 32 states that development should 

only be refused on transport grounds where the residual cumulative impacts of development are 

severe. Criterion (a) should be reworded to reflect this guidance. 

8.4.3 Part C of Policy SPL3 also requires developers to consider the use of renewable energy and the 

reductions of emissions as part of any proposals. The Written Ministerial Statement of 25th March 

2015 clearly states that improvements in energy efficiency and carbon reductions will be delivered 

through changes to Building Regulations with only a limited number of optional technical 

standards that can be required through local plans where supported by specific evidence. There is 

no evidence that the Local Plan should require such measures and therefore this reference should 

be deleted from the Policy. 

8.5 Policy HP4: Safeguarded Local Greenspace 

8.5.1 Gladman take this opportunity to remind the Council of the tests which need to be met when 

seeking to designate Local Green Space (LGS). 

8.5.2 Paragraph 77 of the Framework sets out the following in terms of when it is appropriate or not to 

designate land as a LGS.  

“The Local Green Space designation will not be appropriate for most green areas or open space. 

The designation should only be used: 

• Where the green space is in reasonably close proximity to the community it serves; 

• Where the green area is demonstrably special to a local community and holds particular 

local significance, for example because of its beauty, historic significance, recreational 

value (including as a playing field), tranquillity or richness of its wildlife; and 
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• Where the green area concerned is local in character and is not an extensive tract of 

land.” 

8.5.3 The Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) provides further guidance on LGS designations including 

paragraph ID. 37-015-20140306,  

“There are no hard and fast rules about how big a Local Green Space can be because places are 

different and a degree of judgement will inevitably be needed. However, paragraph 77 of the 

National Planning Policy Framework is clear that Local Green Space Designation should only be 

used where the green area concerned is not an extensive tract of land. Consequently, blanket 

designation of open countryside adjacent to settlements will not be appropriate. In particular, 

designation should not be proposed as a ‘back door’ way to try to achieve what would amount 

to a new are of Green Belt by another name.” 

8.6 Policy LP1: Housing Supply 

8.6.1 Gladman have some concerns with regards to the Housing Land Supply Policy LP1. Our issues with 

the overall housing requirement have been set out above in Section 7.5 and in the report prepared 

by Barton Willmore on our behalf (Appendix 2). It is therefore not necessary to repeat these here. 

8.6.2 Paragraph 5.1.3 of the Plan refers to the 550 homes a year housing requirement as a target. This is 

not consistent with the Framework as housing requirements should be expressed as a minimum 

and should be exceeded if possible. This statement should therefore be amended. 

8.6.3 The table set out within Section 5.1 of the Plan (Table A) also includes completions data from the 

start of the Plan period until 2016/17. This shows an existing shortfall in housing supply against the 

housing requirement totalling 826 units or one and a half years’ worth of supply. This is a significant 

under-supply of dwellings and represents real people in need of housing now. 

8.6.4 In fact, Tendring have only achieved their housing requirement in one year (2016/17) out of the first 

four years of the plan period. Given the fact that the Council has also not met its housing 

requirement in 10 of the past 19 years between 1996/97 and 2014/15, it is inevitable that the Council 

needs to apply a 20% buffer to its housing requirement as required by the Framework for persistent 

under-delivery. 

8.6.5 In addition, based upon the housing trajectory which is included in the latest Annual Monitoring 

Report (2015/2016), the Council are anticipating the delivery of just over 400 units in 2017/18 which 

again is below the new housing requirement, further adding to the housing under-supply. 

8.6.6 Based on the guidance set out in the Planning Practice Guidance (PPG), the Council should be 

seeking to address this housing shortfall in the first five years of the Plan period. This would mean a 

significant step change in housing delivery for the Council once the Plan is adopted. 
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8.6.7 It is therefore essential that the Council allocates a range of housing sites in a variety of locations 

and of a variety of sizes to ensure that the housing needs of local people are delivered in the short 

term, before the large scale strategic sites come on stream and to meet the significant backlog. 

8.6.8 Gladman are also concerned with the level of windfall sites that the Council are including within the 

housing supply going forward. The Framework states that local planning authorities may make an 

allowance for windfall sites if they have compelling evidence that such sites have consistently 

become available in the local area and will continue to provide a reliable source of supply going 

forward. Any allowance should be realistic having full regard to the Strategic Housing Land 

Availability Assessment (SHLAA). Therefore, in order to include a windfall allowance in the Plan, 

Tendring will have to provide robust and credible evidence on this source of supply to justify the 

1,399 units which is included in the Local Plan. 

8.6.9 The table on page 115 sets out that the Council’s housing requirement over the Plan period is 11,000 

units whilst the sources of supply listed total 12,001, a contingency of 9.1%. This is considered to be 

too little flexibility to mitigate against sites not coming forward as anticipated in the Local Plan. 

Given the issues raised in this representation regarding the speed of delivery of the strategic sites, 

it is considered that a 20% flexibility factor is built into the Local Plan which is equivalent to 2,200 

units above the housing requirement. 

8.7 Policy LP2: Housing Choice 

8.7.1 Gladman support Policy LP2 in that the Council will support the development of retirement 

complexes, extra care housing and other forms of residential accommodation aimed at meeting the 

future needs of older and disabled residents. 

8.8 Policy LP3: Housing Density and Standards 

8.8.1 Gladman object to Policy LP3 in relation to the reference to national space standards. The Written 

Ministerial Statement (WMS) dated 25th March 2015 confirms that “the optional new national 

technical standards should only be required through any new Local Plan policies if they address a 

clearly evidenced need, and where their impact on viability has been considered, in accordance 

with the NPPG”. Furthermore, with particular reference to the nationally described space standard, 

the NPPG (ID: 56-020-20150327) confirms “where a need for internal space standards is identified, 

local planning authorities should provide justification for requiring internal space policies”. If the 

Council wishes to adopt this standard it should be justified by meeting the criteria set out in the 

NPPG including need, viability and impact on affordability. The Council therefore needs to provide 

sufficient evidence to justify adoption of either of these standards or delete reference to these 

standards in Policy LP3. 
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8.9 Policy LP5: Affordable and Council Housing 

8.9.1 There is an inconsistency in the Local Plan between the level of affordable housing required as set 

out in paragraph 5.1.4 (30%) and that set out in Policy LP5 (25%). This needs to be rectified in order 

to ensure the policy position is clear. 

8.10 Policy LP10: Care, Independent Assisted Living 

8.10.1 Gladman support Policy LP10 on Care and Independent Assisted Living and in particular, the 

support shown for the construction of high quality care and extra-care housing in sustainable 

locations. 

8.10.2 Gladman also support the Council’s approach to care homes located outside of Settlement 

Development Boundaries as set out in Policy LP10. 

8.11 Policy PP12: Improving Education and Skills 

8.11.1 The requirement to provide educational facilities is a key part of the Framework. Paragraph 72 states 

that local planning authorities should take a proactive, positive and collaborative approach to 

meeting this requirement. This should involve working closely with developers over schemes to 

assess the best possible solution to educational provision taking account of the capacity of all 

schools in the area that serve the development, the distance pupils travel to access schools and the 

most efficient and sustainable use of existing educational resources before requiring the provision 

of new facilities. Viability should also be a key consideration to ensure schemes are not prevented 

from being brought forward because of the need for significant infrastructure contributions. 

Gladman remind the Council that the lack of educational provision should not be used a reason for 

refusal as local planning authorities should work positively with the development industry to 

identify suitable and deliverable solutions to these issues. 

8.12 Policy PPL3: The Rural Landscape 

8.12.1 Policy PPL3 on the Rural Landscape is unsound. The guidance set out in the Framework advocates 

a balancing exercise of all of the benefits of a proposal against the harms to determine if the harms, 

significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits. 

8.12.2 In addition, any policy for the protection and enhancement of the environment should be 

established in light of the national policies contained in the Framework, particularly paragraphs 109 

to125. 

8.12.3 Para 109 sets out that the planning system should contribute to and enhance valued landscapes 

with advice in Para 113 stating that Local Planning Authorities should set criteria based policies 

against which proposals for any development on or affecting such sites should be judged. In 

addition, Para 113 highlights that distinctions should be made between the hierarchy of 
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international, national and locally designated sites so that protection is commensurate with their 

status. 

8.12.4 It is important to note that this advice does not suggest a ban on all development in or adjacent to 

designated areas and that the weight that can be attached to any conflict with such designations 

should be aligned with their importance based on the hierarchy detailed above. 

8.12.5 Policy PPL3 as written is therefore contrary to the Framework and should be reviewed to reflect the 

guidance contained above. In particular, the policy should be flexible enough to be able to 

accommodate new development, outside of existing development boundaries, to allow the Council 

to quickly address any issues in a shortfall in housing land supply against the plan requirement. 

8.13 Policy PPL6: Strategic Green Gaps 

8.13.1 In terms of the natural environment, the identification of any local environmental designations, 

including Strategic Green Gaps and separation policies, must be predicated on a robust and 

comprehensive evidence base that can be used in the planning balance advocated by the 

Framework, allowing the Council to assess whether the adverse impacts of the loss of such areas 

significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits of delivering the full need for housing. 

8.13.2 Green Gap policies have been questioned by Inspectors in recent appeal decisions as to whether 

they are compliant with the Framework and the Presumption in Favour of Sustainable 

Development. It is unlikely that any Green Gap policy will meet the tests of the Framework. 

Inspectors have dismissed similar policies as being inconsistent with the Framework in the 

determination of a number of recent Appeals. Gladman do not support the Green Gap policy 

approach due to its inconsistency with the Framework as it may prevent the Council from granting 

planning permissions in sustainable locations to meet its full objectively assessed need. The Council 

should therefore not continue to promote this policy designation. 

8.14 Policy PPL8: Conservation Area 

8.14.1 Paragraphs 132 to 134 of the Framework relate specifically to designated heritage assets and 

highlight that the more important the asset the greater the weight that should be attached to it. 

The policies in the Local Plan therefore need to make such a distinction so as to ensure they are 

consistent with the Framework.  

8.14.2 The Framework states that if the harm to a heritage asset is deemed to be substantial then the 

proposal needs to achieve substantial public benefits to outweigh that harm.  If the harm is less 

than substantial, then the harm should be weighed against the public benefits of the proposal 

including securing its optimum viable use. The policies in the Local Plan should therefore make a 

distinction between the two tests included in the Framework for designated heritage assets to 

ensure they are sound. 
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8.14.3 Paragraph 135 of the Framework relates specifically to non-designated heritage assets and the 

policy test that should be applied in these cases is that a balanced judgment should be reached 

having regard to the scale of any harm and the significance of the heritage asset. Once again, 

policies in the Local Plan need to reflect this guidance. 

8.14.4 In addition, in light of the judgement in FODC v. SSCLG and Gladman Developments Ltd. [2016] 

EWHC 421 Admin, Gladman consider it is necessary for the TDLP to carry out an assessment of the 

potential impact of proposed development on heritage assets, as set out in paragraph 129 of the 

Framework. The Judgement concerns the interaction between paragraph 14 and paragraph 134 of 

the Framework, and the issues of the balancing exercise to be undertaken to assess the harm of any 

proposals against the benefits of the identified proposed development in accordance with 

paragraphs 133, 134 and 135 of the Framework. Gladman consider that the implications of the 

Judgement apply equally to both the decision-making process and the plan making process. 

Paragraph 134 is clear in talking about ‘development proposals’, a phrase which can apply equally 

to planning applications and proposed allocations. Furthermore, footnote 29 of the Framework 

clearly states that “The principles and policies set out in this section apply to the heritage-related 

consent regimes for which local planning authorities are responsible under the Planning (Listed 

Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990, as well as to plan-making and decision-taking”. It is 

therefore essential that the implications of the above Judgment are fully considered in the context 

of both decision-taking and plan-making. 

8.15 Policy PPL9: Listed Building 

8.15.1 Gladman object to Policy PPL9 on the same basis as set out above in Section 8.14. 

8.16 Policy CP2: Improving the Transport Network 

8.16.1 Gladman object to Policy CP2 in that it states that proposals which would have any adverse 

transport impacts will not be granted planning permission. This is completely contrary to the 

Framework.  

8.16.2 Para 32 of the Framework states that development should only be refused on transport grounds 

where the residual cumulative impacts of development are severe. Policy CP2 should therefore be 

reworded to avoid it being unsound. 

8.17 Policy DI1: Infrastructure Delivery and Impact Mitigation 

8.17.1 Gladman object to Policy DI1 in that there is no definition within the Policy, nor supporting text, as 

to what the Council consider to be a minimum level of developer profit. This Policy is therefore 

unclear, not enforceable and the implications of the Policy cannot be properly tested. Reference to 

a minimum level of developer profit should therefore be removed from the Policy. 
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9 SITE SUBMISSIONS 

9.1 Overview 

9.1.1 Gladman consider that there is an over reliance in the North Essex Part 1 Plan for Braintree, 

Colchester and Tendring on the strategic Garden Communities. These are all large-scale sites with 

significant requirements for infrastructure which will take a considerable amount of time to deliver. 

It is considered that the Councils’ view that 2,500 units will be delivered on each of the Garden 

Communities by the end of the Plan period (2033) is ambitious and because of the reliance on the 

large-scale sites, there will be a shortfall of housing provision in the early years of the Plan. 

9.1.2 Barton Willmore have also highlighted an issue with the OAN for Tendring suggesting that 550 

dwellings per annum does not meet the full need for housing in the district and that, as a minimum, 

the Local Plan should be based on a minimum housing requirement of 674 dwellings per annum, 

with the need having the potential to be significantly higher than this figure. 

9.1.3 There is also a need for the Local Plan for Tendring to be flexible to allow for changes in 

circumstances which include sites not coming forward as anticipated or delivering fewer units than 

expected. Typically, Inspectors are seeking an additional 20% above the housing requirement to 

ensure that the Local Plan meets or hopefully surpasses the housing requirement over the Plan 

period. 

9.1.4 Therefore, in order to account for all of the above factors, it is considered that additional, small scale 

allocations should be made in the Tendring Local Plan to deliver housing in the short term, 

contributing to the Council’s 5-year housing land supply and allowing small and medium sized 

housebuilders the opportunity to deliver sites in Tendring, thereby increasing delivery in the 

district. 

9.1.5 Gladman are promoting a number of sites across the district which are located in sustainable 

settlements and are available, achievable and deliverable. The sites are listed below and are covered 

in more detail in the attached Development Briefs (Appendices 3, 4, 5 and 6). These sites should 

therefore be allocated in the Tending Local Plan. 

9.2 Bromley Road, Parsons Heath 

9.2.1 Gladman is promoting land at Bromley Road, Parsons Heath for residential development (See 

Appendix 3). The 7.33-hectare site presents an ideal opportunity to create a sustainable, high quality 

residential development situated in a sought-after location. 

9.2.2 The site is located on the eastern edge of Colchester and it is anticipated that around 4.2 hectares 

would be residential development, with the remainder comprising green infrastructure. 
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9.2.3 The land lies to the south of Bromley Road and comprises two fields. It is well enclosed by tree and 

hedgerow cover along its boundaries with Churn Wood, Bromley Road and Salary Brook, which is 

located directly to the west of the site. Its north-eastern boundary adjoins the grounds of Hill Farm 

and Crockleford Grange. The site is opposite existing residential development at Longridge. The site 

is also adjacent to the large town of Colchester and falls within a broad location proposed as a new 

garden community on the Colchester-Tendring border.  

9.2.4 Parsons Heath is a vibrant area on the edge of Colchester which offers a range of amenities within 

walking and cycling distance of the site. These are located in three main clusters: on Bromley Road, 

on Harwich Road/Parsons Heath and in Greenstead district centre. These areas offer services and 

facilities including nursery schools, primary schools, a secondary school, a health centre, pharmacy, 

leisure centre, library and places of worship. 

9.2.5 The site is capable of delivering up to 145 dwellings of varying sizes, types and tenures including 

affordable housing delivered in accordance with planning policy and is capable of coming forward 

within the next 5 years. 

9.2.6 The site is not subject to any national, local or other landscape designations and landscape buffers 

could be provided to the north and east of the site, adjacent to Churn Wood and Salary Brook, which 

would be designated as a new waterside park. The site is well-contained adjacent to the existing 

urban context and a residential development and associated green infrastructure could be 

incorporated within the local landscape without resulting in any unacceptable landscape or visual 

effects. 

9.2.7 Gladman consider the site is available, achievable and deliverable and should therefore be allocated 

in the Tending Local Plan. 

9.3 Grange Road, Lawford 

9.3.1 Gladman are promoting land at Grange Road to the south-west of Lawford for residential 

development (See Appendix 4). This 6.6-hectare site presents an ideal opportunity to create a 

sustainable, high quality residential development situated in a sought-after location. 

9.3.2 It is currently envisaged that built development would only be situated in the southern part of the 

site in order to protect and enhance a Scheduled Monument in the northern portion. With this in 

mind the developable area is likely to be less than 6.6 hectares. 

9.3.3 Lawford is a vibrant settlement which adjoins the built-up area of the town of Manningtree. The 

civil parish of Manningtree (which includes Lawford) is home to a population in the region of 5,700 

people according to the 2011 Census.  

9.3.4 Lawford is an active and successful community and provides residents with direct access to 

community facilities including: 
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• Lawford Church of England Primary School 

• Highfields County Primary School 

• The Lawford GP Surgery 

9.3.5 Lawford is also accessible to facilities in Manningtree, such as: 

• Manningtree High School 

• Manningtree Train Station 

• A range of retailers including convenience stores 

• Pharmacies 

• Public Houses 

• Post Office 

9.3.6 Lawford (alongside Manningtree and Mistley) is identified within the emerging Local Plan as a 

suitable location to accommodate additional homes with an established town centre, employment 

areas and infrastructure. Gladman believe that Lawford is capable of supporting further growth 

beyond the minimum 1,500 to 2,500 dwellings proposed for this tier in the emerging Local Plan, so 

housing development need not be limited to this amount. 

9.3.7 The site is capable of delivering up to 105 dwellings of varying sizes, types and tenures including 

affordable housing delivered in accordance with planning policy. The proposed development will 

follow a design-led approach, informed by consultation with the District Council, key stakeholders 

and the local community, responding sensitively to the site’s setting and respecting the grain of the 

surrounding landscape, both built and undeveloped. The development will be a positive addition 

to Lawford, complementing the character of the surrounding area in terms of scale, density, 

character and quality. 

9.3.8 Gladman consider the site is available, achievable and deliverable and should therefore be allocated 

in the Tending Local Plan. 

9.4 Wick Lane, Ardleigh 

9.4.1 Gladman is promoting land at Wick Lane, Ardleigh for residential development (Appendix 5). The 

7.58-hectare site presents an ideal opportunity to create a sustainable, high quality residential 

development situated in a sought-after location. It is anticipated that around 4.2 hectares would be 

residential development, with the remainder comprising green infrastructure. 

9.4.2 The land lies to the north of Wick Lane, at its junction with the A137 (Colchester Road). The southern 

boundary of the site abuts 12 existing properties on Colchester Road. Immediately east of the site 

lies St Mary’s Church of England Primary School and land used by the neighbouring industrial area 

for the storage and distribution of agricultural machinery. The village centre is also situated to the 
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east, focused along The Street and Colchester Road. Open countryside under arable cultivation lies 

to the north and west of the site. 

9.4.3 Ardleigh is an active and successful community and provides residents with direct access to 

community facilities including: 

• St Mary’s Primary School; 

• General Stores and Post Office; 

• Newstrend newsagents; 

• Ardleigh Surgery 

• Ardleigh Village Hall. 

9.4.4 Ardleigh is identified in the adopted and emerging versions of the Tendring District Local Plan as a 

suitable location to accommodate additional homes.  

9.4.5 The site is capable of delivering up to 118 dwellings including affordable housing delivered in 

accordance with the Council’s requirements. The site is not subject to any national, local or other 

landscape designations and is well contained within the landscape.  A landscape appraisal has 

confirmed that through sensitive landscaping, green infrastructure provision and good quality 

design, any impact of a development on the countryside and the character of Ardleigh could be 

minimised. 

9.4.6 A high-quality housing development would be a positive addition to Ardleigh, complementing the 

character of the surrounding area in terms of character and quality. Gladman consider the site is 

available, achievable and deliverable and should therefore be allocated in the Tending Local Plan. 

9.5 Land East of Oakwood Park, Holland Road, Clacton 

9.5.1 Gladman are promoting land to the East of Oakwood Park, Holland Road to the north-east of 

Clacton Town Centre for residential development (See Appendix 6). This 11.6 ha site is located 

within the Settlement Development Boundary of Clacton to the east of the proposed allocation 

SAMU3. 

9.5.2 Clacton is a Strategic Urban Settlement at the top of the Council’s Settlement Hierarchy where a 

considerable level of new housing growth will be directed and the Council have accepted that 

growth in this location is sustainable by allocating land at Oakwood Park in Policy SAMU3. 

9.5.3 The site is capable of delivering up to 300 residential units with associated community benefits, 

open space and affordable housing delivered in accordance with the Council’s requirements. The 

site is not subject to any national, local or other landscape designations and is well contained within 

the landscape and landscape features would be retained where possible.  
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9.5.4 A high-quality housing development would be a positive addition to Clacton, complementing the 

character of the surrounding area in terms of character and quality. Gladman consider the site is 

available, achievable and deliverable and should therefore be allocated in the Tending Local Plan  
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10 CONCLUSIONS 

10.1 Overview 

10.1.1 Having considered the TDLP, Gladman are concerned about a range of matters including the 

housing and employment needs, delivery of the Garden Communities, spatial distribution and 

several of the detailed development management policies. 

10.1.2 The plan must be positively prepared, effective, justified and consistent with national policy to be 

found sound at examination. In the first instance, the Council must start with clearly defining a NPPF 

and PPG compliant OAN by developing an unconstrained requirement which properly follows the 

guidelines set out at the national level. The Council should then develop a robust housing 

requirement using this OAN as a starting point.  

10.1.3 Gladman commissioned Barton Willmore to undertake a review of the Objectively Assessed 

Housing Need (OAHN) undertaken by the Council in 2017. The review (attached as Appendix 2) 

concludes that an unjustified approach has been taken to the issue of Unattributable Population 

Change in Tendring, the OAHN makes no adjustment for supressed household formation in 

Tendring, it does not provide a consistent approach to the economic aspects of housing need across 

the HMA and there is evidence to suggest that a greater than 15% uplift should be applied to the 

OAHN for Tendring to address worsening Market Signals.  

10.1.4 In Barton Willmore’s professional opinion, 550 dwellings per annum represents an under estimate 

of the level of housing need for Tendring and at the minimum, there is a need for 674 dwellings 

per annum simply to meet the demographic need identified by DCLG in the household projections. 

Barton Willmore’s overall conclusion is that the true level of housing need in Tendring is between 

674 and 972 dwellings per annum. 

10.1.5 Careful consideration needs to be given to the spatial strategy that forms the basis of the spatial 

distribution of growth across the district. All sustainable settlements should be allowed to play their 

part in meeting their own housing and employment needs as well as contributing to the wider 

district’s requirements. A flexible approach to delivering the development needs of the district will 

ensure the plan’s ultimate deliverability and success. 

10.1.6 Whilst it is supported that the main urban areas continue to play a key role in the accommodation 

of future development within the district, this should not be at the expense of ensuring that the 

housing and employment needs of other settlements are met. Para 55 of the Framework seeks to 

promote sustainable development in rural areas to maintain and enhance rural vitality and viability. 

10.1.7 This is particularly the case given that with the complexities of delivering the Garden communities, 

it is considered that there is a significant shortfall of housing provision in the short to medium term 

which needs to be addressed through additional smaller scale housing allocations. 
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10.1.8 With this in mind, Gladman are promoting a number of sites in sustainable locations which are 

available, achievable and deliverable and should be included within the Tendring Local Plan as 

residential allocations. These include: 

a. Bromley Road, Parsons Heath. 

b. Grange Road, Lawford. 

c. Wick Lane, Ardleigh. 

d. Land East of Oakwood Park, Holland Road, Clacton. 
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1.0 Introduction 

1.1 Gladman Developments is promoting various sites across the North Essex Housing Market Area 

(HMA). These sites are at various stages in the planning process and also range in size- from 

approximately 50 dwellings to a new Garden Village of up to 1,000 dwellings. Within Tendring 

District there are three sites in Gladman’s interest, for between 50 and up to 145 dwellings.  

1.2 The purpose of this report is to assess if the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) process in Tendring 

has been robust- this is both in terms of its basis for underpinning the emerging Local Plans’ 

soundness and in determining the selection of sites. Tendring District currently has its 

Publication Draft Local Plan out to consultation until 28th July 2017. To date, there has been SA 

work covering the Strategic Plan for North Essex  for the North Essex HMA authorities 

(Braintree, Colchester and Tendring) (June 2017), with the most recent SA work relating to the 

development of the emerging Local Plan being the Tendring District Publication Draft Local 

Plan SA (June 2017). 

1.3 This assessment is set out against the requirements of the National Planning Policy Framework 

(NPPF) in paragraph 165 whereby “a sustainability appraisal which meets the requirements of 

the European Directive on strategic environmental assessment should be an integral part of 

the plan preparation process, and should consider all the likely significant effects on the 

environment, economic and social factors.”  

1.4 Following this the PPG (ID11-018) requires that different realistic and deliverable options for 

policies within the plan are tested, with the PPG setting out “They must be sufficiently distinct 

to highlight the different sustainability implications of each so that meaningful comparisons 

can be made.”  The SA is required to set out why those reasonable alternatives were chosen. In 

terms of housing policies for a plan this means testing: 

1 Reasonable alternatives on the quantum of development (i.e. the housing requirement); 

and, 

2 Reasonable alternatives on the distribution of development (i.e. the spatial strategy and 

combination of site allocations to be made). 

1.5 The report is set out as follows: 

 Section 2.0 provides an overview of the approach to the Sustainability Assessment for the 

North Essex HMA and evaluates the robustness of the assessment for the Garden 

Community sites; 

 Section 3.0 gives an overview of the SA work done specifically for Tendring District, in 

particular through the methodology and conclusions made in determining the quantum of 

development, spatial distribution and site selection for housing, as well as addressing 

whether Gladman’s sites in the District were fairly assessed; 

 Section 4.0 draws conclusions on the SA work. 
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2.0 Overview of the North Essex SA 

2.1 The local authorities that make up the North Essex HMA (Braintree, Colchester and Tendring- 

excluding Chelmsford City Council) are producing a common (or ‘joint’) Part 1 plan, which will 

consist of the strategic plan for all three authorities. As part of this, the authorities undertook an 

SA which was published as the Section One for Local Plans (Reg 19) SA in June 2017. Part 2 of 

the Local Plan consists of the policies specifically for Tendring District up to 2033. At present it 

is at the Publication Draft stage, out for consultation until the 28th July, with the expectation 

that the Plan will be adopted in Autumn 2018. 

2.2 This section will address whether the Section One for Local Plans (Reg 19) SA (June 2017) 

promotes sustainable development and effectively assesses reasonable alternatives against the 

preferred approaches included in the Strategic Plan for North Essex.  

2.3 Firstly, in respect of the scale of growth across the area, the SA assesses three alternatives. 

Considering demographic projections and job growth forecasts, the SA utilises a starting point 

that 2,186 new homes will be needed every year in the HMA (excluding Chelmsford) between 

2013 and 2033, based on an uplift of 15% in housing related to job growth, as established in the 

OAHN Study Update (November 2016). The SA assesses the alternative scenarios as included in 

the OAHN Study Update (November 2016) in meeting housing needs as: 

 Alternative 1 – A lower uplift in employment in the HMA than the policy approach (8%) 

 Alternative 2 – A higher uplift in employment in the HMA than the policy approach (17%) 

2.4 Alternative 2 comes out with mixed positive and negative results against the Sustainability 

Objectives (SO) compared to Alternative 1 where the impacts are unknown or neutral. More 

specifically, for Alternative 2 positive impacts were identified for housing, while there were 

negative impacts identified for landscapes as a result of higher growth than that stated in policy. 

2.5 Secondly, in terms of the Spatial Strategy assessed in the SA, the preferred approach involves 

focusing growth on existing settlements- either within or adjoining them, with the majority in 

the principal settlements of each local authority and other development accommodated 

according to the settlement hierarchy for each District. Three garden communities are also 

proposed as part of this strategy, to accommodate 7,500 new homes in the Plan period. This 

preferred approach is predominantly positive; with the Council also expressing that should any 

of the preferred Garden Community options become undeliverable or unviable, that other 

options will be explored. 

2.6 The reasonable alternatives considered in the SA against this preferred approach are: 

 Alternative 1 – A focus on allocating all the explored Garden Community options 

proposed in the Strategic area at smaller individual scales; 

 Alternative 2 – The allocation of one Garden Community only; 

 Alternative 3 – The allocation  of two Garden Communities only; 

 Alternative 4 – A focus on existing settlements only across the Strategic Area, 

commensurate to proportionate growth (exploring whether needs can be met without the 

allocation of Garden Communities); and 

 Alternative 5 – A focus on stimulating infrastructure and investment opportunities across 

the Strategic Area. 

2.7 The Council also asked that a sixth alternative be considered, which was put forward by the 

Campaign Against Urban Sprawl in Essex (CAUSE). It seeks to deliver infrastructure first, to 

deliver a frequent rail service and then accommodate between 6,000-9,000 homes (depending 
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on densities) along the Colchester-Clacton rail corridor (between Alresford, Great Bentley, 

Weeley and Thorpe le Soken). 

 Alternative 6 – CAUSE’s Metro Plan 

2.8 All alternatives were rejected against the sustainability objectives. It was assessed that 

Alternative 1 was strong for overall positive impacts, however it would not allow for distribution 

across existing settlements with overprovision in Colchester and housing and employment 

inequalities. Furthermore the addition of more Garden Communities since the Draft Local Plan 

in 2016, growth would be significantly above that of the OAN. Alternative 2, 3 and 4 were 

rejected on the grounds that they would not meet the North Essex authorities’ housing 

requirement. Alternative 5 was rejected on the grounds that it goes against the selection of 

Garden Communities that represent a good balance of opportunities and constraints and 

sustainability, rather than just economic needs. Alternative 6 was rejected for its focus on 

development in Tendring and lack of development for Braintree, its impact on environmental 

sustainability resulting from the geographical distribution of development and an increase in 

visitors to the coast due to the transport improvements and Tendring has also identified that it 

only has capacity for 550 dwellings per annum. 

2.9 The North Essex SA assesses the Garden Community options across the HMA, based on the 

Town and Country Planning Association (TCPA) Garden City Principles. The SA only includes 

sites that can deliver at least 5,000 dwellings largely due to it being considered the tipping point 

for delivering a secondary school (see SA pg.185, 3rd paragraph). These are included in Policies 

SP8-SP10 of the Strategic Plan for North Essex. The six broad locations of Garden Villages in the 

HMA assessed were: 

 Tendring/Colchester Borders- including three sub-options, this is a preferred option as 

it is believed to be able to stimulate infrastructure delivery and is a relatively unconstrained 

location; 

 North Colchester- including two sub-options, this option has been rejected due to the 

limited scope for maximum sustainable benefits associated with adhering to Garden City 

principles; 

 Colchester/Braintree Borders- including four sub-options and covering both 

Colchester BC and Braintree DC, this is a preferred option for similar reasons to that of East 

Colchester;  

 West of Braintree- this includes two sub-options and covers Braintree DC as well as the 

potential to incorporate Uttlesford DC, it is a preferred option although the option 

incorporating Uttlesford land has been rejected at this stage on the basis that they are not 

working alongside the North Essex authorities; 

 CAUSE ‘Colchester Metro Plan’- including one sub-option, this option has been 

rejected due to its inability to deliver the required growth and the deliverability, 

developability and availability of sites in this location; and 

 Monks Wood- including one sub-option, this relies on the delivery of an A120 project to 

come forward. It is not guaranteed that this project will come forward at all and if it does, is 

not due to be completed until 2026. 

2.10 The final two were not included in the Garden Communities assessed in the SA for the Draft 

Local Plan in June 2016 (although CAUSE’s plan was considered for the spatial strategy as seen 

above). Their inclusion has come about through consultation since the Draft Plan was 

published. Three of the above options form policies SP8-10 of the Strategic Plan for North 

Essex- their assessment within the SA (June 2017) can be seen below. 
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Has the SA assessed Garden Village allocations in the North 
Essex HMA robustly? 

2.11 Considering the strategic nature of the Garden Communities and the fact that in some cases they 

cross over authority boundaries, they have been assessed within the North Essex SA. Three of 

the options for Garden Communities are allocated within the most recent iterations of the 

emerging Local Plans (Part 1) of the local authorities. These are Tendring/Colchester Borders, 

Colchester/Braintree Borders and West of Braintree- all for 2,500 homes each in the Plan 

period. 

2.12 Appendix 1 of the North Essex SA (June 2017) assesses all the Garden Community options, with 

the table of reasons for selection or rejection is included below (Table 26 of the SA). A threshold 

for a 5,000 dwelling capacity for a site to be considered for a Garden Community was applied. 

This was considered to be largely based on the threshold for a mixed use development to deliver 

a secondary school (see SA pg.185, 3rd paragraph). 

  

Table 2.1 The Garden Community Options in North Essex 

Option Sub-Option Indicative 
Scheme 

Reason for selection/rejection 

Tendring/ 
Colchester 

Borders 

Option 1: 
Southern 
Land Focus 

6,611 homes, 
7ha mixed use, 
5ha 
employment 

The Tendring / Colchester Borders Garden Community has 
more opportunities for sustainable travel links into 
Colchester than other options, a major regional centre. 
The Garden Community is also in close proximity to the 
University and high quality employment opportunities. As 
one of the major centres in the region, Colchester offers a 
full range of facilities including a hospital and 

is a major shopping and cultural destination. This would 
provide high order services not on the garden community 
within a closer proximity with the opportunities for public 
transport, walking and cycling links. Colchester is also a 
major employer in the region and provides a good level 
and mix of employment opportunities. There is the 
opportunity to access these opportunities via public 
transport, walking and cycling. 

Option 2: 
A133 to 
Colchester-
Ipswich rail 
line 

8,834 homes, 
10ha mixed use, 
5ha 
employment 

Option 3: 
North to 
South wrap 

11,409 homes, 
13ha mixed use, 
7ha 
employment 

North 
Colchester 

Option 1: 
East of 
Langham 
Lane focus 

6,606 homes, 
7ha mixed use, 
7ha 
employment 

The discounting of the North Colchester site for a Garden 
Community was based on the negative environmental 
impacts of a large Garden Community on 

an area of significant landscape and environmental value. 
Additionally, the deliverability and sustainability of 
Garden Communities was considered to be best served by 
their location in two distinct areas of the 

Borough as opposed to adjacent communities such as 
North Colchester. 

Option 2: 
Maximum 
Land Take 

10,132 homes, 
10ha mixed use, 
10ha 
employment 

Colchester/
Braintree 
Borders 

Option 1: 
North and 
South of 
A12/Rail 
Corridor 
focus 

16,861 homes, 
9ha mixed use, 
10ha 
employment 

The Colchester Braintree borders site is in closer proximity 
to the mainline railway station at Marks Tey, which with 
upgraded facilities would give regular train links to 
London, Colchester and beyond within walking, cycling or 
bus rapid transport system to the station. There are also 
more opportunities for sustainable travel links into 
Colchester, a major regional centre of facilities and 
employment. The Colchester Braintree borders site is in 

Option 2: 
South of 

17,182 homes, 
9ha mixed use, 
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Option Sub-Option Indicative 
Scheme 

Reason for selection/rejection 

A120 and 
North of 
Marks Tey 
existing 
settlement  

11ha 
employment 

closer proximity to Colchester. As one of the major 
centres in the region, Colchester offers a full range of 
facilities including a hospital and is a major shopping and 
cultural destination. This would provide high order 
services not on the garden community within a closer 
proximity with the opportunities for public transport, 
walking and cycling links. Colchester is also a major 
employer in the region and provides a good level and mix 
of employment opportunities. There is the opportunity to 
access these opportunities via public transport, walking 
and cycling. 

Option 3: 
South of 
A120 Focus 

13,105 homes, 
7ha mixed use, 
9ha 
employment 

Option 4: 
Maximum 
land take 

27,841 homes, 
16ha mixed use 
15ha 
employment 

West of 
Braintree 

Option 1: 
Braintree DC 
only 

9,665 homes, 
12ha mixed use, 
10ha 
employment 

The West of Braintree garden community is suitable and 

deliverable. Further work will continue to be undertaken 
with Uttlesford District Council who will be shortly 
deciding whether to take forward additional land within 
UDC. If UDC chose to take this option forward, then 
further evolutions of the proposals will take place, taking 
into account a wider development area. 

Officers have balanced the impacts of development, such 
as the loss of high quality agricultural land and the change 
in character of the area, with the benefits of the long term 
delivery of new homes, infrastructure and 

community facilities and consider that a new standalone 
garden community is suitable for West of Braintree and 
are recommending that this is taken forward in the Local 
Plan. 

Option 2: 
Braintree DC 
and 
Uttlesford 
DC land 

12,949 homes, 
16ha mixed use, 
13ha 
employment 

CAUSE 
‘Colchester 
Metro Plan’ 

Option 1: 
Metro Plan 
submission 

6,000-8,000 
dwellings 

The CAUSE option has been rejected due its inability to 
deliver the required growth, linked to deliverability / 
developability and the availability / lack of promotion of 
land within the model to the required scales. It is also not 
considered that a series of smaller developments can 
successfully combine to meet the requirements of 
sustainability / Garden City principles. 

Monks 
Wood 

Option 1: 
Proposal as 
submitted 

Up to 15,000 
homes, 
245,300sqm 
non-residential 
space 

The option at Monks Wood is currently located on the 
highly trafficked and single carriageway section of the 
A120. The only other roads in the vicinity are very rural 
lanes in the vicinity and no opportunity to access a site of 
this size by other routes. If the A120 project is to go 
ahead, 1 of the 5 options could see the new A120 run 
through the site, the other 4 would be distant from the 

site. Whilst any upgrade option would provide capacity on 
the existing A120 network, there are no guarantees that 
the project will go forward. With the exception of option 
A travel to the strategic highway network would need to 
be via Marks Tey to the east or Braintree to the 

west. In addition the project is not due to complete until 
2026, so completions would not be able to start until that 
date. The employment market in Braintree 

is less strong than Colchester and major new employment 
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Option Sub-Option Indicative 
Scheme 

Reason for selection/rejection 

areas are proposed on the west side of Braintree which is 
in close proximity to the West of Braintree garden 
community. 

Source: Section One for Local Plans (Reg 19) Sustainability Appraisal (June 2017) 

2.13 Overall it is self-evident that the North Essex authorities have assessed a reasonable range of 

alternatives, with most of these options including multiple sub-options within them. It appears 

that the eventual selection of the three Garden Communities was a result of wanting them to be 

relatively evenly spread out across the three authorities, within the most sustainable locations in 

terms of being close to the main road network and District centres and also based on the 

feedback received through previous public consultations. Meanwhile other sites not included in 

the above table were rejected in both the call for sites process and issues and options stage on 

the grounds of scale (i.e. capacity for less than 5,000 dwellings and included in assessment in 

Section 2) and deliverability- including availability of sites.  

2.14 However, the threshold of 5,000 dwellings appears to be entirely arbitrary and is considered 

potentially unreasonable as it artificially reduces the scope and range of reasonable alternatives 

considered for Garden Village locations. It is put forward on the basis that it is the tipping point 

at which a Garden Village can provide a secondary school, but the threshold is unjustified 

because: 

1 Information contained within The Essex County Council Developers’ Guide to 

Infrastructure Contributions – Revised Edition 2016 states that four forms of entry (600 

pupils in the 11 to 16 range), is the minimum secondary school size that would normally be 

considered financially viable. This is then established to equate to 3,000 houses or a mixed 

development of over 4,000 houses and flats. The SA however states that “what constituted 

a reasonable Garden Community option is 5,000 dwellings… broadly based on that of the 

threshold for the required provision of a new secondary school for a mixed-use 

development in the ECC Developer’s Guide to Infrastructure Contributions – Revised 

2016”. Another council within the North Essex HMA and therefore also subject to the 

Strategic Plan for North Essex SA- Braintree Council- also deem it appropriate to apply the 

3,000 threshold identified by Essex County Council by also including evidence at paragraph 

2.59 of their Local Plan SA (June 2017), that when assessing sites for housing allocations 

there should be the assumption that sites with capacity for at least 3,000 dwellings would 

provide a new secondary school. The scale of development to justify delivery of a secondary 

school (the apparent logic engaged by the SA to justify the threshold) is actually much lower 

than the  threshold; 

2 Sites of less than 5,000 dwellings can deliver new secondary schools and we are aware of 

examples of smaller garden villages being planned on this basis. In particular the SA fails to 

reflect that secondary schools will typically serve a wider catchment than the sole area they 

are located in; pinning such a threshold to delivery of a secondary school fails to reflect the 

various real world situations where smaller garden villages may still deliver schools. There 

is also no justification included in any of the SA work as to why the capacity to deliver a 

secondary school should be the criteria for the garden communities of North Essex. 
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3 The Government define a garden village as between 1,500 and 10,000 homes1. Therefore 

the SA takes a different definition as to the scale of garden village that could sustainably 

contribute towards meeting the housing needs of areas. 

2.15 Notwithstanding, the above factors, the SA chooses to use a 5,000 dwelling threshold (see para 

2.14, point 1) despite no justification given for it. The 5,000 dwelling capacity threshold appears 

arbitrary and unnecessarily high. Overall therefore the SA’s approach has considerable 

shortcomings in assessing reasonable alternatives for new garden communities as the sites 

assessed were based on overly restrictive criteria and therefore failed to address all reasonable 

alternatives for garden communities across the three local authorities. 

2.16 The criteria for minimum size garden communities should be reassessed and fully justified by 

the North Essex local authorities to establish what the real threshold for a garden community is. 

Currently Gladman have two potential new village sites of Coggeshall Road, Stisted (Braintree 

DC) and potentially Wakes Colne (Colchester BC) which have a capacity for up to 1,000 

dwellings. At present it appears that the threshold for garden communities means that sites of 

this level of development will be unfairly assessed or excluded altogether from the SA. Section 

3.0 will establish if housing allocations at the local authority level deem this to be the case. 

Summary 

2.17 In terms of the spatial strategy, at this stage the range of alternatives explored against the 

preferred approach does not appear to be unreasonable. 

2.18 The key issue highlighted which impacts on all three North Essex authorities is the restrictive 

nature of the screening out of reasonable alternatives for new garden communities for not 

meeting the 5,000 dwelling threshold while sites from 1,500 would be considered garden 

villages and 3,000 dwellings is the recognised threshold to deliver a secondary school in Essex. 

More clarity for this position is required here for the SA to be deemed robust as it seems likely 

that reasonable alternatives have been overlooked and as a result at this stage the preferred 

garden community options cannot be considered as the most sustainable options available. 

2.19 It should be noted that if the OAN were to change again- as it did between the original OAHN 

Study in July 2015 and its update in November 2016- then the North Essex SA would need to 

properly factor in what the consequential impact would be. 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                              
1 HM Government https://www.gov.uk/government/news/first-ever-garden-villages-named-with-government-support (January 
2017) 

https://www.gov.uk/government/news/first-ever-garden-villages-named-with-government-support
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3.0 The Tendring Local Plan SA Approach 

3.1 The most recent iteration of the emerging Local Plan- the Tendring District Council Local Plan 

Section 2: Draft Publication (Regulation 19)- and its accompanying SA were published in June 

2017. 

Has the SA assessed reasonable alternatives for the scale of 
housing robustly? 

3.2 The Council’s preferred option is to deliver 11,000 between 2015 and 2033, at a rate of 550 

dwellings per annum (dpa). The SA also looked at other alternatives for housing delivery: 

 Option 1 – A lower-range OAN growth scenario of an average of 500 dwellings per annum 

over the Plan period 

 Policy LP1 – A mid-range OAN growth scenario of an average of 550 dwellings per annum 

over the Plan period 

 Option 2 – A higher-range OAN growth scenario of an average of 600 dwellings per 

annum over the Plan period 

 Option 3 – An indicative higher growth scenario than that identified in the new OAN study 

(>600 dwellings per annum) 

 Option 4 – The previous Local Plan target of 375 dwellings per annum- an indicative lower 

growth scenario than that identified in the OAN study 

3.3 The preferred approach was chosen as it was the figure recommended in the OAHN Study 

Update (November 2016) and because it represents the most appropriate quantum for 

development in regard to the most suitable, available, deliverable and developable sites explored 

in the plan-making process.  

3.4 In terms of the other options, it seems that in some areas the alternatives involving a higher 

quantum of development have been unfairly assessed. For example, it is considered that Option 

3 will not promote regeneration. However it can be argued that this scale of development will 

still require the development of regeneration sites while also including greenfield sites, thus 

meaning a minor negative impact is unjust.  

3.5 Moreover it appears that Options 2 and 3 are viewed negatively due to the requirement that with 

this scale of development the Expanded Settlement at Weeley will have to come forward. 

Interestingly as Option 2 was the preferred option at the previous stage of the emerging Local 

Plan, its inclusion results in poor scores in terms of sustainable development and transport and 

climate change. For example, for climate change 600dpa is considered the tipping point at 

which emissions and pollution reach an uncertain and then negative impact, while development 

between 375dpa and 550dpa will have a positive impact across all of the measurements. There is 

no justification as to why this would be the case or the evidence that supports this position. 

Other examples where the impact is not effectively justified include where this 550dpa is 

considered the tipping point at which there would be a negative impact on reducing the need for 

greenfield development. There should be information on the availability of sites across the 

District, and in particular how much brownfield/regeneration land is available for this to be 

substantiated.  

3.6 Overall however, the assessment of reasonable alternatives for the scale of housing within the 

SA does not appear to be unreasonable at this stage. A range of different scales of development 

have been assessed. 
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Has the SA assessed reasonable alternatives for the 
distribution/strategy of housing robustly? 

3.7 The Council’s preferred option under Policy LP1 is to deliver 11,551 homes based on a strategy 

of: 

 Large sites with planning permission/resolution to grant (5,527 homes) 

 Strategic allocations- mixed use (2,680 homes) 

 Strategic allocations- housing (564 homes) 

 Medium sized allocations (530 homes) 

 Tendring Colchester Garden Community (1,250 homes) 

3.8 It appears that the spatial strategy is based on the settlement hierarchy (Policy SPL1) and no 

alternatives were considered reasonable for the distribution or spatial strategy for housing. This 

settlement hierarchy is set out as: 

1 Strategic Urban Settlements (e.g. Clacton-on-Sea, Harwich and Tendring/Colchester 

Borders Garden Community) 

2 Smaller Urban Settlements (e.g. Frinton, Walton and Manningtree) 

3 Rural Service Settlements (e.g. Alresford, Great Bentley and Little Clacton) 

4 Smaller Rural Settlements (e.g. Ardleigh, Great Bromley and Tendring) 

3.9 However, it was noted that at the Preferred Options stage of the Local Plan in 2016, the 

Expanded Settlement at Weeley had been included as an additional level in the hierarchy 

between smaller urban settlements and rural service settlements. Therefore this was considered 

as a reasonable alternative to introduce it into the hierarchy in the SA. 

3.10 In assessing it against the sustainability objectives, this alternative achieves less significant 

positive impacts against the objectives in ensuring development is located sustainability and 

makes efficient use of land and minimising transport growth. This singular alternative was 

rejected in light of a reduction in the OAN for the District needing to be met. 

3.11 Significantly however, the SA does not assess reasonable alternatives other than the settlement 

hierarchy approach, for example focusing on large strategic developments or infill development 

only or a hybrid method including a number of different approaches. This brings into question 

the robustness of the SA in respect of spatial strategy assessed. Although the Issues and Options 

consultation for the Local Plan (September 2015) sets out options for growth, these have not 

been assessed in either the Local Plan preferred options SA (August 2016) or the Local Plan 

Draft Publication SA (June 2017). 

3.12 As included in the PPG (ID 11-018), different realistic and deliverable options that are distinctly 

different should be tested. Quite clearly no assessment of any reasonable alternatives has been 

made for the distribution of development, in particular testing any other approach that does not 

simply follow the settlement hierarchy. There is also no explanation included in the SA as to why 

any other potential alternatives to this approach were considered unreasonable. In this case it is 

evident that the SA has failed in its purpose and is therefore fundamentally flawed in supporting 

the Local Plan in putting forward the most sustainable approach to the distribution of 

development. 
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Has the SA assessed reasonable alternatives for housing sites 
robustly? 

3.13 The SA sets out the assessment of its housing sites within Appendices 1 and 2. These sites were 

identified through the Council’s on-going SHELAA and Call for Sites process. The assessments 

are separated out into mixed use sites and housing sites. 

3.14 For the mixed use sites, five sites have been allocated with a further seven alternative options 

also assessed. The strategic allocations were assessed in light Garden City principles (as 

informed by the TCPA and NPPG) while purely housing sites were assessed against a ‘policy-off’ 

approach. The allocated sites vary in size from just 150 homes to 1,000, while the alternatives 

explored are much larger at between 675 and 5,400 dwellings. These mixed use site allocations 

are as follows: 

 Tendring Colchester Borders Garden Community (1,250 dwellings) 

 Edme Maltings, Mistley (150 dwellings) SAMU1 

 Hartley Gardens, Clacton (800-1,000 dwellings) SAMU2 

 Oakland Park, Clacton (500 dwellings) SAMU3 

 Rouses Farm, Clacton (850 dwellings) SAMU4 

 South of Thorpe Road, Weeley (280 dwellings) SAMU5 

3.15 There are a few disparities highlighted in the assessment of the mixed development sites which 

appear to give a slightly more favourable approach to allocated sites compared to the 

alternatives. A few examples of this are set out below: 

 Allocated sites SAMU3 and SAMU4 are considered to be mixed use due to delivering 

community facilities as opposed to employment land- yet they are given a neutral impact for 

improving the range of employment opportunities to support a growing population.  It is 

considered that this should be reassessed as a negative impact as their development is 

supporting a growing population but will not improve the range of employment 

opportunities through only providing community facilities. 

 For the objective of enhancing the vitality and viability of town centres, SAMU1 was only 

assessed as having a minor negative impact, while Alternative Option 6 is located in the 

same place and given a significant negative impact, with the reasoning being its lack of rail 

access to Clacton and ease of road access to Colchester. This should be reassessed so that 

both options are assessed as having the same impact- either both a minor negative impact or 

a significant impact- as at present this contributes to the potential of different conclusions 

being drawn on the most sustainable sites for allocation. 

 For the objective relating to the protection and enhancement of listed buildings, SAMU1 

considered to have a minor negative impact due to a listed building being within the site 

boundary; however it is considered that this can be mitigated. Meanwhile Alternative 

Options 2 and 4 both contain scheduled monuments but are given significant negative 

impacts. It appears that here mitigation was only considered an option for the allocated site 

and as such the impact for Alternative Options 2 and 4 should be reassessed as minor 

negative impacts in consideration that mitigation would also be available for these sites. 

Alternatively the Council should set out why development near to a heritage asset could not 

be mitigated to the same extent as that considered for SAMU1. 

3.16 In this final case the SA goes against the PPG (ID11-018) recommendation that “the 

sustainability appraisal must consider all reasonable alternatives and assess them in the same 

level of detail as the option the plan-maker proposes to take forward in the Local Plan (the 
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preferred approach).” As such, it is suggested that there has not been a reasonable assessment 

of all the options, and that a more forensic assessment of this part of the SA would draw out 

more shortfalls in the assessment of the sites which could result in different outcomes for the 

most sustainable sites. 

3.17 It is not clear why mixed housing sites were assessed against the garden city principles- all but 

one of both the mixed use and housing only sites meets the Government’s definition of a Garden 

Village being between 1,500-10,000 homes and therefore this methodology is likely to award 

more significant positive impacts to larger sites. There is no justification for this methodology 

being applied. 

3.18 For the strategic housing allocations, sites were excluded from the SA process if they gained 

planning permission in 2013-2017, if their position in the settlement hierarchy does not allocate 

any development there and if the capacity of the site is for under 10 dwellings. The assessment 

has also been influenced by PAS guidance which sets out exclusionary criteria (e.g. Footnote 9 

constraints under the NPPF), discretionary criteria (e.g. PRoW and agricultural land) and 

deliverability criteria (e.g. land ownership and viability). The assessment assessed sites based on 

the settlement they are in and whether they are strategic/medium-sized or non-strategic (under 

60 dwellings). There are just three strategic housing allocations varying in size between 115-300 

dwellings. These are assessed against all alternatives that can accommodate over 10 dwellings as 

included in Appendix 2 of the SA (June 2017). There is no clear justification as to why these 

three strategic sites have been chosen, and why they have been chosen in these locations ahead 

of other sites in other settlements as they are all assessed based on what settlement they are in 

and there is no commentary to support their assessment against the SA objectives and why the 

other sites have been excluded as preferred allocations. This goes against the guidance in the 

PPG (ID11-018) whereby: 

“The sustainability appraisal should outline the reasons the alternatives were 

selected, the reasons the rejected options were not taken forward and the reasons for 

selecting the preferred approach in light of the alternatives.” 

3.19 Further to this, the key issue with not providing the commentary to the assessment is that there 

are clearly some sites which score better against the SA objectives than the allocated sites but it 

is not clear if they have been rejected for another reason such as deliverability or that against 

this the sites chosen do pass these criteria. As such the preferred sites have not been effectively 

justified in the SA and therefore cannot be supported as sustainable allocations in the Local 

Plan. 

3.20 Significantly in assessing all housing allocation sites, there is a clear issue with separating out all 

the sites into their settlement location in the District. This could quite easily lead to more 

sustainable sites being unfairly excluded as a preferred option. This would occur whereby a 

settlement has reached the capacity the Council has decided is sustainable for it and thus a 

sustainable site there is rejected, while less sustainable sites elsewhere are selected to meet that 

settlements capacity aim. This approach is likely also causing a ‘sustainability trap’2 whereby: 

“Smaller and rural communities [are considered] as unsustainable in principle. Local 

authorities are now increasingly defining settlement hierarchies as a basis for determining the 

permissible scale and nature of sustainable development. However, few if any have devised 

any means by which a settlement at a lower level can migrate up the sustainability ladder. 

This all results in a ‘sustainability trap’. In essence, otherwise beneficial development can only 

be approved if the settlement is considered sustainable in the first place.” 
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                              
2 ‘Living Working Countryside: The Taylor Review of Rural Economy and Affordable Housing’ 2008 
http://www.wensumalliance.org.uk/publications/Taylor_Review_Livingworkingcountryside.pdf  

http://www.wensumalliance.org.uk/publications/Taylor_Review_Livingworkingcountryside.pdf
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3.21 Consequently, as the SA has failed to robustly assess the reasonable alternatives for the 

distribution of housing this sustainability trap adds significant weight to the likelihood that the 

SA has failed in its objectives and that therefore the sites allocated are not sustainable either. It 

is also unclear how the proportion of development has been assigned to each tier of the 

settlement hierarchy and as a result it is evident that reasonable alternatives for housing 

allocations (both for mixed and housing only sites) have either been unfairly assessed or 

completely ignored on the grounds of where they are in the settlement hierarchy. 

3.22 It is therefore considered that there are significant shortcomings in the SA’s approach, and that 

this contributes to the SA not meeting its requirements and therefore potentially not being 

robust in the case of assessing site allocations. The allocations chosen as the preferred options 

are also disadvantaged from not being selected out of a robust housing distribution strategy. The 

SA does not separate out its assessment of strategic and smaller housing allocations and 

provides no basis as to why this has not been done or how this can be supported. Finally the lack 

of a commentary for all of the sites only for housing means there is no justification whatsoever 

in support of the selection of the preferred options and as such this cannot form a substantive 

platform upon which sound housing allocations options can be supported in the Local Plan. 

Gladman’s land interests in Tendring 

3.23 It is difficult to fully assess Gladman’s sites as the SHELAA 2017 is not currently available and 

there are no site locations included within the SA. However the following considerations have 

been made. 

Bromley Road, Parsons Heath 

3.24 The site at Bromley Road, Parsons Heath falls into the broad location for the 

Colchester/Tendring Borders Garden Community. Of all of the sub-options included, the site 

falls either partly or wholly within all of them. Gladman’s site itself has not been assessed 

individually however it can be considered that it would be likely to be viewed favourably due to 

its location within a preferred Garden Community location. An application was submitted for 

145 dwellings in May 2017 (17/00859/OUT) and is currently awaiting a decision. 

Grange Road, Lawford 

3.25 The site at Grange Road, Lawford is not currently known by the Council. It falls into the 

settlement hierarchy under smaller urban settlements of Manningtree (including Lawford and 

Mistley) where the two preferred housing allocations total 175 dwellings.  

3.26 It is unknown whether the site MA13 (land off Grange Road) is the Gladman site, part of the site 

or another site- however it is likely to at least be nearby based on its address. It is stated to have 

capacity for 30 dwellings compared to Gladman’s site for 50-100 dwellings. This site scores 

better against the SA objectives than the preferred options overall, in particular against the 

measurements for GP services, the historic environment and secondary school provision.  

3.27 Although MA13 also then has a minor negative impact for secondary school capacity, one of the 

preferred options has a significant negative impact for secondary school provision but a minor 

positive score for secondary school capacity. In terms of the SA, it should be more important 

that the secondary school is nearby and capacity can be improved through financial 

contributions rather than the secondary school being outside of a sustainable distance. In 

general assessment terms, this highlights an issue with the methodology that in sustainability 

terms having a school closer to the site should be given more importance than one that is further 

away but has considerable capacity for new pupils. The only other area where the Lawford site 

performs worse against the allocated sites was for a minor negative impact against 
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greenfield/brownfield/landscape in regards to the sustainable location of development. Overall 

considering the relative weight which should be awarded to these SA objectives for the assessed 

sites in this settlement, the MA13 site performs better against the SA objectives than in 

particular the land south of Pound Corner (MA17) site which is preferred.  

3.28 If this is not the Gladman site, it will at least be in close proximity and receive similar results 

against the SA objectives like those highlighted above regarding the accessibility for certain 

services and facilities. Considering the use of the PAS guidance to exclude sites, it could also be 

considered that any questions over the deliverability criteria would be resolved through 

Gladman supporting the site for development. As the site is not known to the Council no clear 

conclusions can be drawn as to whether this site was fairly assessed, although it does appear 

that there may have been some unfair assessment for the Manningtree sites overall. 

Wick Lane, Ardleigh 

3.29 The site at Wick Lane has not been assessed within the SA and significantly no sites within 

Ardleigh have been included as preferred options in the Publication Draft Plan. This is likely to 

be associated with Ardleigh’s position in the settlement hierarchy as a smaller rural settlement 

and therefore having a reduced focus for development. It could therefore be contributing to the 

sustainability trap as set out in the previous section. 
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4.0 Conclusions 

4.1 Although the quantity of sites assessed for garden communities is deemed acceptable, the site 

selection has been artificially suppressed by the 5,000 dwelling threshold applied for the sites to 

be assessed in the first place. There is overwhelming evidence that this has resulted in a narrow 

focus and there is a distinct lack of justification as to why this has been done. As a result there is 

likely to be a number of garden communities that the SA has completely failed to consider. 

4.2 The key aspect of the Tendring SA work which means it is not robust is its assessment of the 

reasonable alternatives for the spatial distribution of housing. The SA only explores a settlement 

hierarchy approach and there is no evidence to support this is the most sustainable approach to 

development in Tendring District. This makes the SA fundamentally flawed.  

4.3 As a consequence of this the SA’s approach to site allocations for Tendring cannot be considered 

robust as they are built on an unjustified approach to housing distribution. They have been 

considered against which settlement they are in and therefore this has the potential to exclude 

more sustainable sites just because they are located in a settlement where there are already 

enough site allocations or it is within a settlement which is further down in the hierarchy.  

4.4 On top of this, nowhere in the SA is the appropriate level of development for each settlement in 

the hierarchy established and therefore it is completely unknown if this is the most sustainable 

level that could be achieved. There is also no clarity as to why strategic housing allocations have 

been chosen in the areas they have been and why those in other locations have been excluded. 

As such there is reason to believe that the assessment of strategic and smaller site allocations 

has not been done in a robust manner. 

4.5 The assessment of sites in Gladman’s interests also suggests there may be some shortfalls in 

assessment in terms of the reasons behind their inclusion and exclusion but without more 

information it is difficult to draw some solid conclusions.  

4.6 On the whole, these factors set out that there is a distinct lack of information supporting any of 

the conclusions made on housing distribution and site allocations and therefore they cannot be 

relied upon within this SA and to allow the Local Plan to be found sound. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 This report has been prepared by Barton Willmore LLP’s National Research Team on behalf of 

Gladman Developments Ltd.   

 

1.2 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) states that to boost significantly the supply of 

housing, local planning authorities should use their evidence base to ensure that their Local 

Plan meets the full, objectively assessed need for market and affordable housing (paragraph 

47). 

 

1.3 This report provides a review, critique, and evaluation of Tendring District Council’s most recent 

evidence in respect of the objective assessment of housing need (OAHN).     

 

1.4 At the time of writing the most recent OAHN evidence available from the Council is the 

‘Objectively Assessed Housing Need Study, November 2016 Update’ produced by Peter Brett 

Associates (PBA) for the local authorities of Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester and Tendring.   

 
1.5 The OAHN Update supersedes the original July 2015 OAHN Study and a January 2016 Update 

to take account of the 2014-based official Government population and household projections, 

which provide the starting point for assessing housing need.   

 
1.6 The OAHN Update also gives further consideration to the issue of Unattributable Population 

Change (UPC), utilising a data tool published by the Office for National Statistics (ONS) in 

September 2015 which was considered in the January 2016 Update.  However, the OAHN 

Update considers the issue of UPC in the context of the more recent 2014-based Government 

projections.  The treatment of UPC has a particular impact on the assessment of housing need 

for Tendring when compared with the other authorities of the Housing Market Area (HMA).   

 

1.7 Table 1.1 summarises the OAHN derived from the original July 2015 OAHN Study and the 

November 2016 Update.  The reports provide OAHN for the four authorities considered by the 

Council to represent the HMA. 
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Table 1 .1: Comparison of OAHN assessed by the PBA original July 2015 Study an d 
November 2016 Update (2013-2037) 

 July 2015 
Dwellings per annum 

November 2016 
Dwellings per annum 

Braintree 845 
 

716 

Chelmsford 775 
 

805 

Colchester 920 
 

920 

Tendring 597 
 

550 

Source: PBA 

 
1.8 The November 2016 OAHN Update concludes that full OAHN for Tendring is 550 dwellings per 

annum and on this basis Policy SP3 of the Publication Draft Local Plan for Tendring makes 

provision for 550 dwellings per annum (dpa) over the Plan period 2013-2033.     

 

1.9 In this context, the purpose of this report is to review the November 2016 OAHN Update to 

determine whether 550 dpa does reflect full OAHN for Tendring District.  We review the OAHN 

Update in the context of the policies of the NPPF and the NPPF’s accompanying Planning 

Practice Guidance (PPG). Specifically, section ID2a of the PPG – ‘Housing and Economic 

Development Needs Assessments’ (HEDNA) – which sets out the recommended methodology 

to be followed in calculating the OAHN.  This report reviews the OAHN Update in the context 

of the stepped approach prescribed by the PPG’s HEDNA methodology. 

 

1.10 This review is structured as follows: 

 

1.11 Chapter 2  outlines the approach to establishing OAHN required by the NPPF and PPG.  A 

summary of proposed changes set out in the recent Housing White Paper (February 2017) are 

also presented. 

 

1.12 Chapter 3 reviews the definition of the Housing Market Area (HMA) adopted by the Council 

for assessing OAHN. 

 
1.13 Chapter 4 addresses the demographic projections presented in the Council’s evidence base, 

specifically the population projections and their conversion into household projections.   

 

1.14 Chapter 5 addresses the approach and results reported in the Council’s evidence base 

concerning the number of homes needed to support future jobs growth in Tendring.  

Specifically, this chapter considers the number of jobs that the evidence base suggests the 

OAHN should be underpinned by and how that number of jobs is converted into homes.   
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1.15 Chapter 6 examines the market signals evidence presented in the Council’s evidence, paying 

particular attention to affordability, and appraises the conclusions regarding market signals 

(worsening or not) and the proposed response. An alternative to the conclusions and response 

to market signals by the Council’s evidence is presented alongside an explanation as to why it 

should be preferred.  

 

1.16 Finally, Chapter 7 summarises the main findings of this review and presents overall 

conclusions on whether there is the potential for an increase to the Council’s existing OAHN. 
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2.0 THE APPROACH TO ASSESSING HOUSING NEED 

 

2.1 This chapter summarises the national planning policy rationale and practice guidance for 

objectively assessing housing need.  

 

i) National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF, 27 March 2012) 

 

2.2 NPPF sets out the Government’s planning policies for England and how these are expected to 

be applied. NPPF states that planning should proactively drive and support sustainable 

economic development to deliver the homes that the country needs, and that every effort 

should be made to objectively identify and then meet housing needs, taking account of market 

signals (paragraph 17). 

 

2.3 In respect of delivering a wide choice of high quality homes, NPPF confirms the need for local 

authorities to boost significantly the supply of housing. To do so, it states that local authorities 

should use their evidence base to ensure that their Local Plan meets the full, objectively 

assessed needs for market and affordable housing in the housing market area (paragraph 47).  

 

2.4 With regard to plan-making, local planning authorities are directed to set out strategic priorities 

for their area in the Local Plan, including policies to deliver the homes and jobs needed in the 

area (paragraph 156).   

 

2.5 Further, Local Plans are to be based on adequate, up to date and relevant evidence, integrating 

assessments of and strategies for housing and employment uses, taking full account of relevant 

market and economic signals (paragraph 158).  

 

2.6 For plan-making purposes, local planning authorities are required to clearly understand housing 

needs in their area.  To do so they should prepare a Strategic Housing Market Assessment 

(SHMA) that identifies the scale and mix of housing and the range of tenures that the local 

population is likely to need over the plan period (paragraph 159). 

 

ii) Planning Practice Guidance (PPG, 06 March 2014) 

 

2.7 PPG was issued as a web based resource on 6th March 2014.  The Housing and Economic 

Development Needs Assessments (HEDNA) section of the PPG (ID2a) is intended to provide 

guidance to local planning authorities on how to determine the full OAHN and present it in a 

SHMA as required by paragraph 159 of the NPPF.   
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2.8 The PPG’s HEDNA section confirms that the OAHN must be an objective assessment based on 

facts and unbiased evidence, and that constraints should not be applied to the OAHN (ID2a, 

paragraph 4).  The OAHN should be ‘policy off’, and use of the PPG methodology for assessing 

OAHN is strongly recommended, to ensure that the assessment is transparent (ID2a, paragraph 

5).   

 

2.9 The full methodology for establishing the OAHN and affordable housing is set out in paragraphs 

ID2a-014 to 029 of the PPG’s HEDNA section.  However, the guidance related to establishing 

OAHN is set out between paragraphs 15 and 20.  In this study an assessment of OAHN and not 

affordable housing is provided.  The relevant paragraphs of PPG predominantly referred to are 

therefore paragraphs 15-20. 

 

2.10 The PPG HEDNA methodology is summarised as follows: 

 

Step1 - Starting point estimate of need 

 

2.11 The methodology states that the starting point for assessing overall housing need should be 

the household projections published by the Department for Communities and Local 

Government, but that they are trends based and may require adjustment to reflect factors, 

such as unmet or suppressed need, not captured in past trends (ID2a 015).  

 

“The h ousehold p rojection-based e stimate of h ousing n eed may 
require a djustment to r eflect f actors a ffecting l ocal demography 
and household f ormation r ates w hich a re n ot captured in p ast 
trends. For example, f ormation rates m ay h ave b een suppressed 
historically by u nder-supply a nd worsening a ffordability of 
housing.” (2a-015) (Our emphasis) 
 

Step 2 - Adjusting for demographic evidence 

 
2.12 The PPG methodology advises that adjustments to household projection-based estimates of 

overall housing need should be made on the basis of established sources of robust evidence, 

such as ONS estimates (2a-017).  This includes sensitivity testing for alternative migration 

trends.  

 

Step 3 - Adjusting for likely change in job numbers 

 
2.13 In addition to taking into account demographic evidence the methodology states that job trends 

and or forecasts should also be taken into account when assessing overall housing need.  The 

implication is that housing numbers should be increased where this will enable labour force 

supply to match projected job growth (2a-018).   
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“Where the supply of working age population that is economically 
active ( labour force supply) is less than the projected job growth, 
this could result in unsustainable commuting patterns … and could 
reduce the r esilience o f local businesses. In s uch c ircumstances, 
plan makers will need to consider how the location of new housing 
or infrastructure development could help address these problems.” 
(2a-018)   
 

Step 4 - Adjusting for market signals 

 
2.14 The final part of the methodology regarding overall housing need is concerned with market 

signals and their implications for housing supply (2a-019:020).   

 

“The housing need number suggested by household projections (the 
starting point) s hould be a djusted to r eflect a ppropriate m arket 
signals, as well as other market indicators of the balance between 
the demand for and supply of dwellings.” (2a-019)   
 

2.15 Assessment of market signals is a further test intended to inform whether the starting point 

estimate of overall housing need (the household projections) should be adjusted upwards.  

Particular attention is given to the issue of affordability (2a-020).  

 

“The more s ignificant the a ffordability c onstraints … a nd the 
stronger other indicators of high demand … the larger t he 
improvement in affordability needed and, therefore, the larger the 
additional supply response should be.” (2a-020) 
 

Step 5 - Overall housing need 

 
2.16 An objective assessment of overall housing need can be summarised as a test of whether the 

household projection based starting point can be reconciled with a) the latest demographic 

evidence, b) the ability to accommodate projected job demand, c) the requirement to address 

worsening market signals.  If it cannot be reconciled, then an adjustment should be made. 

 

2.17 The extent of any adjustment should be based on the extent to which it passes each test.  That 

is:  

 

• It will at least equal the housing need number implied by the latest demographic 

evidence; 

• It will at least accommodate projected job demand; and, 

• On reasonable assumptions, it could be expected to improve affordability. 
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A f fordab le Hous ing N eed  Assessm en t  

 
2.18 The methodology for assessing affordable housing need is set out at 2a-022 to 029 and is 

largely unchanged from the methodology it supersedes (SHMA 2007).  In summary, total 

affordable need is estimated by subtracting total available stock from total gross need.  Whilst 

it has no bearing on the assessment of overall housing need, delivering the required number 

of affordable homes can be used to justify an increase in planned housing supply (2a-029). 

 

“The total affordable housing need should then be considered in the 
context of i ts likely d elivery as a  proportion o f m ixed market and 
affordable housing developments … An increase in the total housing 
figures included i n the l ocal plan s hould be c onsidered where i t 
could help deliver the required number of a ffordable homes.” (2a-
029) (our emphasis) 

 

 

iii) Housing White Paper – ‘Fixing our Broken Housing Market’ (February 2017) 

 

2.19 The Housing White Paper was published in February 2017, and acknowledges a need for 225-

275,000 new homes per annum to keep up with population growth and start to tackle years 

of under-supply in the country.1 The Paper acknowledges that one of the main problems leading 

to significant under-supply of housing has been the failure of local authorities to plan for the 

homes they need,2 and as a consequence the ratio of average house prices to average earnings 

has more than doubled since 1998. 3 

 

2.20 In seeking to address these problems, the White Paper states how a ‘radical rethink’ of the 

approach to home building is required.  This includes the existing approach to establishing the 

Objectively Assessed Housing Need (OAHN).  The White Paper therefore states the following 

in respect of how the OAHN is proposed to be reformed: 

 

“at t he moment, s ome l ocal au thorities c an duck potentially 
difficult decisions, because they are free to come up with their own 
methodology for calculating ‘objectively assessed need’. So, we are 
going t o c onsult on a new s tandard m ethodology for c alculating 
‘objectively assessed need’, and encourage councils to plan on this 
basis.” 4 

 

                                                
1 Paragraph 2, ‘Our housing market is broken’, page 9, ‘Fixing our broken housing market’, February 2017 
2 Paragraph 4, ‘Our housing market is broken’, page 9, ‘Fixing our broken housing market’, February 2017 
3 Paragraph 5, ‘Our housing market is broken’, page 9, ‘Fixing our broken housing market’, February 2017 
4 Paragraph 7, ‘What we’re going to do about it’, page 14, ‘Fixing our broken housing market’, February 2017 
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2.21 The White Paper acknowledges the recommendations in this regard of the Local Plans Expert 

Group (LPEG) report, which concluded that a standardised methodology was one of the most 

important reforms that could be made to improve plan-making.5 

 

2.22 The White Paper confirms that Councils will be incentivised to use the new standard approach, 

although where it is justified, deviation from the standard approach may be acceptable: 

 

“We w ant councils to u se t he n ew standardised approach a s they 
produce their plans and will incentivise them to do so. We expect 
councils t hat d ecide n ot t o u se t he new approach t o e xplain why 
not a nd t o j ustify to  th e Planning Inspectorate th e m ethodology 
they have adopted in their area.” 6 

 

2.23 The standardised methodology will therefore provide the ‘baseline’ OAHN, to which 

amendments can be made if it is deemed to have been justified.  The timescale for the new 

standardised methodology is confirmed in the White Paper as follows: 

 

“To incentivise authorities to get plans in place, in the absence of 
an up-to-date local or strategic plan we propose that by April 2018 
the n ew m ethodology f or c alculating o bjectively assessed 
requirement w ould a pply a s the baseline for a ssessing f ive y ear 
housing land supply and housing delivery.” 7 (Our emphasis) 

 

2.24 Consultation on the proposed changes is expected in July 2017 (although not yet available at 

the time of writing this report).  However, in the interim period the existing OAHN methodology 

set out in the PPG’s Housing and Economic Development Needs Assessment (HEDNA) section 

is to be followed. 

                                                
5 Paragraph A.21, page 74, ‘Fixing our broken housing market’, February 2017 
6 Paragraph 1.14, ‘Assessing housing requirements’, page 23, ‘Fixing our broken housing market’, February 2017 
7 Paragraph 1.15, ‘Assessing housing requirements’, page 23, ‘Fixing our broken housing market’, February 2017 
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3.0 HMA DEFINITION APPLIED IN THE COUNCIL’S EVIDENCE  

 

3.1 The NPPF/PPG HEDNA requires local planning authorities to assess housing need within the 

relevant housing market area (HMA), rather than simply within their own boundaries.   

 

3.2 In defining ‘What is a housing market area?’, the PPG states: 

 
“A housing market area is a geographical area defined by household 
demand and preferences for all types of housing, reflecting the key 
functional linkages between places where people live and work. The 
extent of the housing market areas identified will vary, and many 
will i n practice c ut a cross v arious l ocal planning a uthority 
administrative boundaries. Local planning authorities should work 
with all t he o ther c onstituent authorities u nder the Duty t o 
Cooperate.” 8 

 

3.3 The November 2016 OAHN Update gives consideration to research carried out by academics 

from the Centre for Urban & Regional Development Studies (CURDS) at Newcastle University 

which created a robust set of HMA definitions within a tiered structure.  

  

3.4 The OAHN Update acknowledges a Strategic HMA defined by CURDS that consists of the five 

authorities of Braintree, Colchester, Chelmsford, Maldon and Tendring.  However, the OAHN 

Update decides to exclude Maldon from the HMA definition on the basis that Maldon Council 

considers it is a separate HMA, with Maldon Council submitting evidence to its own Local Plan 

examination in this respect. 9 

 
3.5 The OAHN Update supplements this stance with its own analysis of 2011 Census commuting 

and migration flows which concludes that excluding Maldon from the HMA only marginally 

reduces the containment threshold of the HMA.10 

 
3.6 We can confirm that self-containment thresholds are still met when Maldon is excluded from 

the HMA definition.  However, including Maldon strengthens the HMA definition and there are 

clearly functional relationships between Maldon and the other four authorities (Braintree, 

Chelmsford, Colchester and Tendring).  This is demonstrated in Table 3.1 (travel to work flows) 

and Table 3.2 (migration flows). 

 

                                                
8 Paragraph: 010 Reference ID: 2a-011-20140306, Planning Practice Guidance, 06 March 2014 
9 PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, Tendring OAHN Study, November 2016 Update, paragraph 2.26, page 14 
10 PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, Tendring OAHN Study, November 2016 Update, paragraph 2.28, page 14 
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Table 3.1: Travel to Work Flow Containment 

 

Source: ONS, Census 2011   

 

3.7 In line with the containment thresholds applied during the determination of Travel to Work 

Areas (TTWAs) by ONS, retention of at least 67-75% of the workforce is considered an 

appropriate benchmark. 

 

3.8 Table 3.1 illustrates flows of workers between Tendring and all neighbouring authorities.  There 

are particularly strong flows of workers from Tendring to Colchester and Greater London.   And 

of those who work in Tendring, the majority of workers originate from Colchester.   

 
3.9 From Table 3.1 we can calculate that 85% of Tendring’s workforce also live in Tendring 

(=37,994/44,782).  This is within the recommended self-containment threshold.  However, the 

five authorities of the Strategic HMA combined provide an 88% self-containment rate. 

Removing Maldon from the HMA reduces the self-containment rate to 85%. 

 

Tendring Braintree Chelmsford Colchester Maldon Babergh
Greater 
London Other Total

Tendring 37,994 811 672 8,737 161 632 2,488 3,911 55,406

Braintree 391 42,807 6,854 3,665 1,363 1,211 7,151 11,130 74,572

Chelmsford 116 2,634 52,495 949 1,727 66 14,080 14,858 86,925

Colchester 3,784 3,617 2,525 61,225 1,384 1,266 6,093 6,181 86,075

Maldon 82 1,339 4,122 1,137 16,761 41 3,025 4,036 30,543

Babergh 670 1,142 344 2,440 55 24,470 1,558 11,953 42,632

Greater 
London 185 746 2,423 696 314 156 3,734,844 282,417 4,021,781

Other 1,560 4,951 13,665 5,412 1,528 8,250 760,687 - 796,053

Total 44,782 58,047 83,100 84,261 23,293 36,092 4,529,926 334,486 -

Place of Work

U
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Table 3.2: Household Move Containment 

Source: ONS, Census 2011 
 

3.10 Table 3.2 again illustrates flows between Tendring and all neighbouring authorities but less 

pronounced than travel to work flows.  Nonetheless, flows are again strongest between 

Tendring and Colchester.   

 

3.11 Unlike commuting flows, PPG provides a useful guideline for household move containment of 

70%. 

 
3.12 From Table 3.2 we can calculate that 66% of Tendring’s household moves are within Tendring 

(=8,339/12,694), falling below the self-containment threshold of 70%.   

 
3.13 However, the five authorities of the Strategic HMA combined provide a 71% self-containment 

rate, which falls within the PPG threshold. Removing Maldon from the HMA reduces the self-

containment rate to 70%. 

 
3.14 The analysis of commuting flows and migration flows confirms strong linkages between the 

five authorities, which combined also meet the PPG self-containment thresholds.  As such, we 

concur that the Strategic Colchester HMA as defined by CURDS (Braintree, Chelmsford, 

Colchester, Maldon and Tendring) represents a sound study area for this OAHN and on this 

basis the OAHN Update November 2016 is incorrect to exclude Maldon from the HMA definition. 

 

 

Tendring Braintree Chelmsford Colchester Maldon Babergh
Greater 
London Other Total

Tendring 8,339 213 107 887 36 154 1,248 2,052 13,036

Braintree 190 7,630 983 676 355 201 921 2,758 13,714

Chelmsford 92 585 8,943 255 474 50 1,606 4,144 16,149

Colchester 1,110 754 363 13,568 298 304 1,539 4,085 22,021

Maldon 30 286 520 201 2,297 16 341 982 4,673

Babergh 163 316 55 457 25 3,863 457 2,716 8,052

Greater London 555 566 1,070 1,100 215 293 853,477 183,548 1,040,824

Other 2,215 2,960 4,382 4,639 1,144 3,221 219,260 - 237,821

Total 12,694 13,310 16,423 21,783 4,844 8,102 1,078,849 200,285 -

Previous Residence

C
u
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4.0 DEMOGRAPHIC OAHN PRESENTED IN THE COUNCIL’S EVIDENCE 

 

i) Introduction 

 

4.1 Paragraphs ID2a-015 to 017 of the PPG provide the methodological guidance for determining 

the first stage of the OAHN; demographic-led housing need.  This section of the report 

therefore considers the demographic evidence presented in the November 2016 OAHN Update.  

Consideration is given as to whether the OAHN Update provides a robust approach to the 

assumptions underpinning the demographic-led OAHN, and whether there are any weaknesses 

in the approach.   

 

ii) Starting Point Estimate (Step 1, PPG ID2a-015) 

 

4.2 The original July 2015 OAHN assessment used demographic forecasts produced by Edge 

Analytics for the 12 instructing local authorities forming the Essex Planning Officers Association 

(EPOA).  However, this work was based on the Government’s 2012-based population and 

household projections, which have since been superseded by the 2014-based series.   

 

4.3 Given the EPOA has not commissioned an update to take account of the latest projections, the 

November 2016 Update has produced its own projection scenarios which do take account of 

the 2014-based release. 

 
4.4 The November 2016 Update presents the 2014-based demographic starting point according to 

the official projections for Braintree, Chelmsford and Colchester.  However, the November 2016 

Update claims that the official demographic projections are not robust for Tendring because of 

the issue of Unattributable Population Change (UPC) and therefore provides an alternative 

demographic projection.   

 
4.5 Table 4.1 summarises the official 2014-based Sub National Population Projection (SNPP) that 

underpins the official demographic starting point of housing need for all four local authorities, 

alongside that assumed by the November 2016 Update.  The official 2012-based SNPP has also 

been included for information.  The November 2016 Update presents growth over the period 

2014-2037 rather than the Plan Period 2013-2037.   
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Table 4.1: Population growth: comparison of official SNPP and November 2016  

Update (2014-2037, total change) 

 Official 2012- 

based SNPP 

Official 2014-

based SNPP 

November 2016 

Update 

Braintree 26,899 24,294 24,294 

Chelmsford 25,564 26,986 26,986 

Colchester 37,369 39,369 39,369 

Tendring 24,907 23,513 24,900* 

* Taken from Table 1 of the Tendring Note appended to the November 2016 Update 

 

4.6 The demographic starting point assumed for Tendring by the November 2016 Update is nearly 

identical to the population growth projected by the 2012-based SNPP, despite being produced 

on a different basis.  Whilst the November 2016 Update provides a brief overview of the 

methodology applied, the exact detail is unclear.  For example, the methodology states: 

  
“A new population is prepared that is a weighted average between 
the low and high projections. This is also converted to households 
and homes and compared to the planned development schedule of 
464 h omes ( 2015-37). A n ew s et of weights a re prepared. T his 
process i terates until t he conversion t o h ouseholds and h omes 
matches t he development s chedule. A  s ummary of the results i s 
shown in Table 1.”11 

 

4.7 The methodology is described as an iterative process until the development schedule is reached 

(480 dwellings, 2013-2037).  In effect, the demographic starting point for Tendring is therefore 

based on a dwelling constrained projection rather than a true unconstrained demographic 

projection.   

 

4.8 An additional 480 dwellings per annum was the level of need identified by the EPOA/Edge 

Analytics Phase 7 report based on the 10-year migration trend with an UPC adjustment.  This 

scenario formed the demographic starting position for Tendring assumed in the original July 

2015 OAHN Study.   

 
4.9 The November 2016 Update states ‘in the present study we accept this figure of 480 dpa, 

because the evidence that underpinned it has not changed’ 12 However, we consider this 

statement to be somewhat contradictory because 480 dwellings per annum was the resulting 

level of need from the 10-year migration trend with an UPC adjustment.  The January 2016 

and subsequent November 2016 Update identified a weakness with the UPC adjustment applied 

                                                
11 John Hollis, Tendring Note (November 2016), paragraph 2.2, Appendix to PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, Tendring 
OAHN Study, November 2016 Update 
12 PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, Tendring OAHN Study, November 2016 Update, paragraph 3.22, page 19 
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by EPOA/ Edge Analytics.  Before we consider this point in more detail, it is worthwhile to 

explain the issue of UPC in order to set the context of the comments we make.  

 

Unattributable Population Change (UPC) 

 

4.10 UPC relates to the level of difference in recorded population by the 2011 Census and that 

estimated by the annual Mid-Year Population Estimates over the decade 2001-2011.   

 
4.11 UPC in Tendring is equivalent to -10,533 people (2001-2011) which means that there was an 

overestimation of Tendring’s population between 2001 and 2011 and following the 2011 Census 

results Tendring’s population was revised downwards.  The ONS distribute the effect of UPC 

across the period 2001-2011. 

 
4.12 Therefore, making a UPC adjustment, has the effect of reducing net migration to Tendring 

(because UPC is negative) which in turn results in a lower population projection compared to 

if an UPC adjustment was not made. 

 
4.13 When calculating the 2012 and 2014-based SNPP the ONS have not made any adjustment for 

UPC because it could not be demonstrated to measure a bias in the trend data that would 

continue into the future.  The ONS has stated: 

“It w as p roposed n ot to  m ake a n a djustment f or UPC in th e 2 012-
based ( or, s ubsequently, the 2 014-based) s ubnational p opulation 
projections or in the series of population estimates based on the 2011 
Census since the UPC is unlikely to be seen in continuing subnational 
trends as: 
  
• it is unclear what proportion o f the UPC is due t o sampling 

error i n the 2 001 Census, a djustments made to p opulation 
estimates following the 2001 Census, sampling error in the 
2011 Census a nd/or error i n the intercensal c omponents 
(mainly migration); 

 
• if it is caused by either the 2001 Census or 2011 Census, then 

the components of population change will be unaffected; 
 
• if it is caused by international migration, it is likely that the 

biggest impacts will b e s een e arlier in t he d ecade b etween 
2001 a nd 20 11 a nd w ill have less of a n i mpact i n the l ater 
years w hen i mprovements w ere introduced to migration 
estimates.”13  

 

                                                
13 Page 7, Quality and Methodology Information Paper, Sub National Population Projections, 27 May 2016, Office for National 
Statistics 
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4.14 Following the approach of ONS, Barton Willmore’s approach is to exclude UPC from the 

assessment of alternative migration trends whether UPC is positive or negative.  This approach 

stems from advice received from the ONS when the UPC element was first introduced in 2013, 

in which ONS advised Barton Willmore that “As we cannot be certain whether or not the "other 

unattributable" relates to migration it would seem sensible to exclude it from migration trends.” 

UPC by the nature of its name is not attributable to any particular component of population 

change and therefore to include UPC along with migration trends is not considered appropriate. 

4.15 It is also notable how the Local Plans Expert Group (LPEG) recommend the exclusion of UPC 

from the calculation of OAHN in their recommended changes to the PPG’s OAHN methodology, 

presented to Central Government in March 2016. 

4.16 The EPOA/ Edge Analytics Phase 7 work applied a UPC adjustment to international migration 

estimates for Tendring.   However, the January 2016 OAHN Update considered the error in 

population was associated with both international migration and domestic migration flows 

within the UK (internal migration) based on the findings of the ONS data tool published in 

September 2015. 

 

4.17 Applying the UPC adjustment to international migration only, results in an older population 

profile (given international migrants are typically younger).  Therefore, applying the UPC 

adjustment to both international and internal migration results in a younger population profile.  

This is considered an important issue because the age profile of the demographic projection 

will have an impact on the level of housing need and economic growth than can be supported. 

 
4.18 The November 2016 Update’s demographic starting point for Tendring is based on a dwelling 

constrained forecast (480 dpa).  The underlying migrant profiles used within the projection 

calculation are based on a weighted average between the low and high migration trends.  No 

detail is provided on the weights applied, which is considered a weakness and makes 

interrogation of the method difficult.   

 
4.19 Furthermore, no detail is provided on the level of the UPC adjustment applied to the 

international and internal migration estimates.  As is demonstrated in the extract from the ONS 

data tool (Figure 4.1) the discrepancy in population estimates for Tendring was due to both 

internal and international migration.  However, the darker shading of the international 

migration column indicates the discrepancy is more likely to be due to international migration 

than internal migration. 
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Figure 4.1: Extract of ONS UPC data tool for Tendring   

 
 

4.20 However, we know that a UPC adjustment has been applied to both the international and 

internal migrant profile which leads to a younger migrant profile.  This reduces the number of 

homes required because household formation rates are lower for younger people.  This point 

is confirmed by the November 2016 Updates’ starting point of housing need summarised in 

Table 4.2.   

 

Table 4.2: Household growth: comparison of official DCLG household projections and 

November 2016 Update (2013-2037, total change) 

 Official 2012- 

based DCLG 

household 

projection 

Official 2014- 

based DCLG 

household 

projection 

November 2016 

Update 

Braintree 16,031 

(668 pa) 

14,539 

(606 pa) 

14,539 

(606 pa) 

Chelmsford 15,424 

(643 pa) 

15,739 

(656 pa) 

15,739 

(656 pa) 

Colchester 20,010 

(834 pa) 

19,932 

(831 pa) 

19,932 

(831 pa) 

Tendring 15,705 

(654 pa) 

15,008 

(625 pa) 

10,700 

(445 pa)* 

* Taken from Table 1 of the Tendring Note appended to the November 2016 Update 

 

Tendring LOCAL AUTHORITY:

Discrepancy between Census based and 

Rolled Forward MYEs

Is the discrepancy within the 95% CI 

around the 2011 Census

Relative size of international 

emigration flows

Probable discrepancy due to 

international immigration

Probable discrepancy due to internal 

migration

Probable discrepancy due to school 

boarders

Is the PR within the 95% CI around the 

2001 Census

Consequences of rolling forward from 
2001

Consequences of rolling forward from 
2001

Is the PR within the 95% CI around the 

2001 Census

Probable discrepancy due to school 

boarders

Probable discrepancy due to internal 

migration

Probable discrepancy due to 

international immigration

Relative size of international 

emigration flows

Is the discrepancy within the 95% CI 

around the 2011 Census

Discrepancy between Census based and 

Rolled Forward MYEs
KEY: 3 0 0 0 0 0 1 85+ 1 0 0 0 0 0 3

3 Overestimate 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 80-84 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
2 2 0 0 0 1 0 2 75-79 1 1 0 0 0 0 0
1 2 0 0 0 1 0 1 70-74 3 0 1 0 0 0 2

Neutral 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 65-69 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
-1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 60-64 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
-2 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 55-59 2 0 0 0 0 0 1
-3 Underestimate 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 50-54 1 1 0 0 0 0 0

1 0 0 0 0 0 0 45-49 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
3 High Flow 3 0 0 0 0 1 0 40-44 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 35-39 0 0 0 1 0 0 0
1 2 0 1 1 0 0 0 30-34 0 0 0 3 1 0 0

Low Flow 3 0 1 2 0 0 1 0 25-29 0 0 0 0 3 1 0 1
2 0 1 2 0 0 1 0 20-24 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1
0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 15-19 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 10-14 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
0 0 0 0 0 0 5-9 0 0 0 0 0 1
0 0 0 0 0 1-4 0 0 0 1 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Age band FemalesMales

note: level of population movement relative 
to overall  authority population

95% CI around Census includes 
rolled forward MYE



Demographic OAHN 

27734/A5/DM/ 17 July 2017 

4.21 It is evident from Table 4.2 that the November 2016 Update’s starting point for Tendring is 

445 households per annum (2013-2037).  However, household growth resulting from the 2012-

based SNPP is 654 households per annum, despite both scenarios being based on ‘virtually 

identical’ population growth (24,900 people) as was shown in Table 4.1.  This demonstrates 

the effect of the UPC adjustment.   

 

Vacancy rates 

 

4.22 The vacancy rates applied in the November 2016 Update to convert household growth into 

dwelling growth appear to have been drawn from the 2011 Census14.  Whilst more recent rates 

are available from the Council Tax Base, the 2011 Census rates are prudent.  Table 4.3 

summarises the November 2016 Update’s starting point estimate (dwellings) for the four 

authorities.  

  

Table 4.3: Summary of November 2016 Update’s starting point estimate of housing 

need (2013-2037) 

 Household growth Vacancy  Dwelling growth 

Braintree 14,539 

(606 pa) 

2.8% 14,952 

(623 pa) 

Chelmsford 15,739 

(656 pa) 

2.3% 16,104 

(671 pa) 

Colchester 19,932 

(831 pa) 

4.2% 20,784 

(866 pa) 

Tendring 10,700 

(445 pa)* 

7.9% 11,520 

(480 pa) 

* Taken from Table 1 of the Tendring Note appended to the November 2016 Update 

 
UPC Conclusions 
 

4.23 Barton Willmore consider the November 2016 Update’s starting point estimate for Braintree, 

Chelmsford and Colchester to be correct, being based on the DCLG 2014-based household 

projection with no adjustment for UPC.   

 

4.24 However, the UPC adjustment applied to Tendring’s starting point is not considered appropriate 

for the following reasons and has the effect of the reducing the starting point from 674 to 480 

dwellings per annum: 

 

                                                
14 John Hollis, Tendring Note (November 2016), paragraph 2.1, Appendix to PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, tendring 
OAHN Study, November 2016 Update 
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• As mentioned earlier, UPC by its nature is not attributable to any particular 

component, although the ONS data tool suggests in Tendring this is probably due to 

discrepancy in international migration estimates and to a lesser extent, internal 

migration estimates; 

 

• It is clear from the ONS statement accompanying the 2014-based SNPP (see paragraph 

4.32 above) that the effect of UPC is likely to have been greater towards the start of 

the decade.  Therefore, as account is taken of more recent migration trends, the issue 

of UPC becomes less relevant as fewer years within the trend are likely to have been 

affected by UPC; 

 

• The 2014-based SNPP reflect the 2014-based national projections in assuming net 

international migration of 185,000 people per annum across England. However, as a 

consequence of the recently revised international migration estimates, both the 2014-

based national and sub national population projections are considered to significantly 

underestimate net international migration trends.  The latest quarterly net 

international migration estimates suggest that net international migration totalled 

248,000 people per annum in the year ending December 2016; 

 

• The administrative population estimates published by ONS on 17 November 201615 

give a population of 142,721 for Tendring at 2011 (Census day).  This is higher than 

the official 2011 Census count of 138,048.  This suggests that the 2011 Census may 

have undercounted the population of Tendring and the downward revision made to 

the rolled forward MYPE following release of the 2011 Census may have been too 

great for Tendring.  If these new administrative estimates are correct, then this would 

mean UPC in Tendring is in fact lower than currently estimated by ONS because less 

of an adjustment is needed to match the 2011 administrative estimate; 

 

• The 2015 and 2016 Mid-Year Population Estimates (MYPE) published after the 2014-

based SNPP have already exceeded the 2014-based SNPP for years 2015 and 2016 for 

Tendring indicating that the 2014-based SNPP provide a conservative projection of 

population growth for Tendring.  

 

                                                
15 
https://www.ons.gov.uk/census/censustransformationprogramme/administrativedatacensusproject/administrativedatacensu
sresearchoutputs/sizeofthepopulation 
ONS disclaimer: These outputs are NOT official statistics on the population. Rather they are published here as outputs from 
our continued research into a methodology different to that currently used in the production of population statistics. These 
outputs must not be reproduced without this disclaimer and warning note. 

https://www.ons.gov.uk/census/censustransformationprogramme/administrativedatacensusproject/administrativedatacensusresearchoutputs/sizeofthepopulation
https://www.ons.gov.uk/census/censustransformationprogramme/administrativedatacensusproject/administrativedatacensusresearchoutputs/sizeofthepopulation
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4.25 The approach of excluding UPC from the calculation of alternative migration trends has been 

supported by Inspectors in various Local Plan Examinations and s78 Planning Appeals.   

Ay lesbury  Va le  Loca l  P lan  Ex am ina t i on  –  June 2014  

4.26 The Inspector for the Aylesbury Vale Local Plan Examination in Public did not agree with the 

Council’s approach to including negative UPC within the migration trends.  He stated: 

“However, whilst an o ver e stimation of m igration m ay p lay a  
significant part in the other (unattributable) component of change 
in the m id-year e stimates, t here i s insufficient b asis t o conclude 
that i t a ccounts for 100% of this f igure. I ndeed the O NS i tself 
considers t hat it w ould be sensible t o e xclude t he unattributable 
figure from m igration trends g iven t he d egree o f u ncertainty. 
Attributing all of this to migration, as the Council has done, has the 
effect o f substantially r educing t he estimates o f p ast n et i n-
migration t o t he D istrict. The very r ecent t rend suggests a n 
increase in annual net in-migration”16.     

4.27 The approach of Aylesbury Vale Council whereby negative UPC was included within the 

migration trends despite the very recent trends suggesting an annual increase in net migration, 

echoes the approach of Tendring Borough Council.   

W est  Ox fo rdsh i re  Loca l  P lan  Ex am ina t i on  –  Decem ber  2015  

4.28 UPC in West Oxfordshire is equivalent to -568 people between 2001 and 2011.  The Council’s 

alternative population projections adjusted for UPC which had the effect of lowering the net 

migration figures and therefore population projection.  Whilst the Inspector acknowledged 

that: UPC is not a significant issue in West Oxfordshire; the ONS’ decision is to not include UPC 

within the calculation of the SNPP; and the default PAS Technical Note 17 advises that the default 

option is to ignore UPC, the Inspector concludes that future work should model projections 

with and without UPC to test its significance.  

New ark  and Sherw ood –  s78  P lann ing Appea l 18 J anua ry  2 016  

4.29 UPC in Newark and Sherwood is equivalent to -134 people in total over the period 2001-2011.  

The Council considers that it is necessary to make an adjustment for UPC which has the effect 

of reducing housing need.  The Council’s justification for this was to provide an overall figure 

for the Housing Market Area (HMA) that was sufficiently accurate in relation to the individual 

                                                
16 PINS/J0404/429/8, Letter from Kevin Ward (Inspector) to Aylesbury Vale District Council 
17 PAS Objectively Assessed Need and Housing Targets Technical Advice Note, Second Edition, July 2015 
18 Appeal Ref: APP/B3030/W/15/3006252 
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local authority areas, particularly in respect of Mansfield.  Given this was a s78 inquiry rather 

than a Local Plan Examination, the Inspector was concerned with the evidence before her in 

respect of Newark and Sherwood only, and not the wider HMA.  The Inspector concluded: 

“The e vidence b efore me is n ot sufficient to d emonstrate th at a  
downward adjustment to the identified longer term migration trends 
to take account of UPC f or N &S i s necessary. F urthermore, I  a m not 
satisfied that i t has been adequately demonstrated that the absence 
of such an adjustment in N&S would necessarily have an unacceptable 
impact o n t he r obust assessment o f FOAN within t he H MA as a 
whole.”19  
 

Sef ton  Loca l  P lan  Ex am inat ion  –  Feb ruary  2 016  

4.30 UPC within Sefton was equivalent to -2,106 people between 2001 and 2011.  The argument 

was put forward by the Council that the CLG 2012-based household projection was based on 

over-estimates of in-migration because of factors such as UPC.  However, the Inspector stated: 

“The 2012-based DCLG projections indicate household growth of 576 
annually over the Plan period. I do not accept the argument that this 
figure i s based on over-estimates of in-migration because of factors 
such as unattributable population change”20  

4.31 This supports Barton Willmore’s view that the CLG household projections form the starting 

point estimate of housing. 

A run  Loca l  P lan  Ex am inat ion  –  Feb ruary  2 016  

4.32 UPC within Arun between 2001 and 2011 was equivalent to approximately -4,050 people which 

is a significant amount, as is the case in Tendring.  The Inspector acknowledged that the 

exclusion or inclusion of UPC therefore makes a significant difference to the demographic 

element of OAN.  The SHMA’s approach to this issue was to include 50% of UPC within the 

alternative migration trends.  The Inspector did not see a case to partly-discount UPC for the 

following reasons: 

“A number of factors suggest a need for caution in the acceptance of 
the H earn approach t o m igration i ssues in Arun. Firstly, O NS 
information p ostdating t he H earn re port i s t hat international 
migration to UK has been underestimated to a statistically significant 
extent and ONS population projections in 2014 indicate faster growth 
of p opulation than t he 2012 projections. Secondly, while the e ffects 
of t hese f actors on Arun a re un known, it i s c lear that population 
growth i n the D istrict h as a lready exceeded the 2 012-Based S NPP 
judged by the 2013 and 2014 MYEs, including migration. Thirdly, work 

                                                
19 Paragraph 18, Page 4, Appeal Decision Ref: APP/B3030/W/15/3006252, Land at Southwell Road, Farnsfield, Norringhamshire 
20 Paragraph 9, page 2, Inspectors Initial Findings, Sefton Local Plan Examination, February 2016 
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underpinning the London Plan concludes that net population outflows 
will take place from London into the wider South East of which Arun 
is part.”21 

 
4.33 All of the planning Inquiry evidence outlined above supports the exclusion of negative UPC 

from the calculation of alternative migration trends, as Barton Willmore are proposing for 

Tendring. 

iii) Alternative Population Projections (Step 2, PPG ID2a-016/017) 

 

4.34 In line with the PPG HEDNA requirement (ID2a-015), the November 2016 OAHN Update tests 

the official demographic projections in respect of their underlying trends in relation to 

household formation and alternative migration trends in order to determine whether an 

adjustment is required to the starting point estimate.  We begin by considering alternative 

migration trends before going on to consider household formation. 

  

4.35 The starting point is underpinned by migration trends from the period 2009-2014.  The OAHN 

Update gives consideration to two alternative population projection scenarios: 

 
• PBA Trends 2005-2015 which is based on average migration trends from the 10-year 

period 2005-2015; 

• PBA Trends 2010-2015 which is based on average migration trends from the 5-year 

period 2005-2015. 

    

4.36 However, given the OAHN Update has made a UPC adjustment to Tendring’s demographic 

projection, the two alternative migration trends are not considered for Tendring in the OAHN 

Update.   

 

4.37 We consider this a weakness of the OAHN Update.  Our view is that the two alternative 

migration trends should be considered for Tendring, as has been done for the three districts 

of Braintree, Chelmsford and Colchester. 

 
4.38 Furthermore, since the publication of the November 2016 OAHN Update the ONS have published 

the 2016 MYPE which allow more recent 5 and 10-year migration trends to be considered.  We 

recommend sensitivity testing of a 5-year trend based on the period 2011-2016 and a 10-year 

trend based on the period 2006-2016. 

 
 

                                                
21 Paragraph 1.12, Inspectors Conclusions, Arun Local Plan Examination, February 2016 
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4.39 In addition to the two alternative migration trends, the OAHN Update also considers a 

demographic scenario based on providing housing need to support additional migration growth 

from London.   

 

4.40 The ‘GLA demographic scenario’ is based on the Greater London Authority’s (GLA) Central 

Scenario which assumes net out-migration from London to the East region of 28,000 increasing 

to 37,000 over the period 2013-2037.  The OAHN Update states that this is similar to the 

assumptions of the ONS 2012-based SNPP for the East of England.22 

 
4.41 The GLA doesn’t provide a breakdown of net out-migration from London to individual local 

authorities.  However, Edge Analytics estimated this breakdown as part of their EPOA Phase 7 

report in proportion to past migration flows.  The OAHN Update does not seek to update this 

scenario from the Phase 7 Edge Analytics report and therefore bases its conclusions on the 

findings of the Phase 7 Edge Analytics report.   

 
4.42 The OAHN Update concludes that the GLA demographic scenario and the ONS 2012-based SNPP 

are ‘extremely close’ at the HMA level 23 with the GLA demographic scenario exceeding the 

2012-based SNPP scenario by just 74 dpa.  On this basis, the OAHN Update acknowledges that 

the GLA demographic scenario would justify only an insignificant uplift to the HMA’s housing 

need. 24 

 
4.43 We consider the analysis provided by the OAHN Update in respect of the GLA demographic 

scenario to be outdated, providing a comparison with only the ONS 2012-based SNPP.  

Furthermore, we consider an additional 74 dpa should not be discounted so easily.  Over the 

period 2013-2037 this is equivalent to an additional 1,776 dwellings in total, which is a 

significant increase.   

 
 

iv) Household Formation Assumptions (Step 2, PPG ID2a-015) 

 

4.44 The PPG provides guidance on how the Household Formation Rates (HFRs) underpinning the 

conversion of population to households should be applied.  Paragraph ID2a-015 of the PPG 

identifies how HFRs published by DCLG are underpinned by past trends alone. They do not 

take account of government policy such as the NPPF, and may have been suppressed by under-

supply and worsening affordability of housing, factors that have led to an increase in concealed 

households (i.e. young couples living with parents). 

  

                                                
22 PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, Tendring OAHN Study, November 2016 Update, paragraph 4.9, page 36 
23 PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, Tendring OAHN Study, November 2016 Update, paragraph 4.11, page 36 
24 PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, Tendring OAHN Study, November 2016 Update, paragraph 4.15, page 37 
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4.45 The earlier July 2015 OAHN study applied unadjusted HFRs from the 2012-based DCLG 

household projection series.  Although the November 2016 OAHN Update refers to this 

approach being challenged by other parties on the basis of the 2012-based HFRs reflecting a 

short-term down turn in formation rates25, the OAHN Update continues to use 2012-based HFRs 

unadjusted. 

 
4.46 The OAHN Update justifies this approach through reference to academic research which claims 

that lower household formation amongst younger people, in particular, as shown in the 2012-

based HFRs is associated with lifestyle change.  Lifestyle changes are cited as accounting for 

20% of the difference between the 2008-based and 2012-based household projections.  

However, the Neil McDonald and Christine Whitehead research paper which the OAHN Update 

references, states that the remaining 80% of the difference comes from differences in the 

household formation rate projections. 26 

 
4.47 Importantly, the research paper by Neil McDonald and Christine Whitehead goes on to state: 

 
“The differences f or c ouples a ged under 35 a re perhaps o f greatest 
concern. For these groups household formation rates have been falling 
since 1991, implying that more and more couples have been living in 
someone e lse’s household. M oreover, the 2 012-based p rojections 
suggest t hat the household f ormation r ates o f t hese g roups w ill 
continue to fa ll, al though at a s lower rate than between 2 001 an d 
2011 – a big problem for people at a key life stage.” (our emphasis) 

 
4.48 Whilst the research paper acknowledges that more groups benefit from increasing HFRs under 

the 2012-based series than those groups that are expected to see their HFRs fall, it states: 

 

“So, o verall, household f ormation ra tes a re p rojected to i ncrease, 
although older households secure a disproportionate share of the 
additional h ousing a t the e xpense o f younger h ouseholds, some o f 
whom will s ee their c hances of s etting u p a s eparate h ousehold f all 
throughout the next quarter of a century.” (our emphasis) 

 

4.49 The OAHN Update states that socio-economic factors are also reducing the ability of younger 

people to form separate households such as precarious employment, reducing welfare benefits 

and rising student debt. 27  However, the OAHN Update does not consider positive moves by 

the Government outlined in the recent Housing White Paper (February 2017) to assist younger 

people enter the housing market.  For example, the Lifetime ISA, Help to Buy Equity Loan, 

Starter Homes and the Affordable Homes Programme. 

 

                                                
25 PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, Tendring OAHN Study, November 2016 Update, paragraph 3.41, page 25 
26 N McDonald and C Whitehead, New estimates of housing requirements in England, 2012 to 2037, Town & Country Planning 
Tomorrow Series Paper 17, November 2015, page 18   
27 PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, Tendring OAHN Study, November 2016 Update, paragraph 3.45, page 25 
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4.50 The Housing White Paper refers to a housing crisis in the UK, making it clear that the country 

has not been building enough homes, and housing delivery requires a significant boost in line 

with the policies of the NPPF.   

 
4.51 The Housing White Paper acknowledges that home ownership among younger people has 

declined sharply in recent years and identifies the difficulties being faced by the younger age 

groups as follows: 

 

“Rising p rices a re particularly tough o n younger p eople trying to  
get o nto t he h ousing ladder, or w anting t o move into t heir first 
family home. Some young people have no choice but to continue to 
live with their parents, friends or strangers to make ends meet.”28 
(our emphasis) 

 

4.52 The 25-34 year age group is widely considered as the age group in which the housing crisis 

has the most pronounced influence.  This is acknowledged by the Housing White Paper which 

comments as follows: 

 

“As r ecently as  the 1 990s, a f irst-time buyer c ouple on a  l ow-to-
middle i ncome s aving f ive per c ent o f their wages each month 
would h ave enough f or a n a verage-sized deposit a fter just t hree 
years. Today it would take them 24 years. It’s no surprise that home 
ownership a mong 25-to 3 4-year-olds has f allen f rom 5 9 per c ent 
just over a decade ago to just 37 per cent today. 
 
Without help from the “Bank of Mum and Dad”, many young people 
will struggle to get on the housing ladder.” 29 (our emphasis) 

 

4.53 Although the White Paper acknowledges the impact on 25-34 year olds, the impact is also felt 

in the 35-44 year age group.  This is borne out in the projected household formation rates of 

the projection series that have been published post 2011 Census.   

 

4.54 Three series of HFRs have been published since the 2011 Census, and we compare these rates 

for Tendring District in Figure 4.1 with the 2008-based DCLG HFRs which were produced prior 

to the 2011 Census and projected a more positive level of household formation in younger age 

groups. 

 

  

  

                                                
28 Paragraph 4.3, page 58, Fixing our broken housing market, February 2017 
29 Paragraphs 2-3, page 10, Fixing our broken housing market, February 2017 
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Figure 4.1: Household Formation Rate Comparison: Tendring District 

 
Source: DCLG 

 

4.55 Figure 4.1 illustrates how the both the 2012 and 2014-based HFRs project a slight increase in 

the HFRs for people aged 25-34 years before projecting a deterioration.  This is in contrast to 

the 2008-based HFRs which projected stable household formation in this age group.   
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4.56 The difference between the HFRs for 35-44 year olds is less marked.  Nonetheless, over the 

projection period, both the 2012 and 2014-based HFRs project the rates to remain relatively 

stable.  

 

4.57 The OAHN Update does give consideration to local HFRs for Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester 

and Tendring comparing each district’s respective HFRs in 2031 to the national average 

according to the 2012-based series.  The OAHN Update concludes that there is no evidence to 

suggest that HFRs are suppressed in any of the four local authorities by a local undersupply of 

housing because projected formation rates for 25-29 and 30-34 year olds are above the national 

average. 30 

 
4.58 As discussed above, the Housing White Paper acknowledges that household formation for 

younger people has been suppressed nationally and therefore comparing the local rates to the 

suppressed national average as the OAHN Update report has done is not considered a sound 

justification for not making a HFR adjustment.   

 
4.59 We have analysed annual housing completions in Tendring District over the period 2001-2016 

compared to the district’s annual targets and established that there has been a shortfall of 

1,499 units over this period (5,251 completions versus target of 6,750).  This will have 

restricted household formation in Tendring District.  

 
4.60 To plan on the basis of unadjusted 2012-based HFRs as the OAHN Update has done, is 

considered inappropriate and will only serve to exacerbate the problems that the Housing White 

Paper has identified.   

 
4.61 In line with PPG it is therefore considered appropriate to apply more positive rates of household 

formation in the 25-34 and 35-44 age groups, in order to align with the policies of the NPPF 

and significantly boost housing supply.   

 
4.62 Furthermore, we consider that the most recent 2014-based HFRs should have been utilised by 

the OAHN Update given that there were available.  The OAHN Update states that the 2012 and 

2014-based HFRs are virtually identical but Figure 4.1 (presented earlier in this report) has 

identified slight variation in the 2012 and 2014-based HFRs. 

 
4.63 Lower household formation for younger people is largely a consequence of the affordability 

issues set out above, resulting in more concealed households in this age group and an indicator 

of household suppression.  The OAHN Update has failed to acknowledge the underlying 

relationship between household formation trends and affordability.   

 

                                                
30 PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, Tendring OAHN Study, November 2016 Update, paragraph 3.55, page 28 
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4.64 In Tendring District, a sharp worsening in affordability between 2001 and 2011 coincided with 

household formation rates for the 25-34 age (first time buyer) group decreasing.  Furthermore, 

the increase in Tendring’s affordability ratio in 2009 marked the start of the HFRs falling away 

from their projected path (2008-based).  See figure 4.2. 

 
Figure 4.2: Household formation (25-34 year olds) and affordability – Tendring 

 
   Source: DCLG, ONS and Barton Willmore 

 

4.65 Both the 2012 and 2014-based HFRs for 25-34 year olds in Tendring was evidently already 

suppressed and declining prior to the 2011 Census, which is not surprising in light of the 

affordability problem prior to that point.  

 

v) Conclusions on Demographic OAHN 

 

4.66 The Council’s November 2016 OAHN Update correctly identifies the starting point estimate of 

housing need for Braintree, Chelmsford and Colchester – presenting the DCLG 2014-based 

household projections.  However, for Tendring, a starting point estimate of 480 dwellings per 

annum (2013-2037) is presented in the OAHN Update which is below the official DCLG 2014-

based starting point of 674 dwellings per annum (including an allowance for vacancy). 

  

4.67 The reduced starting point for Tendring is the result of the OAHN Update applying a UPC 

adjustment.  This adjustment is considered unjustified for the following reasons: 
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• The ONS claims that the effect of UPC was greater towards the start of the decade 

(2000s) and therefore the 2014-based SNPP which underpin the starting point (based 

on trends from the period 2009-2014) will have been less affected by the issue of UPC; 

 

• Administrative population estimates suggest that the 2011 Census may have 

underestimated Tendring’s population and therefore the downward revision applied to 

Tendring’s MYPE (in effect the UPC adjustment) may have been too great; 

 

• The 2014-based SNPP are underpinned by a conservative assumption of net 

international migration and therefore to reduce migration trends further is considered 

inappropriate; 

 

• 2015 and 2016 MYPE published after the 2014-based SNPP have already exceeded the 

2014-based SNPP projection for the same years, further suggesting that the 2014-based 

SNPP provides a conservative projection of population growth for Tendring. 

 

4.68 Given the UPC adjustment to the starting point for Tendring, the OAHN Update has not 

considered alternative migration trend scenarios for Tendring.  This is considered a weakness.  

An alternative 5-year migration trend from the more recent period 2010-2015 and a 10-year 

migration trend from the period 2005-2015 has been considered by the OAHN Update for 

Braintree, Chelmsford and Colchester.  We consider the same scenarios (without a UPC 

adjustment) should also be considered for Tendring.  Furthermore, now that the 2016 MYPE 

have been published this allows for more recent 5-year and 10-year migration trends to be 

considered. 

    

4.69 Despite the OAHN Update identifying that the alternative migration trends collectively for 

Braintree, Chelmsford and Colchester projected higher population growth than the 2014-based 

SNPP31, the OAHN update concludes that the 2014-based SNPP is the preferred demographic 

projection on which to assess housing need across the HMA.  This has implications in particular 

for Colchester’s demographic OAHN which is considerably higher under the alternative 

migration trends.  We believe greater weight should be given to the alternative migration trend 

scenarios. 

 
4.70 In addition to the two alternative migration trends, the OAHN Update also gives consideration 

to a GLA demographic scenario which looks at increased out-migration from London to 

surrounding authorities.  The OAHN Update concludes that the uplift suggested by increased 

out-migration from London to the four HMA authorities of 74 dpa is insignificant.  We disagree.  

                                                
31 PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, Tendring OAHN Study, November 2016 Update, Table 3.4, page 29 
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Such an uplift is equivalent to an additional 1,776 dwellings over the period 2013-2037 which 

is significant.  Nonetheless, the evidence on which this conclusion is reached is outdated being 

based on the Edge Analytics Phase 7 report produced for the EPOA which only provided a 

comparison with the ONS 2012-based SNPP.  The evidence should be updated to provide a 

comparison with the ONS 2014-based SNPP.  

 
4.71 The OAHN Update makes no adjustment to address suppressed household formation which we 

have identified has occurred in Tendring due to under-supply and worsening affordability of 

housing as required by PPG (ID2a-015).  The analysis of HFRs by age group for Tendring that 

we have presented in this chapter, has identified clear suppression in household formation for 

younger people which closely correlates with a worsening in housing affordability in Tendring.  

On this basis, and as required by PPG (ID2a-017), sensitivity testing of alternative HFR 

assumptions is required in Tendring and the OAHN Update has failed to consider this. 

 
4.72 To summarise, the OAHN Update presents a combined demographic OAHN for the four 

authorities of 2,695 dwellings per annum (2013-2037) with the individual local authority 

breakdown as follows: 

 
• Braintree = 623 dpa; 

• Chelmsford = 656 dpa; 

• Colchester = 866 dpa; and 

• Tendring = 550 dpa. 

 
4.73 However, it should be noted that the figure quoted for Chelmsford in the OAHN Update 32 (also 

presented above) is incorrect.  The correct demographic OAHN for Chelmsford is 671 dpa based 

on the DCLG 2014-based household projections with an allowance for vacancy.  As a result, 

the correct combined demographic OAHN implied by the OAHN Update is 2,710 dpa.  Although 

the difference is only equivalent to 15 dpa, this equates to an additional 360 dwellings in total 

over the period 2013-2037 which is significant.  

 

4.74 Nonetheless, we consider that the demographic OAHN presented by the OAHN Update is an 

underestimate of demographic housing need in all four of the local authorities as it fails to take 

account of the higher growth suggested by alternative migration trends and provides no remedy 

for suppressed household formation of younger people.  Furthermore, the extent of the 

underestimation is even greater in Tendring due to the UPC adjustment applied by the OAHN 

Update.  Addressing all of these issues would increase the demographic OAHN above that 

suggested by the OAHN Update.  

                                                
32 PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, Tendring OAHN Study, November 2016 Update, Paragraph 3.74, page 33 
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5.0 THE A PPROACH T O RECONCILING HOUSING N EED A ND JOB  G ROWTH 

IN THE COUNCIL’S EVIDENCE 

 

i) Introduction 

 

5.1 In relation to future jobs growth, the OAHN Update refers to PPG and the need to consider 

whether the housing provision in line with the preferred demographic projections would provide 

enough workers to support future job growth expected in the area.  The implication being that 

if it doesn’t, the projections should be adjusted upwards. 33 

 

5.2 The test of whether the OAHN Update’s ‘demographic OAHN’ is capable of supporting projected 

job growth, depends upon i) the job growth projection used, ii) the assumptions used to 

reconcile (or link) job growth forecasts and the population projection underpinning the 

‘demographic OAHN’. 

 

ii) Job Growth Projection 

 

5.3 The OAHN Update makes use of the East of England Forecasting Model (EEFM) July 2016 

baseline forecasts for Braintree, Chelmsford and Colchester.  Over the period 2013-2037 the 

EEFM 2016 forecasts the following job growth: 

 

• Braintree = 490 jobs per annum; 

• Chelmsford = 725 jobs per annum; 

• Colchester = 928 jobs per annum. 

 

5.4 For Tendring, a bespoke economic forecast from Experian has been considered because of the 

concern that the EEFM forecasts would be distorted for Tendring because of the issue of UPC 

(discussed earlier in Chapter 3 of this report). Experian were provided with the population 

outputs from the 550 dpa demographic scenario from which they predicted labour demand of 

490 jobs per annum (as forecast by the Experian January 2016 forecast) would be met in full 

by the demographic OAHN.  

 

5.5 The approach in the OAHN Update to assessing economic OAHN is therefore not consistent 

across the four HMA authorities.  This is considered a weakness. 

 
 

                                                
33 PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, Tendring OAHN Study, November 2016 Update, Paragraph 6.1, page 67 
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5.6 Furthermore, although the July 2016 EEFM forecast is the latest available, we consider it a 

weakness of the OAHN Update to assess future job growth across the HMA on the basis of one 

forecast only.  We acknowledge a sense check against Experian’s forecasts has been provided 

by the OAHN Update.  However, due to the volatility in economic forecasts between forecasting 

houses, we would recommend consideration is also given to forecasts produced by other 

independent forecasting houses and average of projected growth assumed for the purposes of 

assessing OAHN.  This is an approach which has been supported at Local Plan Examinations, 

most notably in the case of South Worcestershire34.  The potential weakness of consulting a 

single forecast was also noted by a section 78 appeal Inspector in Wokingham. 35 

 
5.7 In addition, PPG (ID2a-018) requires plan makers to make an assessment of the likely change 

in job numbers based on past trends and/or economic forecasts.  The OAHN Update gives no 

consideration to past employment trends across the HMA which we consider a further 

weakness. 

 
5.8 Barton Willmore have obtained job forecast and past trend data from Experian, Oxford, and 

Cambridge economics and we consider the growth in past trends from 1997-2015 below. 

 

5.9 In assessing the number of jobs based on past trends, it is important to ensure that a 

representative period is used, and there is no bias in the data. The period over which past 

trends are calculated is very sensitive to small changes in the number of years for which the 

analysis is undertaken.  For example, the number of jobs may increase or decrease more 

dramatically over a single year rather than a longer period due to the onset or exit from 

recession.   

 

5.10 Barton Willmore’s approach is therefore to consider two periods known as ‘peak to peak’ and 

‘trough to trough’.  This is considered to provide the most realistic and representative periods 

to assess past trends job growth, considering a business cycle from peak to peak and trough 

to trough rather than arbitrary periods which may show an overtly optimistic or pessimistic 

picture.  

 

5.11 The average number of jobs recorded year by year between 1997 and 2015 by the three 

independent forecasting houses is illustrated in Figure 5.1 below to highlight the peaks and 

troughs of job growth brought about by economic cycles in Tendring.  

 

  

                                                
34 Stage 1 of the Examination of the South Worcestershire Development Plan, Inspector’s further interim conclusions, March 
2014, paragraph 11, page 3. 
35 Paragraph 32, page 6, Appeal Decision APP/X0360/W/15/3097721. 
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Figure 5.1: Past Trends Job Growth: Tendring  

 
Source: Experian Economics, Cambridge Econometrics, and Oxford Economics 

 
 
5.12 Figure 5.1 shows how Tendring has experienced fluctuating levels of job growth since 1997, 

with pronounced peaks and troughs.  The analysis of past trends job growth and concluding 

on appropriate job growth for use in an objective assessment of overall housing need is 

therefore sensitive to the years selected, as discussed above. 

 

5.13 For example, consideration of a period 2006 and 2015 would be inappropriate owing to the 

pronounced peaks and troughs in both years.  Job change over this period would be -12, 

despite the trend line showing a clear increase over 18 years. Similarly, the 1998-2006 period 

would show growth of 8,000 jobs over 8 years (1,000 jobs per annum).  

 

5.14 It is considered appropriate to determine the peak to peak and trough to trough figures over 

the longest period possible.  In the context of figure 5.1 it would not therefore be considered 

appropriate to consider the peak periods to be 2003 and 2006. 

 
5.15 The most obvious choice to consider trough to trough is considered to be 1998-2015, as there 

are clear troughs at similar levels below the trend line.  The peak to peak period is more 

problematic due to the aforementioned peaks being most obvious at only three years apart 

(2003-2006). 
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5.16 In this instance, it is therefore considered appropriate to determine the trough to trough period 

only between 1999 and 2015. This shows growth of 7,211 jobs over this period, equating to 

451 jobs per annum. 

 

5.17 In the context of our analysis of past employment trends in Tendring, the OAHN Update’s 

assumption of growth of 490 net new jobs in Tendring (2013-2035) seems prudent.  

 
 
iii) Translating job growth into housing need 

 
5.18 In order to convert job growth into a workforce requirement, assumptions need to be applied 

with respect to commuting, unemployment and economic activity.  The OAHN Update relies 

upon such assumptions for Tendring as contained within the Experian forecasting model.  The 

OAHN Update does not provide any interrogation of the Experian assumptions.  This is 

considered a weakness. 

 

5.19 In fact, the OAHN Update contains very little detail on assessing economic OAHN in Tendring 

– the focus is more on Braintree, Chelmsford and Colchester.   

 
5.20 For Tendring, the OAHN Update refers to Tendring Council publishing the Experian labour 

market scenario in January 2016.  We have attempted to locate this document and have 

contacted the Council to request the information, however this has been to no avail.   

 
5.21 In the absence of any detail on the assumptions applied by Experian when calculating the 

bespoke forecast for Tendring it is difficult to provide any detailed comments.  However, 

Experian’s economic activity rates have been discussed at length in recent Local Plan 

Examinations and Section 78 appeals. 

 
5.22 In the Longbank Farm, Ormesby appeal36, economic activity rates produced by the Office for 

Budget Responsibility (OBR) were preferred to the Experian activity rates used by the local 

planning authority’s OAHN consultant. Lengthy discussion is included in the appeal decision, 

but in summary the Inspector concluded that the OBR rates were more realistic than the 

Experian rates, the latter of which projected higher economic activity in older age groups 

stating: 

 
“I attach greater weight to the OBR projections. They give me cause 
to seriously doubt the markedly higher activity rates assumed by 
Experian.” 37 (our emphasis) 

 

                                                
36 Longbank Farm, Ormesby, Middlesbrough section 78 appeal decision, APP/V0728/W/15/3018546, March 2016 
37 Paragraph 21, page 7, Appeal Ref: APP/V0728/W/15/3018546, Longbank Farm, Ormesby, Middlesbrough, TS7 9EF, 09 
March 2016 
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5.23 Furthermore, the recent (March 2017) Inspector’s note in respect of the Telford & Wrekin Local 

Plan identified how economic activity rates from sources such as Experian were ambitious in 

respect of older age groups. Commenting on the use of Experian’s economic activity rates by 

the Council’s consultant (also PBA) in Telford & Wrekin the Inspector stated the following: 

 

“I a lso s hare m y c olleague’s c aution a bout the i ncrease in activity 
rates that is suggested for those ages 65 and over. The rate of increase 
suggested by PBA in that regard appears striking.” 38 (our emphasis) 

 

5.24 The Inspector went on to state the following: 

 
“It is important that a labour force shortfall does not arise that could 
restrict t he C ouncil’s job g rowth ambitions. For t he a voidance o f 
doubt, I consider that a  more cautious a pproach is t herefore 
justified.” 39 (our emphasis) 

 

5.25 On the basis of the Inspector’s comments above, there is the potential that again, Experian 

have assumed high economic activity rates for older people which results in a greater workforce 

being drawn from the demographic projection.  In turn, this results in a need for fewer 

dwellings because the assumption is that job growth can be supported from the resident 

population without the need to bring in additional migrants. 

 

5.26 As mentioned above, the OAHN Update provides no detail on the assumptions applied by 

Experian for Tendring in respect of commuting or unemployment.  However, with reference to 

the EEFM sense check analysis against Experian provided by the OAHN Update for Braintree, 

Colchester and Chelmsford, which shows Experian assume a decline in unemployment and an 

increased outflow of commuters, we can presume that Experian have applied a similar approach 

to the assumptions for Tendring. 

 
5.27 Whilst we support the assumption that unemployment declines over the period 2013-2037, we 

do not support the approach of adjusting commuting assumptions because adjusting 

commuting assumptions has implications for other local authorities affected by it.  This is a 

point PBA make themselves in the Technical Advice Note they have produced for the Planning 

Advisory Service (PAS).40   

 
5.28 We accept that for Braintree, Chelmsford and Colchester the Experian data presented (Table 

6.4 of the OAHN Update) shows an assumption that out-commuting from these authorities 

                                                
38 Paragraph 4, page 1, Examination of the Telford & Wrekin Local Plan (2011-2031) Inspector’s Note to Telford & Wrekin 
Council – 30 March 2017, document F10 
39 Paragraph 5, page 1, Examination of the Telford & Wrekin Local Plan (2011-2031) Inspector’s Note to Telford & Wrekin 
Council – 30 March 2017, document F10 
40 PBA, on behalf of the Planning Advisory Service, Objectively Assessed Need and Housing Targets – Technical Advice Note, 
second edition, July 2015, paragraph 8.16, page 36 
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increases over the plan period.  Whilst in this instance, such an assumption has the effect of 

increasing housing need, we remain of the view that commuting assumptions should not be 

changed over the projection period.    

 

iv) Bringing the evidence together  

 
5.29 The exact level of job growth that the demographic OAHN for Tendring can support is not 

provided in the OAHN Update.  It would be helpful if this was provided.   

 
5.30 We note that the OAHN Update states that the more recent September 2016 Experian forecast 

shows lower job growth than the January 2016 vintage on which the OAHN Update’s assessment 

is based, and therefore the conclusion reached on economic OAHN for Tendring still holds in 

light of more recent information.41  However, since then, Experian have published the December 

2016, March 2017 and June 2017 forecasts.   

 
5.31 There is a risk that if economic activity rates do not turn out to be as high as we believe 

Experian have assumed, then the demographic OAHN may not in fact be able to support 

economic growth and therefore economic OAHN for Tendring may in fact be higher than 

suggested by the OAHN Update.  As PBA themselves state in the PAS Technical Advice Note: 

 
“It is important to avoid unrealistic assumptions on the relationship 
between ho using, population and jobs.  A  number of housing 
assessments have been criticised by Inspectors for expecting very fast 
increases i n ec onomic a ctivity r ates.  S uch i ncreases reduce the 
population growth, a nd h ence n umber o f homes, that i s r equired to 
support a g iven number of new jobs.  Bu t unrealistic f igures put the 
emerging plan at risk.”42 (our emphasis) 

 
v) Conclusions on Tendring’s Economic OAHN 

 

5.32 The OAHN Update does not provide a consistent assessment of economic OAHN across the four 

HMA authorities.  A different approach is applied in Tendring to the other three authorities.  

This is justified by the OAHN Update on the basis of UPC.  However, as discussed in Chapter 4 

of this report, we consider a UPC adjustment for Tendring to be inappropriate.  On this basis, 

we consider the same approach to assessing economic OAHN should be applied across the 

HMA. 

 

5.33 Our recommendation is that consideration is given to economic forecasts from the three main 

independent forecasting houses (Experian, Oxford Economics and Cambridge Econometrics) 

                                                
41 PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, Tendring OAHN Study, November 2016 Update, Paragraph 6.31, page 74 
42 PBA, on behalf of the Planning Advisory Service, Objectively Assessed Need and Housing Targets – Technical Advice Note, 
second edition, July 2015, paragraph 8.15, page 36 
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and a triangulated average taken.  We consider the OAHN Update’s reliance on a single forecast 

to be a weakness given the volatility of economic forecasts.  

 
5.34 The OAHN Update provides no detail or interrogation of the assumptions applied by Experian 

with regards to unemployment, commuting or economic activity for Tendring.  Again, this is 

considered a weakness. 

 
5.35 However, Experian’s economic activity rates have been found by planning Inspectors to be 

unrealistically high, especially for older people, a point which we support.  The effect of which 

is to reduce the level of housing required to support economic growth.  Placing a reliance on 

high economic activity rates for older people is risky, as if economic activity turns out not to 

be as high as assumed by Experian, this will put economic growth in Tendring at risk.   

 
5.36 On this basis, the application of a more realistic set of economic activity assumptions has the 

potential to increase economic OAHN for Tendring.  To assist further sensitivity testing of this, 

it would be helpful if the OAHN Update had presented the exact level of job growth it considered 

could have been supported by the demographic OAHN.  The OAHN Update simply concludes 

that the demographic OAHN could support job growth of 490 jobs per annum as indicated by 

Experian January 2016 forecast. 
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6.0 THE AP PROACH T O M ARKET SIGNALS T AKEN IN THE C OUNCIL’S 

EVIDENCE 

 

i) Introduction 

 

6.1 The PPG lists six market signals to be analysed (ID2a-019/020) as part of the OAHN, and 

Chapter 5 of the OAHN Update sets out its analysis of these signals as part of the wider OAHN 

it presents.   

 

6.2 The PPG states how market signals analysis should be undertaken on the basis of a comparison 

with similar demographic/economic areas, and in this context the OAHN Update compares each 

of the four local authority areas to the county, regional and national averages, along with local 

authorities that have similar characteristics as identified by the ONS Area Classification.  We 

consider the analysis of the OAHN Update below. 

 

ii) House Prices 

 

6.3 The OAHN Update provides an analysis of average house prices.   The analysis identifies that 

house price change in the HMA authorities has paralleled the regional and national trend, with 

the exception of Chelmsford where house price growth has exceeded trends.43 

 

6.4 The PPG HEDNA (ID2a-020) states that comparisons of indicators should be made in both 

absolute levels and rates of change.  It appears (although this could be made clearer) that 

only indexed change in absolute house prices has been considered in the OAHN Update.   

 
6.5 To fill this gap, we have considered the rate of median house price change in Tendring.  

Between 1997 and 2016 median house prices increased by 273%.  This is slightly above the 

national average increase of 267% but below the HMA and regional averages.  See Table 6.1. 

 

  

                                                
43 PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, Tendring OAHN Study, November 2016 Update, Paragraph 5.17, page 42 
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Table 6.1: Median house prices 

 

Median house price (£) 

1997 2016 

Absolute 
Change  

1997-2016 
% Change  
1997-2016 

Braintree  59,995   250,000   190,005  317% 

Chelmsford  66,000   295,500   229,500  348% 

Colchester  57,000   230,000   173,000  304% 

Tendring  49,000   183,000   134,000  273% 

HMA  57,999   219,375   161,376  278% 

East of England  61,995   250,000   188,005  303% 

England  59,995   220,000   160,005  267% 
Source: ONS/ Barton Willmore 

 

 

iii) Affordability Ratios 

 

6.6 Perhaps the most critical of the PPG’s market signals relate to affordability, and in particular 

the lower quartile and median affordability ratios. The lower quartile ratio measures lower 

quartile earnings to lower quartile house prices.  The lower the ratio, the more affordable 

housing is.  The median ratio calculates median earnings against median house prices. 

 

6.7 The OAHN Update considers the lower quartile affordability ratio over the period 2004 to 2015.  

The OAHN Update identifies that affordability is consistently worse in the four HMA districts 

than the national and regional benchmarks but better than most other Essex authorities. 44   

 
6.8 As with the analysis of house prices, the OAHN Update fails to consider the rate of change.  

Barton Willmore’s reference to median affordability ratio data from the ONS (published in March 

2017) shows how Tendring’s median ratio has increased by 141% between 1997 and 2016.  

This is higher than the national average (118%) but slightly lower than the regional (143%) 

and HMA average (146%).  However, the HMA average has been influenced by significantly 

worsening affordability in Chelmsford.  See Table 6.2 for more detail.  Comparing the individual 

HMA authorities, it is apparent that Tendring’s affordability has declined more acutely than in 

Braintree, Colchester and nationally.  

 

  

                                                
44 PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, Tendring OAHN Study, November 2016 Update, Paragraph 5.20, page 44 
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Table 6.2: Median affordability ratios 

 

Median affordability ratio 

1997 2016 

Absolute 
Change  

1997-2016 
% Change  
1997-2016 

Braintree 4.20 8.59 4.39 105% 

Chelmsford 3.68 10.92 7.24 197% 

Colchester 3.65 8.71 5.06 139% 

Tendring 3.26 7.85 4.59 141% 

HMA 3.69 9.06 5.37 146% 

East of England 3.68 8.96 5.28 143% 

England 3.54 7.72 4.18 118% 
Source: ONS/ Barton Willmore 

 

iv) Rents 

 

6.9 The OAHN Update considers absolute change in private sector rents over the period 2011-2016 

identifying that rents in Braintree and Colchester are close to the regional average, whilst 

Chelmsford’s are consistently higher and Tendring’s consistently lower. 

 

6.10 Again, we have considered percentage change (presented in Table 6.3) as this type of analysis 

is not presented in the OAHN Update.  Lower quartile rents in all four authorities have increased 

at the same rate as the national average, if not higher.  Median rents have not increased to 

the same extent, but nonetheless in Braintree and Chelmsford are higher, Tendring the same, 

and Colchester lower than the national rate of increase. 

 
Table 6.3: Private rents 
 

 Median private rents (£) Lower Quartile private rents (£) 

 
2010-11 2014-15 

Change  
2010-11 2014-15 

Change  

No % No % 
Braintree 
 625 695 70 11% 525 600 75 14% 

Chelmsford 
 725 775 50 7% 595 675 80 13% 

Colchester 
 625 650 25 4% 513 565 53 10% 

Tendring 
 595 625 30 5% 495 525 30 6% 

East 
 635 680 45 7% 525 586 61 12% 

England 
 570 600 30 5% 450 475 25 6% 

Source: Valuation Office Agency (VOA) 
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v) Rate of Development 

 

6.11 When analysing past housing delivery, the PPG states how a “meaningful period” should be 

used to measure supply.  The PPG then goes on to state that “if the historic rate of development 

shows that actual supply falls below planned supply, the future supply should be increased to 

reflect the likelihood of under-delivery of a plan.” 

 

6.12 The OAHN Update considers housing completions against plan targets for the four HMA 

authorities combined over the period 1996/97 to 2014/15.  This is considered a reasonable 

time period.   

 
6.13 The OAHN Update acknowledges that completions fell substantially behind planning targets 

from 2009/10 onwards45.  It also acknowledges that completions in the comparator areas have 

all exceeded those of the four HMA authorities. 46 

 
6.14 Consideration is given in the OAHN Update to housing completions compared to targets 

individually for each of the four HMA local authorities.  With regards to Tendring, the OAHN 

Update acknowledges that completions have substantially reduced in Tendring since 2009 and 

attribute this to not having an up-to-date development plan with new land allocations.  The 

OAHN Update goes on to state: 

 
“But where a c ouncil la cks a n up-to-date d evelopment plan t he 
analysis is m uch m ore vulnerable t o c hallenge. I t is m uch ha rder to 
demonstrate delivery was low simply because of weak market 
demand.” 47 

 

vi) Overcrowding and concealed households 

 

6.15 The OAHN Update considers the overcrowding indicator from the 2011 Census and identifies 

that overcrowding in all four districts is below the county, regional and national averages. 48 

 

6.16 Similarly, the number of concealed households is also considered by the OAHN Update using 

data from the 2011 Census, again identifying lower proportions of concealed households than 

the county, regional and national averages. 49 

 

                                                
45 PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, Tendring OAHN Study, November 2016 Update, Paragraph 5.10, page 40 
46 PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, Tendring OAHN Study, November 2016 Update, Paragraph 5.12, page 41 
47 PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, Tendring OAHN Study, November 2016 Update, Paragraph 5.77, page 61 
48 PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, Tendring OAHN Study, November 2016 Update, Paragraph 5.28, page 47 
49 PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, Tendring OAHN Study, November 2016 Update, Paragraph 5.30, page 48 
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6.17 The OAHN Update fails to consider change in the level of overcrowded or concealed households. 

Table 6.4 fills this gap by presenting the change in concealed households between 2001 and 

2011. 

 
Table 6.4: Change in concealed households 

 Concealed 
Families 

2001 

Concealed 
Families 2011 % Change Absolute Change 

Braintree 202 491 143% 289 

Chelmsford 293 523 78% 230 

Colchester 283 498 76% 215 

Tendring 352 510 45% 158 

HMA 1,130 2,022 79% 892 

East 13,354 24,999 87% 11,645 

England 161,254 275,954 71% 114,700 
Source: ONS 

 

6.18 The four authorities combined (HMA) have seen a higher rate of increase in concealed 

households than the national average (+79% vs +71%) but lower than the regional average 

(+87%).  In Tendring there has only been a 45% increase in concealed households highlighting 

a less acute problem in Tendring than elsewhere in the HMA, and in comparison to regional 

and national averages. 

 

 
vii) The OAHN Update’s response to market signals 

 

6.19 In the context of the OAHN Update’s analysis it concludes that an uplift to the demographic 

projections may be justified on the basis of housing completions below target and 

affordability. 50   

 

6.20 The OAHN Update acknowledges that the PPG provides no specific guidance on how such an 

adjustment should be made and refers to the fact that the market signals uplifts recommended 

by Local Plan Inspectors have been a matter of judgement.   

 
6.21 By comparing mean house prices, average private rents, and the affordability ratios based on 

both workplace and residents’ earnings in the four HMA authorities, with the national average, 

the OAHN report concludes on the following market signals uplifts: 

 
• Braintree = 10 to 15%; 

• Chelmsford = 20%; 

                                                
50 PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, Tendring OAHN Study, November 2016 Update, Paragraph 5.86, page 64 
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• Colchester = 0%; and 

• Tendring = 15%. 

 
6.22 The OAHN Update’s suggested uplifts are arbitrary based on PBA’s own judgement.  In light of 

this, we believe that the suggested adjustments are open to challenge.  

 

6.23 Furthermore, the PPG (ID2a-020) also states how the market signals adjustment should 

increase supply by “an amount that could be expected to improve affordability.” The OAHN 

Update does not consider how the market signals uplifts it proposes will affect affordability. 

 
6.24 To fill this gap, we have utilised the market signals approach endorsed by the Inspector for 

the Mid Sussex Local Plan which is based on the OBR’s house price and earnings forecasts and 

the University of Reading’s house price elasticity research. 51   

 
6.25 Our analysis has identified that the OAHN Update’s proposed OAHN for Tendring (550 dwellings 

per annum) would result in Tendring’s affordability ratio worsening by 56% from 7.85 in 2016 

to 12.25 in 2037.  See Appendix 1 for detailed calculation. 

 
6.26 On this basis, we do not consider the OAHN Update to provide a sufficient response to market 

signals issues as intended by the PPG HEDNA, given affordability in Tendring will significantly 

worsen over the plan period. 

 

viii) Alternative Approaches to Addressing Market Signals 

 

Loca l  P lans  Ex per t  G roup (LP EG)  Approach   

 

6.27 The only systematic approach to this issue, and clear guidance to answer the question of how 

much uplift is required for market signals pressure, is offered by the LPEG recommendations 

presented to Government in March 2016. 

 

6.28 We note that the LPEG recommendations to Central Government are not yet adopted as formal 

policy or guidance, however the recent Housing White Paper (February 2017) has referred to 

the LPEG report and has stated that a standardised approach to establishing ‘baseline’ OAHN 

will be introduced by April 2018.   

 

6.29 Notwithstanding this the LPEG recommendations provide an alternative methodology to 

assessing OAHN based on alterations to the existing provisions of the PPG’s HEDNA.  It is 

therefore considered appropriate to consider their recommendations here, particularly in the 

                                                
51 Mid Sussex District Local Plan Examination, Inspector’s letter to the Council, 20 February 2017, page 5 
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context of the LPEG recommendations prescribing specific adjustments for market signals, and 

the lack of clear guidance in the existing PPG in respect of market signals uplifts. 

 

6.30 In respect of market signals the LPEG report uses a measure of absolute affordability to justify 

a market signals uplift (additional to the household formation rate adjustment).  The median 

house price affordability banding thresholds arrived at by LPEG are: 

 
• less than 5.3   = 0% uplift; 

• 5.3 to less than 7.0  = 10% uplift; 

• 7.0 to less than 8.7  = 20% uplift; 

• more than 8.7  = 25% uplift. 

 

6.31 For the purposes of calculating the LPEG uplift, the average of the most recent three years of 

recorded data is used.  Based on ONS median affordability ratios the three-year average (2014-

2016) is 7.05.  This ratio falls within the threshold requiring a 20% uplift to demographic-led 

OAHN.  

 

6.32 Application of the LPEG market signals adjustment (20%) to the official 2014-based SNPP/ 

DCLG 2014-based household projection (not adjusted for UPC as in the OAHN update) of 674 

dpa, 2013-2037 would require OAHN of 809 dpa.  This is considered a minimum OAHN based 

on the LPEG approach as the LPEG methodology requires the higher of either the 2014-based 

SNPP or 10-year migration trend to be used, along with permitting an adjustment to address 

suppressed household formation for 25-44 year olds.   

 

Bark er  R ev iew  (M arch  2004 )  

 

6.30 The Barker Review used a baseline figure of 140,000 dwellings against which to measure its 

proposed increase on past supply in order to ‘improve the housing market’. It’s conclusion of 

an additional 120,000 dwellings per annum needed implied an increase in housebuilding of 

85.7% over past supply levels. Whilst this has not been met at a national level in the period 

since (and has led to a much further worsening in affordability), it continues to provide a 

benchmark for how much local authorities might need to improve supply against recent delivery 

to similarly bring about an improvement in the local housing market (assuming the scale of 

problem now is, at best, similar to the level it was in 2004). 

 

6.31 Over the past 15 years (2001-2016), Tendring has delivered an average of 350 dpa. A Barker 

Review style 85.7% increase on this supply position would imply a need for 650 dpa in order 

to improve the housing market.  This falls below the official PPG starting point (674 dpa) but 

provides a 20% uplift to the full OAHN established by the OAHN Update (550 dpa). 
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 Nat iona l  Hous ing  &  P lann ing Adv ice  Un i t  (N HP AU)  

 

6.32 The NHPAU was founded by Government as direct response to the recommendations of the 

Barker Review and in October 2007 published ‘Developing a target range for the supply of new 

homes across England’ 52. This flowed from analytical modelling on the impact of the 

Government’s housing supply target for housing affordability prospects over the medium and 

long-term. The report concluded that a supply range from 240,000 dpa (Government’s annual 

target at that point) to 280,000 dpa should be tested (Table 18), going on to identify (para 

4.68):  

 
“NHPAU be lieves that t here is a  r ealistic p ossibility of s tabilising 
the affordability of market housing over the long-term i f a  supply 
target for 270,000 net additions to stock, in the right place and of 
the right t ype c an b e adopted t hrough t he p lanning s ystem for 
delivery before or by 2016.”  

 
6.33 The target of 270,000 per annum would equate to a 24% increase above the baseline 2014-

based DCLG household projection for England (circa 218,000 dwellings per annum, 2014-2039).  

Applied to the starting point DCLG projection in Tendring this would result in OAHN of 836 

dpa, 2013-2037. 

 

6.34 Crucially, the NHPAU concluded that if stabilising affordability in each region is the goal, then 

the most efficient way to achieve that is to proportionately increase supply in the areas where 

affordability is most severe. Thus it focussed 80% of its uplifts (over the then RSS targets) 

across the South East, the South West and the East of England.  

 
R edfern  Rev iew  (N ovem ber  2016 )  

 
6.35 The Redfern Review53 was an independent review of the causes of falling home ownership, and 

associated housing market challenges. Published in November 2016, it was informed by a 

housing market model and built by Oxford Economics which looked at the impacts of different 

supply assumptions on prices and home ownership. The review ultimately concludes (paragraph 

33):  

 
“…looking forward, if the number of households in the UK were 
to g row a t a round 200,000 p er y ear, n ew s upply of 300,000 
dwellings per year over a decade would be expected to cut house 
price i nflation by a round 5  p ercentage p oints ( 0.5 percentage 
points a year)… In other words boosting housing supply will have 

                                                
52 Developing a target range for the supply of new homes across England’ (October 2007), NHPAU - 
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20120919132719/http://www.communities.gov.uk/documents/housing/pdf/5239
84.pdf    
53 The Redfern Review into the decline of home ownership’ (16 November 2016) - http://www.redfernreview.org/wp-
content/uploads/2016/01/TW082_RR_online_PDF.pdf  
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a material impact o n h ouse p rices, but o nly if sustained o ver a 
long period.” 

 
6.36 The accompanying report by Oxford Economics54 identifies that “To put downward pressure on 

prices new supply would need to outstrip underlying household formation”. It actually models 

a boost in housing supply of 100,000 above their baseline forecast of 210,000 dwellings per 

annum, concluding that 310,000 dwellings per annum “helps to keep prices in check” up to 

2026, albeit still rising marginally.  

 

6.37 Although no corresponding analysis is presented on the affordability ratio (i.e. accounting for 

changes in income over that period), the adoption of 310,000 dwellings per annum as a figure 

to keep prices in check would represent a 44.2% uplift over the demographic baseline 

suggested by the 2014-based projections (215,000 dwellings). A lower percentage would be 

sufficient to hold affordability constant if household incomes increased in a corresponding 

manner.  

 

6.38 In Tendring, a 44.2% increase to the 2014-based household projection (674 dpa) would lead 

to a requirement for 972 dpa, 2013-2037.  

 

ix) Conclusions on Market Signals 

 
6.39 The OAHN Update provides an analysis of the market signals identified by the PPG HEDNA.    

However, the OAHN Update fails to consider change in both absolute and percentage terms, 

only considering absolute change.  We have filled this gap in our analysis which does 

strengthen the need for a market signals uplift in Tendring. 

 

6.40 Housing completions in Tendring have fallen 22% below planned targets, constraining the 

supply of housing.  Although Tendring is the most affordable of the four local authorities 

assessed, affordability has worsened to a greater extent in Tendring than compared to 

Braintree and Colchester. 
 

6.41 The OAHN Update acknowledges worsening market signals in Tendring which it proposes to 

address by applying a 15% uplift to its demographic starting point (480 dpa) resulting in full 

OAHN of 550 dpa.  Applied to the official demographic starting point (674 dpa) the OAHN 

Update’s 15% uplift would result in full OAHN of 775 dpa (2013-2037).   
 

6.42 The OAHN Update’s suggested 15% uplift is arbitrary based on PBA’s judgement.  Our analysis 

of a number of alternative approaches to arriving at a market signals OAHN for Tendring have 

                                                
54 ‘Forecasting UK house prices and home ownership’ (November 2016) Oxford Economics - 
http://www.redfernreview.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/11/20161114-Redfern-Review-modelling-paper.pdf  
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been tested, including consideration of approaches by the Local Plans Expert Group’s (LPEG), 

Redfern Review, Barker Review and the NHPAU.  These recommendations would require 

an OAHN range for Tendring of between 650 dpa and 972 dpa (2013-2037). 

 
6.43 Our analysis has identified that the OAHN Update’s proposed OAHN for Tendring (550 dpa) 

would lead to Tendring’s housing affordability ratio worsening by 56% between 2016-2037.  

The upper extent of our identified market signals range (972 dpa) would still result in a 

worsening of Tendring’s affordability ratio but to a lesser extent (+27%). See Chart 6.1. 
 
Chart 6.1: Impact on Tendring’s affordability ratio of proposed OAHN   

 
Source: Barton Willmore 
 

 

6.44 On this basis, we consider the market signals uplift applied in the OAHN Update to be 

insufficient, resulting in a significant worsening of housing affordability in Tendring which is 

contrary to the intent of the PPG HEDNA’s market signals uplift.  Although the upper extent of 

our identified market signals OAHN range also results in a worsening of Tendring’s affordability 

ratio, it is to a lesser extent, and serves to illustrate the need for Tendring to plan for more 

housing than currently proposed if market signals issues are to be addressed.
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7.0 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

 

7.1 Full OAHN presented by the Council’s OAHN Update is the higher of either the demographic 

OAHN with a market signals uplift or the economic OAHN55.  Table 7.1 provides a summary. 

 

Table 7.1: OAHN Update’s demographic OAHN with a market signals uplift compared 

to economic OAHN (2013-2037) 

 Demographic OAHN 

+ Market Signals 

Uplift 

Economic OAHN Full OAHN 

Braintree 716 dpa 702 dpa 716 dpa 

Chelmsford 805 dpa 706 dpa 805 dpa 

Colchester 866 dpa 920 dpa 920 dpa 

Tendring 550 dpa 550 dpa 550 dpa 

 

7.2 For Tendring, the Council’s OAHN Update concludes that full OAHN is the demographic OAHN 

with a markets signal uplift; equivalent to 550 dwellings per annum (2013-2037). 

 

7.3 This report has reviewed and evaluated the Council’s OAHN Update.  On the face of it, the 

OAHN Update’s approach to assessing overall housing need appears to follow the PPG HEDNA 

methodology, making reference to the relevant PPG sections throughout the assessment.  

However, in practice, a number of shortcomings have been identified that give rise to an 

underestimate of housing need in Tendring as we summarise below.   

 
 
i) HMA definition 

 

I ssue 1 : M a ldon  has  been  ex c luded  f rom  the HM A def in i t i on  

 

7.4 The OAHN Update has excluded Maldon District from the definition of the Housing Market Area 

(HMA) on the basis that Maldon Council considers it does not belong to a HMA with Braintree, 

Chelmsford, Colchester and Tendring.  This is despite the OAHN Update demonstrating 

functional housing and economic relationships between Maldon and the rest of the HMA. 

 

7.5 We consider Maldon should be included in the HMA definition. 

 

 

                                                
55 PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, Tendring OAHN Study, November 2016 Update, Paragraph 6.36, page 75 
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ii) Demographic OAHN 

 
 
I ssue 2 : The OAHN  Update  reduces  the o f f i c ia l  s ta r t ing  po in t  for  assess ing  hous ing 

need  by  m ak ing  an  ad jus tm ent  for  UP C 

 
7.6 Whilst the OAHN Update correctly identifies the official starting point estimate of housing need 

for Braintree, Chelmsford and Colchester – presenting the DCLG 2014-based household 

projections, for Tendring, a starting point estimate of 480 dwellings per annum (2013-2037) is 

presented in the OAHN Update which is below the official DCLG 2014-based starting point of 

674 dwellings per annum (including an allowance for vacancy). 

  

7.7 The reduced starting point for Tendring is the result of the OAHN Update applying a UPC 

adjustment.  We consider it inappropriate to apply a UPC adjustment for the following reasons: 

 
• The ONS claims that the effect of UPC was greater towards the start of the decade 

(2000s) and therefore the 2014-based SNPP which underpin the starting point (based 

on trends from the period 2009-2014) will have been less affected by the issue of UPC; 

• Administrative population estimates suggest that the 2011 Census may have 

underestimated Tendring’s population and therefore the downward revision applied to 

Tendring’s MYPE (in effect the UPC adjustment) may have been too great; 

• The 2014-based SNPP are underpinned by a conservative assumption of net 

international migration and therefore to reduce migration trends further is considered 

inappropriate; 

• 2015 and 2016 MYPE published after the 2014-based SNPP have already exceeded the 

2014-based SNPP projection for the same years, further suggesting that the 2014-based 

SNPP provides a conservative projection of population growth for Tendring. 

 

7.8 Support for not making a UPC adjustment has been provided by various Local Plan Inspectors 

including those examining the Aylesbury Vale Local Plan (June 2014); West Oxfordshire Local 

Plan (December 2015); Sefton Local Plan (February 2016); Arun Local Plan (February 2016); 

and Newark and Sherwood s78 Planning Appeal (January 2016).  The Local Plan Expert Group’s 

recommendations to Central Government (March 2016) also exclude UPC from the calculation 

of migration trends. 

 

7.9 On this basis, we consider that the correct demographic starting point for Tendring is 674 

dwellings per annum (2013-2037) and not 480 dwellings per annum as presented by the OAHN 

update.  This is important because it has implications for the consideration of economic OAHN 

and the market signals uplift. 
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I ssue 3 : N o cons idera t i on  o f  a l t erna t ive m igra t i on  t r end scenar i os  fo r  Tendr ing  

  

7.10 Given the UPC adjustment to the starting point for Tendring, the OAHN Update has not 

considered alternative migration trend scenarios for Tendring.  This is considered a weakness.  

An alternative 5-year migration trend from the more recent period 2010-2015 and a 10-year 

migration trend from the period 2005-2015 has been considered by the OAHN Update for 

Braintree, Chelmsford and Colchester.  We consider the same scenarios (without a UPC 

adjustment) should also be considered for Tendring.  Furthermore, now that the 2016 MYPE 

have been published this allows for more recent 5-year and 10-year migration trends to be 

considered. 

 

I ssue  4 : D ism issa l  o f  a l t erna t ive  m igra t i on  t r ends  for  B ra in t ree, Tendr ing  and  

Co lches te r  desp i t e co l lec t iv e ly  show ing  h igher  popu la t i on  grow th  than  the  2014 -

based  SNP P  

 

7.11 Despite the OAHN Update identifying that the alternative migration trends collectively for 

Braintree, Chelmsford and Colchester projected higher population growth than the 2014-based 

SNPP56, the OAHN update concludes that the 2014-based SNPP is the preferred demographic 

projection on which to assess housing need across.  This has implications in particular for 

Colchester’s demographic OAHN which is considerably higher under the alternative migration 

trends.  We believe greater weight should be given to the alternative migration trend scenarios. 

 

I ssue 5 : D ism issa l  o f  t he  GLA  Dem ograph ic  Scena r i o  

 

7.12 In addition to the two alternative migration trends, the OAHN Update also gives consideration 

to a GLA demographic scenario which looks at increased out-migration from London to 

surrounding authorities.  The OAHN Update concludes that the uplift suggested by increased 

out-migration from London to the four HMA authorities of 74 dpa is insignificant.  We disagree.  

Such an uplift is equivalent to an additional 1,776 dwellings over the period 2013-2037 which 

is significant.  Nonetheless, the evidence on which this conclusion is reached is outdated being 

based on the Edge Analytics Phase 7 report produced for the EPOA which only provided a 

comparison with the ONS 2012-based SNPP.  The evidence should be updated to provide a 

comparison with the ONS 2014-based SNPP. 

 

 

 

                                                
56 PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, Tendring OAHN Study, November 2016 Update, Table 3.4, page 29 
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I ssue  6 : P rov ides  no  ad jus tm en t  to  address  suppressed  househo ld  form at ion  fo r  

younger  peop le  

 

7.13 The OAHN Update makes no adjustment to address suppressed household formation which we 

have identified has occurred in Tendring due to under-supply and worsening affordability of 

housing as required by PPG (ID2a-015).  The analysis of HFRs by age group for Tendring has 

identified clear suppression in household formation for younger people which closely correlates 

with a worsening in housing affordability in Tendring.  On this basis, and as required by PPG 

(ID2a-017), sensitivity testing of alternative HFR assumptions is required in Tendring and the 

OAHN Update has failed to consider this. 

 
 

iii) Economic OAHN 

 
 
I ssue  7 : Lack  o f  a  cons is t en t  app roach  to  assess ing  econom ic  OAHN  ac ross  the  HM A 

 

7.14 The OAHN Update does not provide a consistent assessment of economic OAHN across the four 

HMA authorities.  A different approach is applied in Tendring to the other three authorities.  

This is justified by the OAHN Update on the basis of UPC.  However, as discussed above, we 

consider a UPC adjustment for Tendring to be inappropriate.  On this basis, we consider the 

same approach to assessing economic OAHN should be applied across the HMA. 

 

7.15 The ability of Tendring’s demographic OAHN to support economic growth is tested against 

Experian’s January 2016 forecast.  For Braintree, Chelmsford and Colchester the EEFM 2016 is 

utilised. 

 
7.16 Furthermore, the OAHN Update fails to provide the exact level of job growth it considers could 

have been supported by the demographic OAHN.  The OAHN Update simply concludes that the 

demographic OAHN could support job growth of 490 jobs per annum as indicated by Experian 

January 2016 forecast. 

 
I ssue 8 : R e l iance on  a  s ing le  econom ic  fo recast  
 

7.17 Economic forecasts can vary between economic forecasting houses.  Therefore, to avoid any 

volatility, we recommend that consideration is given to economic forecasts from the three main 

independent forecasting houses (Experian, Oxford Economics and Cambridge Econometrics) 

and a triangulated average taken. 
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I ssue 9 : No  in te r roga t ion  o f  the  under ly ing  assum pt ions  f rom  Exper ian  and concern  

tha t  a  h igh  re l iance i s  p laced  on  h igh  econom ic  ac t iv i t y  o f  o lder  peop le  

 

7.18 A weakness of the OAHN Update is that it provides no detail of the assumptions applied by 

Experian with regards to unemployment, commuting or economic activity.  As such it appears 

to take the assumptions at face value. 

 

7.19 However, Experian’s economic activity assumptions have been acknowledged by various 

Planning Inspector’s as projecting unrealistically high rates for older people.  As such, the 

Experian economic activity rates have been dismissed in favour of using economic activity rate 

projections from the Office for Budget Responsibility (OBR).  We support the use of the OBR 

projections and recommend sensitivity testing of the application of OBR rates.  

 
7.20 Placing a reliance on high economic activity rates for older people, as the OAHN Update has 

done, is risky, as if economic activity turns out not to be as high as assumed by Experian, this 

will put economic growth in Tendring at risk.  A point which PBA themselves acknowledge in 

the PAS Technical Advice Note they have produced. 

 
 
iv) Market Signals Uplift 

 
 
I ssue 10 : A rb i t ra ry  m ark et  s i gna ls  up l i f t  app l i ed  

 
7.21 The OAHN Update acknowledges market signals issues within Tendring which it seeks to 

address by applying a 15% uplift to its demographic OAHN for Tendring (480 dpa) resulting in 

full OAHN of 550 dpa (2013-2037).  Our analysis has identified that regardless of the uplift, 

OAHN of 550 dpa would lead to Tendring’s housing affordability ratio worsening by 56% 

between 2016 and 2037. 

 

7.22 As outlined above, we disagree with the demographic OAHN presented for Tendring by the 

OAHN Update due to the application of a UPC adjustment.  Applying the OAHN Update’s 15% 

market signals uplift to the official demographic starting point (674 dpa) would result in full 

OAHN of 775 dpa (2013-2037).  Nonetheless, this would still result in a worsening of Tendring’s 

affordability ratio by 40%.       

 
7.23 The 15% uplift is based on PBA’s own judgement.  We appreciate that the PPG HEDNA leaves 

a gap as to what defines an appropriate uplift and in the absence of any guidance we have 

considered a number of alternative approaches that seek to improve affordability.  The 

approaches we have considered (LPEG, Redfern, Barker and NHPAU) would result in an OAHN 

for Tendring of between 650 dpa and 972 dpa (2013-2037), all in excess of the full OAHN 
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suggested by the OAHN Update (550 dpa).  The upper limit of our identified market signals 

range (972 dpa) would result in Tendring’s housing affordability ratio worsening by 27%.  This 

analysis serves to illustrate the need for Tendring to plan for more housing than currently 

proposed if market signals issues are to be addressed. 

 

v) Summary and Way Forward 

 

7.24 Table 7.2 summarises our critique of the OAHN Update alongside the requirement of the PPG. 

 

Table 7.2: PPG HEDNA and OAHN Update for Tendring (November 2016) 

PPG ID 2a 015 to 020 (HEDNA) OAHN Update (November 2016) 

Latest DCLG household projections starting point  
Reduces the official starting 
point for Tendring by making a 
UPC adjustment  

A
d

ju
st

m
e

n
ts

 t
o

 p
ro

je
ct

io
n

s 

1. Demography 

A. Household formation (ID2a 015, 016) may 
have been supressed historically by undersupply 
and worsening affordability of housing.  As a 
result, the CLG household formation rate 
projections may also be suppressed.  If so they 
must be adjusted upwards so that the 
suppression is removed. 

Fails to fully investigate and 
address projected suppressed 
household formation  

 

B. Migration and population change (ID2a 
016, 017). Sensitivity testing of local migration 
and population change, taking account of the 
most recent demographic evidence from ONS. 

Fails to consider alternative 
migration trends for Tendring 
due to the UPC adjustment 
applied   

1. Gives rise to the ‘demographic OAHN’ 

Demographic OAHN 
underestimated because of UPC 
adjustment and no uplift for 
suppressed household formation  

2. Future j ob growth (ID2a 018) based on past trends and or 
projections should be taken into account. The OAN must be capable of 
accommodating the supply of working age population that is 
economically active (labour force supply), if it does not them it should 
be adjusted upwards. 

2. Gives rise to the ‘future jobs OAHN’ 

Future job growth assumption 
prudent but potentially high 
reliance on economic activity of 
older people which in turn 
underestimates number of 
homes need 

3. Market signals (ID2a 019, 020) of undersupply relative to demand 
that are worsening trigger an upward adjustment to planned housing 
numbers that are based solely on household projections.  The more 
significant the affordability constraints, the larger the additional supply 
response should be. 

3. Gives rise to the ‘market signals uplift’ 

Worsening market signals are 
observed and addressed, but 
alternative evidence suggests a 
higher uplift is justified 

Full o bjectively a ssessed ho using ne ed (F OAHN) (Overall housing 
need) 

For the reasons identified above (1a, 
1b, 2 and 3) the OAHN U pdate 
underestimates F OAHN f or 
Tendring 
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7.25 Based on the findings of our critique, we believe that OAHN of 550 dwellings per annum (2013-

2037) provides an underestimate of full OAHN for Tendring.  As a very minimum we consider 

housing need for Tendring is 674 dwellings per annum (2013-2037) as indicated by the DCLG 

2014-based household projections with the application of a vacancy rate.  However, housing 

need would increase above this level if the identified suppressed household formation for 

younger people and worsening market signals are addressed.   

 

7.26 Furthermore, the level of economic growth that can be supported by a revised demographic 

OAHN should also be determined using more realistic economic activity assumptions and tested 

against more recent economic forecasts. 

  

7.27 On this basis, we recommend further sensitivity testing to address the weaknesses identified 

in the OAHN Update, which would result in an increase to Council’s OAHN of 550 dwellings per 

annum (2013-2037). 



 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX 1: 

 

AFFORDABILITY CALCULATOR – TENDRING DISTRICT 



 

 

 
 

Affordability Calculator

Earnings rate of increase = 1.031 (OBR March 2017)
Housing Price rate of increase = 1.048 (OBR March 2017)
*Number of homes taken from 2016 Council Tax Base

Implicit dwelling growth in OBR model 743 per annum (2031-2016)

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036 2037
Median Earnings 23,302    24,024         24,769          25,537       26,329          27,145       27,986    28,854          29,748          30,671          31,621          32,602          33,612          34,654          35,728          36,836          37,978          39,155          40,369          41,621          42,911          44,241          
Median House price 183,000  191,784      200,990       210,637     220,748       231,344     242,448  254,086       266,282       279,063       292,458       306,496       321,208       336,626       352,784       369,718       387,464       406,063       425,554       445,980       467,387       489,822       

Number of homes* (assuming 1% growth as per OBR) 69,205    69,897         70,596          71,302       72,015          72,735       73,463    74,197          74,939          75,688          76,445          77,210          77,982          78,762          79,549          80,345          81,148          81,960          82,779          83,607          84,443          85,288          
Median affordability Ratio 7.85 7.98 8.11 8.25 8.38 8.52 8.66 8.81 8.95 9.10 9.25 9.40 9.56 9.71 9.87 10.04 10.20 10.37 10.54 10.72 10.89 11.07

Total annual dwelling increase = 550 per annum (Local Plan target)
2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036 2037

No. of houses 69,205    69,755         70,305          70,855       71,405          71,955       72,505    73,055          73,605          74,155          74,705          75,255          75,805          76,355          76,905          77,455          78,005          78,555          79,105          79,655          80,205          80,755          
Increase in supply above baseline assumption -0.2% -0.4% -0.6% -0.8% -1.1% -1.3% -1.5% -1.8% -2.0% -2.3% -2.5% -2.8% -3.1% -3.3% -3.6% -3.9% -4.2% -4.4% -4.7% -5.0% -5.3%
Price change (assuming -2.0) 0.4% 0.8% 1.3% 1.7% 2.1% 2.6% 3.1% 3.6% 4.1% 4.6% 5.1% 5.6% 6.1% 6.6% 7.2% 7.7% 8.3% 8.9% 9.5% 10.0% 10.6%
Median House price including reduction 183,000  192,564      202,647       213,278     224,487       236,306     248,768  261,908       275,763       290,371       305,775       322,016       339,142       357,199       376,238       396,314       417,481       439,800       463,332       488,144       514,304       541,886       
Affordability ratio 7.85 8.02 8.18 8.35 8.53 8.71 8.89 9.08 9.27 9.47 9.67 9.88 10.09 10.31 10.53 10.76 10.99 11.23 11.48 11.73 11.99 12.25

Total annual dwelling increase = 972 per annum (BW MS upper range)
2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036 2037

No. of houses 69,205    70,177         71,149          72,121       73,093          74,065       75,037    76,009          76,981          77,953          78,925          79,897          80,869          81,841          82,813          83,785          84,757          85,729          86,701          87,673          88,645          89,617          
Increase in supply above baseline assumption 0.4% 0.8% 1.1% 1.5% 1.8% 2.1% 2.4% 2.7% 3.0% 3.2% 3.5% 3.7% 3.9% 4.1% 4.3% 4.4% 4.6% 4.7% 4.9% 5.0% 5.1%
Price change (assuming -2.0) -0.8% -1.6% -2.3% -3.0% -3.7% -4.3% -4.9% -5.4% -6.0% -6.5% -7.0% -7.4% -7.8% -8.2% -8.6% -8.9% -9.2% -9.5% -9.7% -10.0% -10.2%
Median House price including reduction 183,000  190,248      197,841       205,798     214,139       222,884     232,055  241,676       251,771       262,365       273,486       285,162       297,424       310,305       323,837       338,057       353,003       368,714       385,233       402,604       420,874       440,094       
Affordability ratio 7.85 7.92 7.99 8.06 8.13 8.21 8.29 8.38 8.46 8.55 8.65 8.75 8.85 8.95 9.06 9.18 9.29 9.42 9.54 9.67 9.81 9.95



Appendix 3 

 

 

 

 

Bromley Road, Parsons Heath 

Development Brief 

 



Land at Bromley Road | Parsons Heath

Tendring District Council

DEVELOPMENT BRIEF



Gladman Developments Ltd is promoting land at Bromley Road, 
Parsons Heath for development. The 7.33 hectare site presents an 
ideal opportunity to create a sustainable, high quality residential 
development situated in a sought-after location.

A residential development on the site would incorporate both 
new market and affordable housing (of a variety of types, from 
affordable rented properties to discounted sale properties to 
help key workers and first time house buyers) to help meet  
the current and future housing needs of both Parsons Heath and 
the district. 

Development of this site would respond to and complement its 
surroundings to achieve seamless integration. Gladman would 
welcome the opportunity to discuss the potential delivery of 
this site with you in more detail so it can be considered fully in 
the preparation of the emerging Local Plan.

Introduction

Should you wish to discuss our proposals further, 
please contact

Planner: Kate Fitzgerald

k.fitzgerald@gladman.co.uk

01260 288866



Site & Planning Context

Site & Surroundings

A Vibrant Community

Principle of Development

Going forward

Parsons Heath is a vibrant area on the edge of Colchester. It is an active 
and successful community and provides residents with direct access 
to community facilities.

Parsons Heath offers a range of amenities within walking and cycling 
distance of the site. These are located in three main clusters: on Bromley 
Road, on Harwich Road/Parsons Heath and in Greenstead district centre. 
These areas offer services and facilities including nursery schools, primary 
schools, a secondary school, a health centre, pharmacy, leisure centre, 
library and places of worship.

The site is located on the eastern edge of Colchester and is 7.33 hectares 
in area. It is anticipated that around 4.2 hectares would be residential 
development, with the remainder comprising green infrastructure.

The land lies to the south of Bromley Road and comprises two fields. It is 
well enclosed by tree and hedgerow cover along its boundaries with Churn 
Wood, Bromley Road and Salary Brook, which is located directly to the west 
of the site. Its north-eastern boundary adjoins the grounds of Hill Farm and 
Crockleford Grange. The site is opposite existing residential development 
at Longridge.

The site is adjacent to the large town of Colchester and falls within a  
broad location proposed as a new garden community on the Colchester-
Tendring border. 

The proposed garden community on the Tendring-Colchester border is 
classified as a Strategic Urban Settlement in the emerging Local Plan. The 
publication draft consultation document explains that it will incorporate 
around 2,500 dwellings within the plan period (to 2033), as part of an 
overall total of 7,000-9,000 homes.



Site Development Potential

This site offers a unique opportunity for Tendring District Council to plan and, importantly, deliver, a new and exemplary housing 
development where people will genuinely want to live and choose to stay, while embracing the distinctive character of the surrounding area.  
This will be achieved by:

Landscape CharacterHousing Delivery

• The site is capable of coming forward within the next 5 years.

• Gladman has demonstrated that the site is capable of delivering up to
145 dwellings of varying sizes, types and tenures (including affordable
housing delivered in accordance with planning policy).

• The site is not subject to any national, local or other landscape designations.

• Landscape buffers could be provided to the north and east of the site,
adjacent to Churn Wood and Salary Brook, which would be designated as
a new waterside park.

• The site is well-contained adjacent to the existing urban context. A
landscape appraisal undertaken by special consultants has confirmed
that a residential development and associated green infrastructure could
be incorporated within the local landscape without resulting in any
unacceptable landscape or visual effects.



Heritage

Hydrology

Biodiversity, Green Infrastructure & Local Wildlife

• The development of the site would aim to enhance the environment
through the provision of green infrastructure, comprising new publically
accessible green space, an equipped area of play and recreational
pathways, increasing permeability to surrounding areas of interest and
facilities.

• The site is not designated for its biodiversity value.

• The site is adjacent to Churn Wood and Salary Brook, which are local
conservation sites. Any potential recreation effects as a result of
residential development could be mitigated.

• A detailed ecological assessment has been carried out by specialist
ecological consultants. This found that no protected species would be
adversely affected by a residential development.

• Through additional planting, landscaping and the creation of habitat,
there is the potential to create improved conditions for wildlife.

• There are no designated heritage assets within or immediately adjacent
to the site.

• A detailed heritage assessment undertaken by specialist consultants
has established that the development of the site would have only a
very minor impact on the heritage significance of the non-designated
Hill Farmhouse, a residential dwelling located circa 95 metres to the
north east of the site.

• The development proposal falls entirely within the Environment Agency
Flood Risk Zone 1 i.e. land assessed as having a less than 1 in 1,000
annual probability of flooding.

• The development of the site would include a comprehensive surface
water drainage scheme, which would not cause flooding on the
site or elsewhere.

Site Development Potential

SCHOOL



Design

Topography

Accessibility

Socio-economic

  

• The development of the site would follow a design-led approach,
informed by consultation with the district council, key stakeholders
and the local community, responding sensitively to the site’s setting
and respecting the grain of the surrounding landscape, both built
and undeveloped.

• A high quality housing development would be a positive addition to
Parsons Heath, complementing the character of the surrounding area
in terms of character and quality.

• The site is located on the south-eastern facing slope of the Ardleigh
Valley. The valley ascends north towards Ardleigh Reservoir and south
as it wraps around the southern edge of Greenstead before joining
the River Colne.

• The landform of the site itself slopes down from a high point of
approximately 27-28m AOD along the eastern boundary with Churn
Wood towards Salary Brook and a low point of approximately 6-7m AOD. 
The sloping topography of the site contributes to its distinctiveness.

• The topography of the area constrains views into and across the site,
which should reduce any visual impact of a development.

• Development in this location will provide quality pedestrian, cycle and
public transport connections.

• A pedestrian route around the site would also link to Bromley Road and
onwards to local facilities.

• Tactile paving would be installed at the existing dropped kerbs and
pedestrian refuge crossing of Longridge at its junction with Bromley Road.

• The closest bus stops to the site are on Longridge and Bromley Road;
these are within 800m of all parts of the site. Gladman would be willing
to provide a CIL-compliant financial contribution towards the upgrade
of the bus stops closest to the site, if necessary.

The development of up to 145 dwellings on the site has the potential to 
provide significant economic benefits, including:

• An investment in construction of circa £14 million;

• Around 120 full-time equivalent jobs per annum throughout the
construction period;

• An additional 130 full-time equivalent jobs in associated industries;

• New Homes Bonus payment of more than £1 million over 5 years;

• Council Tax payments of more than £2.2 million over 10 years.

Site Development Potential



Site Location Plan

Land off Bromley Road
Gladman Developments Ltd

Parsons Heath
ILLUSTRATIVE DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK

1:2500@A3

23rd May 2017 Drn CEP / Chkd KMN

7637-L-03 rev C

This drawing is the property of FPCR Environment and Design Ltd and
is issued on the condition it is not reproduced, retained or disclosed to
any unauthorised person, either wholly or in part without written con-
sent of FPCR Environment and Design Ltd.

Ordnance Survey Mastermap - Crown Copyright. All rights reserved.
Licence Number: 100019980 (Centremapslive.com)

fpcr

masterplanning
environmental assessment

landscape design
urban design

ecology
architecture

arboriculture

FPCR Environment and Design Ltd
Lockington Hall
Lockington
Derby DE74 2RH

t:   01509 672772
f:   01509 674565
e:  mail@fpcr.co.uk
w: www.fpcr.co.uk

J:\7600\7637\LANDS\Plans\7637 Framework Plan [C].indd

Site Boundary (7.33Ha)

(4.24Ha)

(3.09Ha)

Existing settlement

Total Green Infrastructure

Public Right of Way

Residential Area
Up to 145 dwellings at 34dph

Proposed vehicular access location

Indicative primary street

Equipped children’s play area

Indicative pedestrian route

Colchester Academy
School Sports Field

The Beehive

Churn Wood

Landscape buffer to 
Ancient Woodland 
set back from Root 
Protection Area

Crockleford Hill

Crockleford Bridge Hill Farm

Crockleford Grange

The Wearhouse

Welsh Wood

Existing primary roads

Local Cycle Route

Listed buildings (Grade II)

Existing pond/watercourse

Existing trees and hedgerows

Ancient Woodland

0 50 100m

N

Land off Bromley Road
Gladman Developments Ltd

Parsons Heath
ILLUSTRATIVE DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK

1:2500@A3

23rd May 2017 Drn CEP / Chkd KMN

7637-L-03 rev C

This drawing is the property of FPCR Environment and Design Ltd and 
is issued on the condition it is not reproduced, retained or disclosed to 
any unauthorised person, either wholly or in part without written con-
sent of FPCR Environment and Design Ltd.

Ordnance Survey Mastermap - Crown Copyright. All rights reserved. 
Licence Number: 100019980 (Centremapslive.com)

fpcr

masterplanning
environmental assessment

landscape design
urban design

ecology
architecture

arboriculture

FPCR Environment and Design Ltd
Lockington Hall
Lockington
Derby DE74 2RH

t:   01509 672772
f:   01509 674565
e:  mail@fpcr.co.uk
w: www.fpcr.co.uk

J:\7600\7637\LANDS\Plans\7637 Framework Plan [C].indd

Site Boundary (7.33Ha)

(4.24Ha)

(3.09Ha)

Existing settlement

Total Green Infrastructure

Public Right of Way

Residential Area
Up to 145 dwellings at 34dph

Proposed vehicular access location

Indicative primary street

Equipped children’s play area

Indicative pedestrian route

Colchester Academy
School Sports Field

The Beehive

Churn Wood

Landscape buffer to
Ancient Woodland
set back from Root
Protection Area

Crockleford Hill

Crockleford Bridge Hill Farm

Crockleford Grange

The Wearhouse

Welsh Wood

Existing primary roads

Local Cycle Route

Listed buildings (Grade II)

Existing pond/watercourse

Existing trees and hedgerows

Ancient Woodland

0 50 100m

N



If you have any questions, contact your Project Manager: 
Ivor Beamon

01260 288 927

i.beamon@gladman.co.uk

www.gladmanland.co.uk

Gladman Land

Gladman House, Alexandria Way, 

Congleton, CW12 1LB
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DEVELOPMENT BRIEF

Land at Grange Road, 
Lawford

Tendring District Council



Gladman Developments wish to promote land at Grange Road, 
Lawford for development. The 6.6 hectare site presents an ideal 
opportunity to create a sustainable, high quality residential 
development situated in a sought-after location.

A new residential development on this site would incorporate 
both new market and affordable housing of a variety of types and 
tenures, to help meet the current and future housing needs of 
Lawford and the District.

Development of this site would respond and complement its 
surroundings to achieve seamless integration. Gladman would 
welcome the opportunity to discuss the potential delivery of this 
site with you in more detail so it can be considered fully in the 
preparation of your emerging Local Plan.

Introduction

Should you wish to discuss our proposals further, 
please contact

Planner: John Mackenzie

Email: j.mackenzie@gladman.co.uk

Telephone: 01260 288941



Site & Planning Context

Site & Surroundings Principle of Development

Going forward

Lawford is a vibrant settlement which adjoins the built-up area of the town of 
Manningtree. The civil parish of Manningtree (which includes Lawford) is home 
to a population in the region of 5,700 people according to the 2011 Census. 

Lawford is an active and successful community and provides residents 
with direct access to community facilities including:

• Lawford Church of England Primary School

• Highfields County Primary School

• The Lawford GP Surgery

Lawford is also accessible to facilities in Manningtree, such as:

• Manningtree High School

• Manningtree Train Station

• A range of retailers including convenience stores

• Pharmacies

• Public Houses

• Post Office

The principle of development in Lawford is well established through 
existing and emerging planning policies.

Adopted Local Plan policy QL1: Spatial Strategy identifies Lawford as a Town.

Lawford (alongside Manningtree and Mistley) is identified within the emerging 
Local Plan as a suitable location to accommodate additional homes with an 
established town centre, employment areas and infrastructure. 

Emerging Local Plan policy SPL1: Managing Growth identifies Lawford as a ‘Smaller 
Urban Settlement’ within the second tier of the settlement hierarchy. Between 
1,500 and 2,500 new homes are proposed within this tier over the plan period, 
equating to the second largest proportion of the District’s housing stock increase.

Emerging Local Plan policy SP2: Spatial Strategy for North Essex establishes 
that development will be accommodated within or adjoining settlements 
according to their scale, sustainability and existing role.

Gladman believe that Lawford is capable of supporting further growth beyond the 
minimum 1,500 to 2,500 dwellings proposed for this tier in the emerging Local 
Plan, so housing development need not be limited to this amount.

The site is located to the south-west of Lawford, north of Grange Road and 
is approximately 6.6 hectares in area. It is currently envisaged that built 
development would only be situated in the southern part of the site in 
order to protect and enhance a Scheduled Monument in the northern portion.  
With this in mind the developable area is likely to be less than 6.6 hectares.

A Vibrant Community



Site Development Potential

Housing Delivery

This site offers a unique opportunity for Tendring District Council to plan, and more importantly deliver, a new development where people will 
genuinely choose to live, whilst embracing the distinctive character of the surrounding area. This will be achieved by:

Landscape Character

The site is capable of delivering up to 105 dwellings of varying sizes, 
types and tenures (including affordable housing delivered in 
accordance with planning policy).

Gladman consider that housing on this site is capable of being brought forward 
within the next 5 years. Gladman are promoting this site for development on 
behalf of the landowner. 

The site is not designated for its environmental value, and its development 
can be sensitively designed to be incorporated within the wider landscape 
without causing significant harm.

The proposed development will aim to enhance the environment through 
the provision of green infrastructure, comprising new publically accessible 
greenspace, equipped play areas and recreational paths increasing permeability 
to surrounding areas of interest and facilities.

Our initial ecology work, carried out by specialist consultants has found 
that there are no protected species or potential for bats, newts etc. on-site. 
Additional ecology surveys will take place prior to the determination of the 
planning application. Work will also be carried out to assess impact on nearby 
ecological designations. 

Where necessary, the development proposals will provide adequate mitigation 
and enhancement, wherever possible to ensure species are protected.

SCHOOL

Biodiversity, Green Infrastructure & Local WildlifeLand Ownership and Delivery



Heritage Hydrology

The site contains a Scheduled Monument ‘Settlement site NNE of Lawford 
House’ the precise nature of which is the topic of some debate, although it 
can be summarised as a henge-type monument.

The initial work carried out by Gladman’s archaeological consultant concludes 
that development of the site incorporating open space within the northern 
section and built form in the south, making provision for the evidential value 
of the Scheduled Monument to be preserved in situ would, at most, result in a 
negligible adverse impact to the significance of the Monument.

The proposed development will also aim to promote a wider public 
understanding about the Scheduled Monument on site.

Residential development of the site would also not adversely impact any 
designated heritage assets in the wider areas as a result of alteration to setting.

The development proposal falls entirely within the Environment Agency Flood 
Risk Zone 1 i.e. land assessed as having a less than 1 in 1,000 annual probability 
of flooding.

A sustainable drainage solution to manage surface water run-off will be 
provided as part of the proposals.

SCHOOL



Design Accessibility

The proposed development will follow a design-led approach, 
informed by consultation with the District Council, key stakeholders 
and the local community, responding sensitively to the site’s setting and 
respecting the grain of the surrounding landscape, both built and 
undeveloped. The development will be a positive addition to Lawford, 
complementing the character of the surrounding area in terms of scale, 
density, character and quality. Built development would only be situated 
in the southern part of the site in order to protect and enhance a Scheduled 
Monument in the northern portion.

The site is flat with no technical barriers to overcome in order to secure 
its development.

Development in this location will provide quality pedestrian, cycle and 
public transport connections with the existing built form of Lawford and 
nearby communities. The site fronts directly onto Highways land. An 
access solution with suitable visibility splays can be achieved without the 
need for third party land. 

Our preliminary research shows that the proposed development could lead to 
a significant boost in local spending and there is an indication that the 
gross spending power of the new residents could be in excess of £3 million 
each year, a proportion of which will be spent in the locality.

Topography Socio-economic



Site Location Plan



If you have any questions, contact your Project Manager: 
Steve Barker

01260 288 931

s.barker@gladman.co.uk

www.gladmanland.co.uk

Gladman Land

Gladman House, Alexandria Way, 
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DEVELOPMENT BRIEF

Land at Wick Lane | Ardleigh

Tendring District Council



Gladman Developments Ltd is promoting land at Wick Lane, 
Ardleigh for residential development. The 7.58 hectare site 
presents an ideal opportunity to create a sustainable, high quality 
residential development situated in a sought-after location.

A residential development on the site would incorporate both 
new market and affordable housing (of a variety of types, from 
affordable rented properties to discounted sale properties to 
help key workers and first time house buyers), to help meet 
the current and future housing needs of both Ardleigh and the 
district responding to and complementing its surroundings to 
achieve seamless integration. 

Gladman would welcome the opportunity to discuss the 
potential delivery of this site with you in more detail so it can be 
considered fully in the preparation of the emerging Local Plan.

Introduction

Should you wish to discuss our proposals further, 
please contact

Planner: Kate Fitzgerald

k.fitzgerald@gladman.co.uk

01260 288866



Site & Planning Context

Site & Surroundings

A Vibrant Community

Principle of Development

Going forward

Ardleigh is a vibrant settlement and hosts a population in the region of 
973 people according to the 2011 Census. The vast majority of the parish’s 
population lives within the village itself. Providing more affordable homes 
and homes of varying size and tenure will help to address the ageing 
population structure in Ardleigh.

Ardleigh is an active and successful community and provides 
residents with direct access to community facilities including:

• St Mary’s Primary School; 

• General Stores and Post Office;

• Newstrend newsagents;

The site is located on the western edge of Ardleigh and is approximately 7.6 
hectares in area. It is anticipated that around 4.2 hectares would be residential 
development, with the remainder comprising green infrastructure.

The land lies to the north of Wick Lane, at its junction with the A137 
(Colchester Road). The southern boundary of the site abuts 12 existing 
properties on Colchester Road. Immediately east of the site lies St Mary’s 
Church of England Primary School and land used by the neighbouring 
industrial area for the storage and distribution of agricultural machinery. 
The village centre is also situated to the east, focused along The Street and 
Colchester Road. Open countryside under arable cultivation lies to the 
north and west of the site. 

Ardleigh is identified in the adopted and emerging versions of the Tendring 
District Local Plan as a suitable location to accommodate additional 
homes and this is evidenced a number of under-construction and recently 
completed housing developments in the village.

Ardleigh is identified as a ‘Secondary Defined Village’ under policy RA4 of the 
adopted Local Plan and as a ‘Smaller Rural Settlement’ under policy SPL1 the 
emerging Local Plan.

Ardleigh is identified within the emerging Local Plan as a settlement which 
can achieve an increase in housing stock over the plan period, with the Rural 
Service Centres and Smaller Rural Settlements proposed to accommodate 
around 1,500 new homes between 2011 and 2031. 

Emerging Local Plan policy SP2 establishes that development will be 
accommodated within or adjoining settlements according to their scale, 
sustainability and existing role.

• Ardleigh Surgery; and

• Ardleigh Village Hall.



Site Development Potential

Housing Delivery

This site offers a unique opportunity for Tendring District Council to plan and, importantly, deliver, a new and exemplary housing 
development where people will genuinely want to live and choose to stay, while embracing the distinctive character of the  
surrounding area. 

• The site is capable of delivering up to 118 dwellings (including affordable 
housing delivered in accordance with the council’s requirements).

• The site is owned by one landowner and is capable of coming forward 
within the next 5 years.

• Gladman has demonstrated that the site is capable of delivering up to 
118 dwellings of varying sizes, types and tenures (including affordable 
housing delivered in accordance with planning policy).

Landscape Character

• The site is not subject to any national, local or other landscape designations.

• The site is well contained within the landscape and landscape features 
would be retained where possible.

• A landscape appraisal has confirmed that through sensitive landscaping, 
green infrastructure provision and good quality design, any impact of 
a development on the countryside and the character of Ardleigh could 
be minimised.



Heritage

Hydrology

Biodiversity, Green Infrastructure & Local Wildlife

• The development of the site would aim to enhance the environment 
through the provision of green infrastructure, comprising new publically 
accessible green space, an equipped area of play and recreational pathways, 
increasing permeability to surrounding areas of interest and facilities.

• The site is not designated for its biodiversity value and is predominantly in 
intensive agricultural use.

• Detailed ecological assessment has been carried out by specialist ecological 
consultants. This found that no protected species would be adversely 
affected by a residential development.

• Through additional planting, landscaping and the creation of habitat, there 
is the potential to create improved conditions for wildlife.

• The sites lies outside Ardleigh Conservation Area.

• A detailed heritage appraisal undertaken by specialist consultants has 
established that the ability to appreciate the significance of both the 
conservation area and St Mary’s Church would not be affected by the 
development of the site.

• Archaeological desk-based assessment has established that the site has 
moderate to good potential for as yet to be discovered archaeological 
assets of local significance from various eras. Essex County Council’s 
archaeologists have confirmed that planning conditions would  
suffice to secure trial trenching, archaeological fieldwork and post-
excavation assessment.

• The development proposal falls entirely within the Environment Agency 
Flood Risk Zone 1 i.e. land assessed as having a less than 1 in 1,000 
annual probability of flooding.

• Essex County Council, as lead local flood authority, have previously 
confirmed that a proposed surface water drainage scheme demonstrated 
that surface water management is achievable in principle, without 
causing flooding on the site or elsewhere.

SCHOOL

Site Development Potential



Topography

The site is flat, with no technical barriers to overcome in order to secure 
its development.

Accessibility

• Development in this location would provide quality pedestrian, cycle 
and public transport connections.

• New pedestrian links through the site could be created, linking the site 
to the centre of Ardleigh and the surrounding area.

• The site benefits from being within 550m of a bus stop, from which 
regular buses to nearby settlements, including Harwich, Manningtree 
and Colchester, can be caught.

• Development of the site offers the opportunity to provide improvements 
to existing bus services and pedestrian linkages. 

Socio-economic

  The development of up to 118 dwellings on the site has the potential to 
provide significant economic benefits, including:

• An investment in construction of circa £12 million;

• Around 107 full-time equivalent jobs per annum throughout the
construction period;

• An additional 117 full-time equivalent jobs in associated industries;

• New Homes Bonus payment of more than £1 million over 6 years;

• Council Tax payments of more than £1.4 million over 10 years.

Site Development Potential

Design

• The development of the site would follow a design-led approach,
informed by consultation with the district council, key stakeholders
and the local community, responding sensitively to the site’s setting
and respecting the grain of the surrounding landscape, both built and
undeveloped.

• A high quality housing development would be a positive addition to
Ardleigh, complementing the character of the surrounding area in
terms of character and quality.
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1 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

i. This representation provides Gladman Developments Ltd written representations on the 

publication version of the Tendring District Local Plan (TDLP), currently out for public 

consultation.  

ii. Gladman specialise in the promotion of strategic land for residential development with 

associated community infrastructure. 

iii. These representations concern the following main matters: 

 Duty to Cooperate 

 Sustainability Appraisal 

 Housing Needs 

 Shared Strategic Plan for the North Essex Authorities 

 Vision and Objectives 

 Managing Growth 

 Design 

 Housing 

 Rural Landscapes and Green Gaps 

 Heritage 

iv. Alongside this individual submission, Gladman have submitted responses to the Braintree 

and Colchester consultations, with regard to Part 1 of the Local Plan as well as the 

individual Part 2 plans. 

v. Gladman commissioned Lichfields to review the Sustainability Appraisal of both the North 

Essex Part 1 Plan and the Tendring Part 2 Plan (attached as Appendix 1). The review 

concludes that although the quantity of sites assessed for garden communities is deemed 

acceptable, the site selection has been artificially supressed by the 5,000-dwelling 

threshold that has been applied.  There is overwhelming evidence that this has resulted in 

a narrow focus being applied to the consideration of the new Garden Community options.  

vi. However, the Sustainability Assessment for Tendring only explores a settlement hierarchy 

approach to the spatial distribution of housing and there is no evidence to suggest that 

this is the most sustainable approach to development in Tendring. As a consequence, the 

Sustainability Appraisal’s approach to site allocations in Tendring cannot be considered 

robust as they are built on an unjustified approach to housing distribution. 
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vii. Gladman commissioned Barton Willmore to undertake a review of the Objectively 

Assessed Housing Need (OAHN) undertaken by the Council in 2017. The review (attached 

as Appendix 2) concludes that an unjustified approach has been taken to the issue of 

Unattributable Population Change in Tendring, the OAHN makes no adjustment for 

supressed household formation in Tendring, it does not provide a consistent approach to 

the economic aspects of housing need and there is evidence to suggest that a greater 

than 15% uplift should be applied to the OAHN for Tendring to address worsening 

Market Signals.  

viii. In Barton Willmore’s professional opinion, 550 dwellings per annum represents an under 

estimate of the level of housing need for Tendring and at the minimum, there is a need 

for 674 dwellings per annum simply to meet the demographic need identified by DCLG in 

the household projections. Barton Willmore’s overall conclusion is that the true level of 

housing need in Tendring is between 674 and 972 dwellings per annum. 

ix. Gladman commissioned Strutt and Parker to undertake an assessment of the delivery of 

the North Essex Garden Communities. As this report covers all of the Garden 

Communities and relates specifically to the strategic Part 1 North Essex Plan (the subject 

of a joint Examination in Public), the detail of its findings has been covered in Gladman’s 

representations submitted as part of the response to the Colchester Borough Local Plan 

to avoid repetition. 

x. Gladman support the fact that growth will effectively come from development in and 

around existing settlements and through the new garden communities allocated in the 

plan. Gladman’s experience is that the best way in which to ensure the delivery of housing 

targets is to maintain a good spread of sites and site typologies across the districts. It is 

our view therefore, that the spatial strategy needs to recognise new garden villages as 

well as the larger garden settlements. These in addition to the smaller allocations will help 

the plan soundly meets its housing targets.  

xi. Gladman supports the concept of new garden communities which represent a potentially 

sustainable means of providing new homes, jobs and associated community infrastructure 

in the longer term. It is, however, concerned that the scale, complexity and development 

requirements of the garden communities proposed is such that their anticipated 

deliverability is questionable and consequently considers that the Plan contains unrealistic 

expectations for the delivery of new housing on such developments. 
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xii. Having regard to the need for the preparation of the Strategic Growth Development Plan 

Documents, a significant amount of land assembly to be undertaken, the need for a 

considerable amount of infrastructure to be provided and the expectation that the Garden 

Communities will each involve two authorities, Gladman considers that it is extremely 

unlikely that the delivery of new housing on these sites will be achieved within the 

timescales anticipated by the Councils. 

xiii. Gladman support the inclusion of a detailed Settlement Hierarchy in Policy SPL1 of the 

Plan and the definition of Clacton, Harwich and Dovercourt as Strategic Urban 

Settlements. Gladman also support the identification of Lawford as a Smaller Urban 

Settlement where modest levels of housing growth will be directed. 

xiv. However, Gladman object to the categorisation of Ardleigh as a Smaller Rural Settlement. 

Ardleigh is considered to be a sustainable settlement with good access to services and 

facilities to meet the daily needs of its residents. It is located in close proximity to 

Colchester with high quality bus service from early morning until the evening allowing 

easy access to the town for employment, education and leisure purposes. It is therefore 

considered that Ardleigh should be categorised as a Rural Service Centre. 

xv. Gladman have some concerns with regards to the Housing Land Supply Policy LP1. The 

table set out within Section 5.1 of the Plan (Table A) also includes completions data from 

the start of the Plan period until 2016/17. This shows an existing shortfall in housing 

supply against the housing requirement totalling 826 units or one and a half years’ worth 

of supply. This is a significant under-supply of dwellings and represents real people in 

need of housing now. It is therefore essential that the Council allocates a range of 

housing sites in a variety of locations and of a variety of sizes to ensure that the housing 

needs of local people are delivered in the short term, before the large scale strategic sites 

come on stream and to meet the significant backlog within the first five years of the Plan. 

xvi. Gladman are promoting a number of sites in sustainable locations which are available, 

achievable and deliverable and should be included within the Tendring Local Plan as 

residential allocations. These include: 

a. Bromley Road, Parsons Heath (Appendix 3). 

b. Grange Road, Lawford (Appendix 4). 

c. Wick Lane, Ardleigh (Appendix 5). 

d. Land East of Oakwood Park, Clacton (Appendix 6). 
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2 INTRODUCTION 

2.1 Introduction 

2.1.1 This representation is made by Gladman Developments Ltd (GDL) in response to the current 

consultation on the publication version of the Tendring District Local Plan (TDLP). GDL 

specialise in the promotion of strategic land for residential development with associated 

community infrastructure and has land interests across Tendring.  

2.1.2 GDL has considerable experience in the development industry in a number of sectors 

including residential and employment development. From that experience, it understands 

the need for the planning system to provide local communities with the homes and jobs that 

they need to ensure that they have access to a decent home an employment opportunities. 

2.1.3 GDL also has a wealth of experience in contributing to the Development Plan preparation 

process, having made representations on numerous local planning documents through the 

UK and having participated in many local plan public examinations. It is on the basis of that 

experience that the comments are made in this representation.  

2.2 Context 

2.2.1 The National Planning Policy Framework sets out four tests that must be met for Local Plans 

to be considered sound. In this regard, we submit that in order to prepare a sound plan it is 

fundamental that it is:  

 Positively Prepared – The Plan should be prepared 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 a proportionate evidence base. 

 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 Framework. 

2.3 Previous Submissions 

2.3.1 GDL have made submission in response to the following consultations in relation to the 

TDLP. 
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 Issues and Options (September 2015) 

 Preferred Option (August 2016) 

2.4 Overview of Soundness 

2.4.1 Due to the significant issues raised through this submission, and summarised in Table 1 

below, GDL consider it necessary that we are given the opportunity to discuss our 

representations further at the Examination in Public. 

Table 1 – Summary of policy soundness  

Policy Sound/Unsound Test of 

Soundness 

Reason Evidence 

SP1 Sound Consistent with 

National Policy 

Reflects the 

presumption in 

favour of 

sustainable 

development. 

NPPF 

SP2 Unsound Effective Support for focus on 

existing settlements 

but consider that 

the Spatial Strategy 

should consider 

smaller Garden 

Villages as a 

potential source of 

housing supply in 

the short-term. 

NPPF 

SP3 Unsound Positively 

Prepared 

The Plan does not 

meet the full 

objectively assessed 

housing needs for 

Tendring. 

Barton 

Willmore 

Technical 

Review of 

Housing 

Needs. 

SP5 Unsound Effective See response to 

Colchester Borough 

Local Plan Part 1. 

 

SP7 Unsound Effective There are concerns 

over the speed of 

delivery of the 

Garden 

Communities and as 

such there is a lack 

of housing supply in 

the early part of the 

Plan period and a 

shortfall of supply 
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across the entire 

Plan which needs to 

be addressed with 

further allocations. 

SP8 Unsound Effective Gladman consider 

that the Garden 

Community on the 

boundary of 

Colchester and 

Tendring will not 

deliver units as 

quickly as the 

Council expect and 

therefore further 

smaller scale 

housing sites will be 

required to be 

allocated to deliver 

in the short term. 

Strutt and 

Parker 

SPL1 Unsound Positively 

Prepared 

Gladman support 

the identification of 

Clacton as a 

Strategic Urban 

Settlement and 

Lawford as a Smaller 

Urban Settlement. 

However, Gladman 

consider that 

Ardleigh is mis-

categorised and 

based on its services 

and facilities and 

proximity to 

Colchester, it should 

be a Rural Service 

Centre. 

NPPF 

SPL2 Unsound Positively 

Prepared 

Consistent with 

National Policy 

The use of 

Settlement 

Development 

Boundaries to 

arbitrarily restrict 

sustainable sites 

from coming 

forward does not 

accord with the 

positive approach to 

growth required by 

the Framework. 

NPPF 

SPL3 Unsound Positively 

Prepared 

Consistent with 

Policy SPL3 should 

be reworded to 

allow the decision 

NFFF 
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National Policy maker to undertake 

a planning balance 

exercise as required 

by the NPPF rather 

than a proposal 

having to meet 

every criteria. 

HP4 Comment Consistent with 

National Policy 

Local Greenspace 

designations should 

conform with 

Paragraph 77 of the 

Framework. 

NPPF 

LP1 Unsound Positively 

Prepared 

Effective 

Consistent with 

National Policy 

The Council have a 

recognised housing 

shortfall which is 

significant and 

should be rectified 

within the first five 

years of the Plan 

period. A larger 

flexibility factor 

should also be built 

into the plan to 

ensure the housing 

requirement is met. 

NPPF 

LP2 Sound  The focus on 

retirement and extra 

care 

accommodation is 

supported. 

NPPF 

LP3 Unsound Positively 

Prepared 

Effective 

Consistent with 

National Policy 

The Council needs 

to provide sufficient 

evidence to justify 

the requirement for 

internal space 

requirements. 

NPPF 

WMS 

LP5 Unsound Effective There is an 

inconsistency in the 

Plan over the 

requirement for 

affordable housing. 

TDLP 

LP10 Sound Effective Support the 

Council’s approach 

to Care and 

Independent 

Assisted Living. 

 

PP12 Comment  LPAs should work 

positively with 

developers to 

address Educational 

provision. 

NPPF 
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PPL3 Unsound Positively 

Prepared 

Consistent with 

National Policy 

Policy PPL3 is 

inconsistent with 

the Framework’s 

approach to 

designated 

landscapes. 

NPPF 

PPL6 Unsound Positively 

Prepared 

Consistent with 

National Policy 

Policy PPL6 is 

inconsistent with 

the Framework and 

the need to balance 

all factors in making 

development 

management 

decisions. 

NPPF 

PPL8 Unsound Consistent with 

National Policy 

Policy PPL8 is not 

consistent with the 

Framework in its 

treatment of 

Heritage Assets. 

NPPF 

PPL9 Unsound Consistent with 

National Policy 

Policy PPL8 is not 

consistent with the 

Framework in its 

treatment of 

Heritage Assets. 

NPPF 

CP2 Unsound Consistent with 

National Policy 

Policy CP2 is not 

consistent with the 

Framework in its 

treatment of traffic 

impact 

NPPF 

DI1 Unsound Justified There is no 

definition of the 

term minimum 

developer profit 

level which makes 

the Policy unclear. 

NPPF 
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3 NATIONAL PLANNING POLICY 

3.1 National Planning Policy Framework and Planning Practice 

Guidance 

3.1.1 The NPPF has been with us now for over five years and the development industry has 

experience with its application and the fundamental changes it has brought about in relation 

to the way the planning system functions. The NPPF sets out the Government’s goal to 

‘significantly boost the supply of housing’ and how this should be reflected through the 

preparation of Local Plans. In this regard, it sets out specific guidance that local planning 

authorities must take into account when identifying and meeting their objectively assessed 

housing needs: 

“To boost significantly the supply of housing, local planning authorities 

should: 

 Use their evidence base to ensure that their Local Plan meets the 

full, objectively assessed needs for market and affordable housing 

in the housing market area. 

 Identify and update annually a supply of specific deliverable sites 

sufficient to provide five years’ worth of housing against their 

housing requirements…” 

 Identify a supply of specific, developable sites or broad locations 

for growth, for years 6-10, and where possible for years 11-15” 

(Paragraph 47)”. 

3.1.2 The starting point of identifying objectively assessed housing needs is set out in paragraph 

159 of the NPPF, which requires local planning authorities to prepare a Strategic Housing 

Market Assessment (SHMA), working with neighbouring authorities where housing market 

areas cross administrative boundaries.  It is clear from the NPPF that the objective 

assessment of housing needs should take full account of up-to-date and relevant evidence 

about the economic and social characteristics and prospects of the area, with local planning 

authorities ensuring that their assessment of and strategies for housing and employment are 

integrated and take full account of relevant market and economic signals (paragraph 158).  

3.1.3 Once a local authority has identified its objectively assessed needs for housing these needs 

should be met in full, unless any adverse impacts would significantly and demonstrably 
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outweigh the benefits of doing so (paragraph 14).  Local planning authorities should seek to 

achieve each of the economic, social and environmental dimensions of sustainable 

development, and net gains across all three. Adverse impacts on any of these dimensions 

should be avoided.  Where adverse impacts are unavoidable, mitigation or compensatory 

measures may be appropriate (paragraph 152). 

3.1.4 As the Council will be aware the Government published its final suite of Planning Practice 

Guidance (PPG) on the 6th March 2014, clarifying how specific elements of the NPPF should 

be interpreted when preparing their Local Plans. The PPG on the Housing and Economic 

Development Needs in particular provides a clear indication of how the Government expects 

the NPPF to be taken into account when Councils are identifying their objectively assessed 

housing needs. Key points from this document include: 

a. Household projections published by the Department for Communities and Local 

Government should provide the starting point estimate of overall housing need. 

b. 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 

underperformance, infrastructure or environmental constraints. 

c. Household projection based estimates of housing need may need adjusting to reflect 

factors affecting local demography and household formation rates which are not 

captured by past trends, for example historic suppression by under supply and 

worsening affordability of housing.  The assessment will need to reflect the 

consequences of past under delivery and the extent to which household formation rates 

have been constrained by supply. 

d. Plan makers need to consider increasing their housing numbers where the supply of 

working age population is less than projected job growth, to prevent unsustainable 

commuting patterns and reduced local business resilience. 

e. Housing needs indicated by household projections should be adjusted to reflect 

appropriate market signals, as well as other market indicators of the balance between 

the demand for and supply of dwellings. 

3.1.5 The more significant the affordability constraints (as reflected in rising prices and rents, and 

worsening affordability ratio) and the stronger other indicators of high demand (e.g. the 

differential between land prices), the larger the improvement in affordability needed, and 

the larger the additional supply response should be. 
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3.1.6 The total affordable housing need should be considered in the context of its likely delivery 

as a proportion of mixed market and affordable housing developments, given the probable 

percentage of affordable housing to be delivered by market housing led developments.  An 

increase in the total housing figures included in the local plan should be considered where it 

could help to deliver the required number of affordable homes. 

3.2 Housing White Paper – Fixing our broken housing market 

3.2.1 The Government published the Housing White Paper in February 2017 for consultation. 

Whilst it is a White Paper, it nevertheless represents a very clear direction of travel and clear 

indication of the Government’s intent. The Council will need to consider the emerging Plan 

against the points raised within the White Paper, and monitor the progress of the 

consultation as the proposals within it materialise as potential reforms to the planning 

system. Given that the intention of the document is to have some of its proposed changes 

come into force by November 2017, it is highly likely that a number of its measures will be 

relevant considerations prior to the adoption of the plan.  

3.2.2 The title of the White Paper makes apparent that the Government considers the housing 

market to be broken, it is also clear from the document forward by the Prime Minister that 

the cost of housing is a key part of why the housing market is considered broken. In the 

foreword, the Prime Minster states: 

“Today the average house costs almost eight times average earnings – an 

all-time record.”  

“In total, more than 2.2 million working households with below-average 

incomes spend a third or more of their disposable income on housing.” 

“We need to build many more houses, of the type people want to live in, in 

the places they want to live. To do so requires a comprehensive approach 

that tackles failure at every point in the system.”  

3.2.3 The second foreword from the Secretary of State adds further to the Government’s thinking, 

particularly on the need to build new homes now, it states: 

“This country doesn’t have enough homes. That’s not a personal opinion or 

a political calculation. It’s a simple statement of fact” 
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“Soaring prices and rising rents caused by a shortage of the right homes in 

the right places has slammed the door of the housing market in the face of 

a whole generation.” 

“That has to change. We need radical, lasting reform that will get more 

homes built right now and for many years to come.” 

3.2.4 The White Paper outlines further potential reforms to the plan making process, OAN 

methodology, and Green Belt consideration and housing delivery tests, amongst others. 

Gladman will refer to key aspects from the White Paper in relevant sections of this 

representation.  

3.2.5 The reason for this housing crisis is that the country is simply not building enough homes 

and has not done so for far too long. The consensus is that we need from 225,000 to 

275,000 or more homes per year to keep up with population growth and to start to tackle 

years of under-supply. 

3.2.6 Everyone involved in politics and the housing industry therefore has a moral duty to tackle 

this issue head on.  The White Paper states quite unequivocally that “the housing shortage 

isn’t a looming crisis, a distant threat that will become a problem if we fail to act. We are 

already living in it.” 

3.2.7 Tackling the housing shortage is not easy. It will inevitably require some tough decisions. But 

the alternative, according to the White Paper, is a divided nation, with an unbridgeable and 

ever-widening gap between the property haves and have-nots. 

3.2.8 The challenge of increasing supply cannot be met by Government alone. It is vital to have 

local leadership and commitment from a wide range of stakeholders, including local 

authorities, private developers, housing associations, lenders and local communities. 

3.2.9 The starting point is building more homes. This will slow the rise in housing costs so that 

more ordinary working families can afford to buy a home and it will also bring the cost of 

renting down. We need more land for homes where people want to live. All areas therefore 

need a plan to deal with the housing pressures they face.  

3.2.10 Currently, over 40 per cent of local planning authorities do not have a plan that meets the 

projected growth in households in their area. All local authorities should therefore develop 

an up-to-date plan with their communities that meets their housing requirement based 

upon an honest assessment of the need for new homes.  
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3.2.11 Local planning authorities have a responsibility to do all that they can to meet their housing 

requirements, even though not every area may be able to do so in full. The identified 

housing requirement should be accommodated in the Local Plan, unless there are policies 

elsewhere in the Framework that provide strong reasons for restricting development, or the 

adverse impacts of meeting this requirement would significantly and demonstrably 

outweigh the benefits. Where an authority has demonstrated that it is unable to meet all of 

its housing requirement, it must be able to work constructively with neighbouring 

authorities to ensure the remainder is met.  

3.2.12 Plans should be reviewed regularly, and are likely to require updating in whole or in part at 

least every five years. An authority will also need to update their plan if their existing 

housing target can no longer be justified against their objectively assessed housing 

requirement.  

3.2.13 Policies in Local Plans should also allow a good mix of sites to come forward for 

development, so that there is choice for consumers, places can grow in ways that are 

sustainable, and there are opportunities for a diverse construction sector including 

opportunities for SME housebuilders to deliver much needed housing. 

3.2.14 In terms of rural areas, the Government expects local planning authorities to identify 

opportunities for villages to thrive, especially where this would support services and help 

meet the need to provide homes for local people who currently find it hard to live where 

they grew up. It is clear that improving the availability and affordability of homes in rural 

areas is vital for sustaining rural communities, alongside action to support jobs and services. 

There are opportunities to go further to support a good mix of sites and meet rural housing 

needs, especially where scope exists to expand settlements in a way which is sustainable and 

helps provide homes for local people. This is especially important in those rural areas where 

a high demand for homes makes the cost of housing a particular challenge for local people.  

3.2.15 Finally, the Government has made it clear through the White Paper that local planning 

authorities are expected to have clear policies for addressing the housing requirements of 

groups with particular needs, such as older and disabled people. 

3.2.16 The White Paper is the cornerstone of future Government policy on fixing the broken 

housing market. It provides the direction of travel the Government is intending to take and 

is a clear statement of intent that this Government is serious about the provision of the right 

number of houses in the right places. The Tendring Local Plan therefore needs to consider 
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these policy intentions now in order to ensure that it fulfils the Government’s agenda and 

provides the homes that its local communities need. 

3.2.17 Following the election, Sajid Javid re-iterated the Government’s intentions for boosting 

housing growth stating that he wants areas that have benefitted from soaring property 

prices to play their part in solving the housing crisis. Mr Javid pointed out that where 

property prices were particularly unaffordable, local leaders would need to take a long, hard 

and honest look to see if they are planning for the right number of homes. He also 

announced that a new consultation on a standardised methodology for calculating housing 

needs would be released in July 2017. The Council will therefore need to consider the 

implications of this consultation going forward. 
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4 DUTY TO COOPERATE 

4.1 Overview 

4.1.1 The Duty to Cooperate is a legal requirement established through Section 33(A) of the 

Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act, 2004, as amended by Section 110 of the Localism 

Act. It requires local authorities to engage constructively, actively and on an ongoing basis 

with neighbouring authorities on cross-boundary strategic issues throughout the process of 

Plan preparation. As demonstrated through the outcome of the 2012 Coventry Core 

Strategy Examination and the 2013 Mid Sussex Core Strategy Examination, if a Council fails 

to satisfactorily discharge its Duty to Cooperate, this cannot be rectified through 

modifications and an Inspector must recommend non-adoption of the Plan. 

4.1.2 Whilst Gladman recognise that the Duty to Cooperate is a process of ongoing engagement 

and collaboration as set out in the PPG, it is clear that it is intended to produce effective 

policies on cross boundary strategic matters. In this regard, the Tendring District Plan must 

be able to demonstrate that it has engaged and worked with neighbouring authorities, 

alongside their existing joint working arrangements, to satisfactorily address cross boundary 

strategic issues and the requirement to meet any unmet housing needs. This is not simply an 

issue of consultation but a question of effective cooperation.  

4.1.3 Tendring is working alongside the other North Essex Authorities (Colchester and Braintree) 

to prepare a strategic plan which sets the overall strategic framework for planning in the 

area upon which, the local plans can be based. This approach is to be welcomed as it allows 

the authorities to address cross-boundary strategic issues such as the delivery of new 

settlements in a coordinated manner. It is considered that Maldon is also part of the same 

Housing Market Area as Tendring, Colchester and Braintree but it is recognised that their 

Local Plan preparation is ahead of the other authorities and for practical purposes it may not 

be possible to align key evidence. However, it is important to recognise that the North Essex 

authorities have a number of key links with other LPAs outside of North Essex including 

Maldon, Chelmsford and Uttlesford and they need to work cooperatively with these 

authorities, through the Duty to Cooperate to address cross boundary issues. 

4.1.4 It is noted in paragraph 1.8 of the TDLP that Chelmsford is part of the Housing Market Area 

(HMA) which encompasses the North Essex authorities who are preparing the joint plan, 

however they are not part of the joint plan making process. The Council will therefore need 

to ensure that such an approach is robustly evidenced, and that regardless of the joint plan 

making between Colchester, Braintree and Tendring sufficient consideration of strategic 
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issues as they relate to Chelmsford are undertaken through the Duty to Cooperate. For 

example, the planned opening of Crossrail which has its eastern terminus at Shenfield, near 

Chelmsford. 

4.1.5 Further, the PPG reflects on the public bodies which are subject to the duty to cooperate. It 

contains a list of the prescribed bodies. The PPG then goes on to state that: 

“These bodies play a key role in delivering local aspirations, and 

cooperation between them and local planning authorities is vital to 

make Local Plans as effective as possible on strategic cross 

boundary matters.”  
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5 SUSTAINBILITY APPRAISAL 

5.1 Context 

5.1.1 Under Section 19 of the 2004 Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act, policies set out in 

Local Plans must be subject to Sustainability Appraisal (SA). Incorporating the requirements 

of the Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations 2004, SA is a 

systematic process that should be undertaken at each stage of the Plan’s preparation, 

assessing the effects of the Local Plan’s proposals on sustainable development when judged 

against reasonable alternatives. 

5.1.2 The Council need to ensure that the results of the SA process clearly justify its policy choices. 

In meeting the development needs of the area, it should be clear from the results of the 

assessment why some policy options have been progressed, and others have been rejected.  

Undertaking a comparative and equal assessment of each reasonable alternative, the 

Council’s decision making and scoring should be robust, justified and transparent. 

5.1.3 Gladman remind the Council that there have now been a number of instances where the 

failure to undertake a satisfactory SA has resulted in Plans failing the test of legal 

compliance at Examination or being subjected to legal challenge. 

5.2 North Essex and Tendring Sustainability Appraisal 

5.2.1 Gladman instructed Lichfields to assess the outputs from the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) 

that has been undertaken for the Part 1 North Essex Authority Plan and the Part 2 Tendring 

Local Plan. Associated Part 2 reports were also prepared for Braintree and Colchester. 

5.2.2 The report, included in full as Appendix 1, has made a number of conclusions which are set 

out in summary in the paragraphs below. 

5.2.3 Although the quantity of sites assessed for garden communities is deemed acceptable, the 

site selection has been artificially supressed by the 5,000-dwelling threshold that has been 

applied.  There is overwhelming evidence that this has resulted in a narrow focus being 

applied to the consideration of the new Garden Community options.  

5.2.4 The Sustainability Assessment for Tendring only explores a settlement hierarchy approach to 

the spatial distribution of housing and there is no evidence to suggest that this is the most 

sustainable approach to development in Tendring. 

5.2.5 The Sustainability Appraisal’s approach to site allocations in Tendring cannot be considered 

robust as they are built on an unjustified approach to housing distribution. They have been 
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considered against which settlement they are in and therefore this has the potential to 

exclude more sustainable sites just because they are located in a settlement where there are 

already enough site allocations or it is within a settlement which is further down in the 

hierarchy. 

5.2.6 On top of this, nowhere in the SA is the appropriate level of development for each 

settlement in the hierarchy established and therefore it is completely unknown if this is the 

most sustainable level that could be achieved. There is also no clarity as to why strategic 

housing allocations have been chosen in the areas they have been and why those in other 

locations have been excluded. 

5.2.7 On the whole, these factors set out that there is a distinct lack of information supporting any 

of the conclusions made on housing distribution and site allocations and therefore they 

cannot be relied upon within this Sustainability Appraisal to allow the Local Plan to be found 

sound. 
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6 OBJECTIVELY ASSESSED HOUSING NEED (OAN) 

6.1 Background 

6.1.1 The process of undertaking an OAN is clearly set out in the Framework, principally in §14. 

§47, §152 and §159 and should be undertaken in a systemic and transparent way to ensure 

that the plan is based on a robust evidence base. 

6.1.2 The starting point for this assessment requires local planning authorities to have a clear 

understanding of housing needs in their area. This involves the preparation of a Strategic 

Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) working with neighbouring authorities where housing 

markets cross administrative areas as detailed in §159 of the Framework. The Framework 

goes on to set out factors that should be included in a SHMA including identifying: 

“the scale and mix of housing and the range of tenures that the local 

population is likely to need over the plan period which: 

 Meets household and population projections taking account of 

migration and demographic change; 

 Addresses the need for all types of housing including affordable 

housing and the needs of different groups in the community (such 

as, but not limited to, families with children, older people, people 

with disabilities, service families and people wishing to build their 

own homes); and 

 Caters for housing demand and the scale of housing supply 

necessary to meet this demand.” 

6.1.3 Key points that are worth noting from the above are that the objective assessment should 

identify the full need for housing before the Council consider undertaking any process of 

assessing the ability to deliver this figure. In addition, §159 specifically relates to catering for 

both housing need and housing demand within the authority area. It is also worth pointing 

out that any assessment of housing need and demand within the SHMA must also consider 

the following factors; falling household formation rates, net inward migration, the need to 

address the under provision of housing from the previous local plan period, the results of 

the Census 2011, housing vacancy rates including the need to factor in a housing vacancy 

rate for churn in the housing market, economic factors to ensure that the economic 

forecasts for an area are supported by sufficient housing to deliver economic growth, 
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offsetting a falling working age population by providing enough housing to ensure retiring 

workers can be replaced by incoming residents, addressing affordability and delivering the 

full need for affordable housing in the area.  

6.1.4 Of particular importance is the need to consider market signals. The consideration of market 

signals is one of the core planning principles considered in §17 of the Framework, which 

states: 

“Plans should take account of market signals, such as land prices and 

housing affordability, and set out a clear strategy for allocating sufficient 

land which is suitable for development in their area, taking account of the 

needs of the residential and business communities.” 

6.1.5 Of critical importance is what the Framework goes on to say in §158 in the section discussing 

Plan Making. It states here that: 

“Local planning authorities should ensure that their assessment of and 

strategies for housing, employment and other uses are integrated, and that 

they take full account of relevant market and economic signals.” 

6.1.6 Market signals are therefore at the very core of what the Framework is trying to achieve in 

promoting sustainable development and boosting the supply of housing land.  

6.1.7 The Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) gives further explanation to what the Framework 

means with regards to market signals, and sets out in a range of paragraphs the way in 

which local planning authorities should go about factoring in relevant market signals in 

arriving at their OAN. §19 and §20 of the PPG gives guidance on what market signals should 

be taken into account and how plan makers should respond to these market signals. The 

below extract identifies some particularly pertinent points: 

“The housing need number suggested by household projections (the 

starting point) should be adjusted to reflect the appropriate market 

signals, as well as other market indicators of the balance between demand 

for and supply of dwellings. Prices of rents rising faster than national/local 

average may well indicate particular market undersupply relative to 

demand.” 

6.1.8 The paragraph goes on to indicate that these factors would include, but should not be 

limited to land prices, house prices, rents, affordability, rates of development and 
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overcrowding. However, given what the Framework says at §17, quoted above, it seems clear 

that particular consideration should be given to affordability.  

6.1.9 In order to consider how market signals should be taken forward §20 identifies some key 

concepts: 

“Appropriate comparisons of indicators should be made. This includes 

comparison with longer term trends (both in absolute levels and rates of 

change) in the: housing market area; similar demographic and economic 

areas; and nationally. A worsening trend in any of these indicators will 

require upward adjustment to planned housing numbers compared to ones 

based solely on household projections.” 

6.1.10 It is therefore clear that where market signals are apparent (in any of the indicators assessed) 

there is an absolute and clear direction that an upward adjustment to housing numbers is 

required. It is also clear that both the level of change and the rates of change are 

considerations and that local planning authorities need to carefully benchmark themselves 

against other areas. This should not simply be a case of considering neighbouring 

authorities but should look at, as well as these, local authorities on a national basis, if the 

demographic and economic indicators are relevant.  Gladman are firmly of the view that 

considering comparisons purely against neighbouring authorities is not sufficiently robust 

and does not address the underlying issues which both the Framework and the PPG are 

trying to tackle with regard to housing.  

6.1.11 What is of further importance when considering these issues is the period of time analysed 

when considering both relative and absolute change. It has become apparent in our 

consideration of a number of plans that many local planning authorities choose to look at 

periods of time which are not fully representative of the depth of the housing crisis which we 

are currently within. 

6.1.12 Gladman is of the view that local planning authorities must take a long-term view when 

considering affordability and consider the relative and absolute change over a long term 15-

20 year period, which coincides with the normal time span of a Local Plan. Authorities should 

assess as a constituent part of their OAN, how they can improve affordability over the life 

time of a plan to a point where affordability is more in line with average earnings and 

affordable mortgage lending rates. They should assess a level of housing over the 15-20 

year plan period which would enable this step change and consider its deliverability in the 

plan. Only through planning for significant housing growth can local authorities realistically 
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tackle market signals in the way advocated by the PPG and tackle the affordability and 

housing crisis. 

6.1.13 The need to identify the full OAN before considering any issues with the ability of a Local 

Planning Authority to accommodate that level of development has been confirmed in the 

High Court. Most notably in Solihull Metropolitan Borough Council v (1) Gallagher Homes 

Limited (2) Lioncourt Homes Limited where it was considered that arriving at a housing 

requirement was a two-stage process and that first the unconstrained OAN must be arrived 

at. In the judgment, it was stated: 

“The NPPF indeed effected a radical change. It consisted in the two-step 

approach which paragraph 47 enjoined. The previous policy’s methodology 

was essentially the striking of a balance.   By contrast paragraph 47 

required the OAN [objectively assessed need] to be made first, and to be 

given effect in the Local Plan save only to the extent that that would be 

inconsistent with other NPPF policies. […] The two-step approach is by no 

means barren or technical. It means that housing need is clearly and 

cleanly ascertained. And as the judge said at paragraph 94, “[h]ere, 

numbers matter; because the larger the need, the more pressure will or 

might be applied to [impinge] on other inconsistent policies”. 

6.1.14 Therefore, following the exercise to identify the full OAN for housing in an area:  

“Local planning authorities should seek opportunities to achieve each of 

the economic, social and environmental dimensions of sustainable 

development, and net gains across all three. Significant adverse impacts on 

any of these dimensions should be avoided and, wherever possible, 

alternative options which reduce or eliminate such impacts should be 

pursued. 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.” (NPPF §152) 

6.1.15 This statement clearly sets out that local planning authorities should seek to deliver the full 

OAN and that this should be tested through the evidence base. Only where the evidence 

shows that this is not achievable, should they then test other options to see if any significant 

adverse impacts could be reduced or eliminated by pursuing these options. If this is not 

possible then they should test if the significant adverse impacts could be mitigated and 

where this is not possible, where compensatory measures may be appropriate. 
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6.1.16 The final stage of the process is outlined in §14 and involves a planning judgement as to 

whether, following all of the stages of the process outlined above: 

“Local Plans should meet OAN, 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.”  

6.1.17 It is also worth noting that the final part of this sentence refers to footnote 9 of the 

Framework which sets out the types of policies that the Government consider to be 

restrictive. These include: 

 “sites protected under the Birds and Habitat Directive (see paragraph 119) 

and/or designated as Sites of Special Scientific Interest; land designated as 

Green Belt, Local Green Space, 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”.  

6.1.18 Although this list is not exhaustive it is clear that local landscape designations, intrinsic value 

of the countryside, character of areas, green gaps etc. are not specifically mentioned as 

constraints by the Framework. 

6.1.19 Obviously, the Government intends to standardise the calculation of housing need as set out 

in the White Paper on housing. As yet, we are unaware of what the new methodology will 

involve but the Council will need to keep the evidence base of the Local Plan under constant 

review to ensure that it reflects the latest guidance as the White Paper is implemented. It is 

anticipated that the consultation on the standardised housing needs calculation will take 

place in July/August 2017.  
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7 SHARED STRATEGIC PLAN - TENDRING 

7.1 Overview 

7.1.1 Gladman note the positive intentions for the North Essex areas as outlined in paragraphs 1.1 

– 1.13 of the Plan. Clearly there are a range of issues which promote the need for a strategic 

approach and Gladman support the concept of joint plan making to ensure that unmet 

housing needs can be met in a region or sub region. That said, Gladman note a number of 

concerns from the opening paragraphs of Section 1.  

7.1.2 Firstly, it is noted in paragraph 1.8 that Chelmsford is part of the Housing Market Area 

(HMA) which encompasses the North Essex authorities who are preparing the joint plan, 

however they are not part of the joint plan making process. The Council will need to ensure 

that such an approach is robustly evidenced, and that regardless of the joint plan making 

between Colchester, Braintree and Tendring sufficient consideration of strategic issues as 

they relate to Chelmsford are undertaken through the Duty to Cooperate. For example, the 

planned opening of Crossrail which has its eastern terminus at Shenfield, near Chelmsford. 

7.1.3 Similarly, the plan in paragraph 1.10 also acknowledges that the adjacent authorities of 

Maldon and Uttlesford sit outside the HMA, but that ongoing consideration has been given 

to strategic issues with these authorities.  Gladman remain sceptical of the view that Maldon 

sits outside of the HMA, nevertheless, as we outline in the previous paragraph, it will be 

imperative that even if the above authorities are considered to be outside of the HMA the 

cross boundary strategic issues will require addressing through the Duty to Cooperate. In 

particular, with regard to Uttlesford due consideration will need to be given to key regional 

issues such as the planned growth at Stanstead Airport.  

7.1.4 The plan in paragraph 1.25 clearly recognises the economic growth potential of the area, as 

we have highlighted above there are also regional infrastructure drivers which are likely to 

sustain significant economic growth over the plan period and beyond. Gladman are 

therefore supportive of the joint plan making initiative and its desire to sustainably meet 

development needs. The Councils however must not ignore their neighbouring authorities in 

Essex as they plan for the future of their districts.  

7.2 Vision for the Strategic Area 

7.2.1 The vision for the areas is set out within paragraph 1.30 of the consultation document. 

Whilst Gladman are fully supportive of the ambitious nature of this vision, seeking for North 
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Essex to be an area of significant growth over the period to 2033 and beyond, it is critical 

that the plan provides the policies which are capable of delivering this vision.  

7.2.2 It is key that this positive vision remains within the strategic plan and that it seeks to provide 

for significant economic growth and housing to meet the full needs of the districts. 

Alongside this it is fundamental that the associated infrastructure is planned for and 

delivered at the appropriate time. These themes, critically, must also cascade down beyond 

the joint strategic plan and become the cornerstones for the development of the policies 

within the individual Local Plans.  

7.2.3 Clearly North Essex has an important role to play, not just locally, but as a key element of 

wider national importance. Its location in the South East, largely free of constraints mean 

that as well as being able to capitalise on the economic growth of Essex, and the important 

infrastructure at Stanstead Airport and through Crossrail, it can make a significant 

contribution towards helping alleviate housing pressure on both London and the 

constrained Green Belt authorities to the south. These wider regional issues should not be 

forgotten when considering the context of North Essex and the vision and policies within the 

plans.  

7.3 Policy SP1 – Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development 

7.3.1 Gladman are fully supportive of the inclusion of the policy on Sustainable Development. The 

ethos of sustainable development is key to assessing planning proposals, it is the golden 

thread running through the NPPF.  

7.4 Policy SP2 – Spatial Strategy for North Essex 

7.4.1 Gladman note the different spatial strategies for the component authorities within the Local 

Plan, we will comment on the spatial strategy for Tendring in the following section. With 

regard to the specific provision of Policy SP2, Gladman support the fact that growth will 

effectively come from development in and around existing settlements and through the new 

garden communities allocated in the plan. We also support the policy in recognising that the 

level of growth to be apportioned to a settlement will depend on the needs of that 

settlement and that in particular the diversification of the rural economy will be important. It 

will be important for the spatial strategies of the individual local plans to have these issues 

in mind when allocating sites and considering planning applications.  

7.4.2 Gladman’s experience is that the best way in which to ensure the delivery of housing targets 

is to maintain a good spread of sites and site typologies across the districts. When 



Tendring District Council  Publication Draft Local Plan 

 

considering the housing needs in North Essex (and with one eye to the next plan period) it is 

reasonable for the Council to consider new settlements. Gladman would contend however, 

that there is an additional level of sites which could require further consideration by the 

Councils to ensure they can meet their short and medium term housing needs. Whilst the 

new garden settlements will help meet housing demands in the medium/long term, the level 

of infrastructure required to deliver the sites is costly and substantial.  It is therefore likely to 

take time to implement.  

7.4.3 On the other end of the scale the smaller allocations in the plan will no doubt deliver 

quickly. To fill the gap between the two, Gladman consider that the Council may wish to 

further assess proposals for new garden villages. These new settlements of typically 1,000-

1,500 dwelling can be developed in places where there is considerable existing infrastructure 

and can be brought forward relatively quickly. Such proposals, if carefully selected, can 

contribute dwelling completions within the first 5-10 years of a plan period, thus giving the 

Council more of a buffer. 

7.4.4 It is our view therefore, that the spatial strategy needs to recognise new garden villages as 

well as the larger garden settlements. These, in addition to the smaller allocations, will help 

the plan soundly meets its housing targets.  

7.4.5 We consider these issues further below when we address the level of overall housing need in 

North Essex and when considering overall Local Plan trajectories. However at this time, 

whilst there is support for elements of policy SP2, without provision for the medium size 

sites, such as new Garden Villages we consider the spatial strategy would be problematic in 

delivering housing needs. We therefore consider it inconsistent with National Policy and not 

justified or effective and as such unsound.  

7.5 Policy SP3 – Meeting Housing Needs 

7.5.1 Gladman object to Policy SP3 in that it fails to identify the full need for housing across the 

Housing Market Area (HMA).  

7.5.2 Gladman instructed Barton Willmore to prepare a critique of the Council’s latest housing 

needs evidence base to assess how robust the study was. The full report is attached as 

Appendix 2 and relates specifically to Tendring District. However, Barton Willmore undertook 

this exercise on an HMA basis and for ease of use, prepared three reports, one for each of 

the districts currently consulting upon their Plans (Braintree, Colchester and Tendring). The 

representations that Gladman have prepared for the other districts’ consultations (Braintree 

and Colchester) contain the detailed reports relating to each of the respective authorities. 
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7.5.3 Barton Willmore consider that Maldon forms part of the wider HMA and should have been 

included within the study of housing needs. 

7.5.4 Whilst the Housing Needs Update Report correctly identifies the demographic starting point 

for Braintree, Colchester and Chelmsford, it presents a figure for Tendring of 480 dwellings 

per annum which is below the DCLG 2014-based Household Projections starting point of 

674 dwellings per annum. This is due to an adjustment which is made by the study to 

account for Unattributable Population Change (UPC). Barton Willmore consider that it is 

inappropriate to make such an adjustment because of a number of factors which are 

highlighted in Section 4 of their report (Appendix 2) and on this basis, they consider the 

correct demographic starting point for Tendring should be 674 dwellings per annum. 

7.5.5 No consideration has been made within the Housing Needs Update Report of alternative 

migration trends for Tendring whereas for Braintree, Colchester and Chelmsford alternative 

trends have been considered. 

7.5.6 The Housing Needs Update Report concludes that based upon the Greater London 

Authority (GLA) demographic scenario which looks at increased migration out of London, 

only an additional 74 dwellings per annum will be needed across the HMA to house out-

migrants from London. The report concludes that this increase is insignificant and therefore 

does not make an adjustment to overall housing need in the HMA. Barton Willmore disagree 

as 74 dwellings per annum across the Plan period would total an additional 1,776 dwellings 

across the HMA. 

7.5.7 The Housing Needs Update Report does not make any adjustment to address suppressed 

household formation which Barton Willmore have identified as an issue in Tendring due to 

undersupply and worsening affordability. 

7.5.8 The Housing Needs Update Report does not provide a consistent approach to the 

assessment of the economic element of the housing needs calculation. A different approach 

is applied to Tendring based upon the demographic adjustment made for UPC. Barton 

Willmore consider that the approach to UPC employed is fundamentally flawed and 

consequently any adjustment to the economic element of the housing need calculation 

should similarly not include an adjustment for UPC. 

7.5.9 The Housing Needs Update Report only considered a single economic forecast and 

economic forecasts can vary greatly between forecasting houses. In order to avoid any 

volatility, Barton Willmore suggest that the study should have considered economic 



Tendring District Council  Publication Draft Local Plan 

 

forecasts from the three recognised forecasting houses and calculated a triangulated 

average. 

7.5.10 Another weakness of the Housing Needs Update Report is that it provides no detail of how 

issues such as unemployment, commuting or economic activity rates have been considered 

in Tendring. Relying on Experian’s Economic Activity Rates has been acknowledged by 

various Inspectors as risky as they place a reliance on high economic activity rates for older 

people. 

7.5.11 Finally, whilst the Housing Needs Update Report acknowledges worsening Market Signals 

and makes an adjustment of a 15% uplift for Tendring, based upon the evidence and other 

methods of calculating the level of uplift required to address affordability, a higher uplift is 

justified. 

7.5.12 In Barton Willmore’s professional opinion, 550 dwellings per annum represents an under 

estimate of the level of housing need for Tendring and at the minimum, there is a need for 

674 dwellings per annum simply to meet the demographic need identified by DCLG in the 

household projections. Barton Willmore’s overall conclusion is that the true level of housing 

need in Tendring is between 674 and 972 dwellings per annum. 

7.5.13 This section has set out a brief summary of Barton Willmore’s findings and for the detail, the 

Council should refer to the full report attached as Appendix 2. 

7.6 Policy SP5 –Infrastructure and Connectivity 

7.6.1 Gladman commissioned Strutt and Parker to undertake an assessment of the delivery of the 

North Essex Garden Communities. As this report covers all of the Garden Communities and 

relates specifically to the strategic Part 1 North Essex Plan (the subject of a joint Examination 

in Public), the detail of its findings has been covered in Gladman’s representations submitted 

as part of the response to the Colchester Borough Local Plan to avoid repetition. 

7.6.2 Therefore, for Gladman’s response to Policy SP5 please see Gladman’s Colchester 

representations. 

7.7 Policy SP7 – Development and Delivery of New Garden 

Communities in North Essex 

7.7.1 Gladman notes the proposal to establish three new garden communities which are on the 

Tendring/Colchester boundary, Colchester/Braintree boundary and West of Braintree. 

Gladman supports the concept of new garden communities which represent a potentially 
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sustainable means of providing new homes, jobs and associated community infrastructure in 

the long term. It is, however, concerned that the scale, complexity and development 

requirements of the garden communities proposed is such that their anticipated 

deliverability is questionable and consequently considers that the Plan contains unrealistic 

expectations for the delivery of new housing on such developments.  

7.7.2 The two new garden communities proposed for Braintree District are ultimately expected to 

deliver between 15,000 and 24,000 new homes (Colchester/ Braintree Borders) and between 

7,000 and 10,000 homes (West of Braintree) respectively. Both are expected to deliver 2,500 

homes in the Plan period. The plan only identifies broad search areas for both proposals and 

it is proposed that further detail will be provided in due course by additional Strategic 

Growth Development Plan Documents which will be prepared for both garden community 

proposals jointly with Colchester Borough Council and Uttlesford District Council 

respectively.  

7.7.3 Similarly, the new garden community on the border between Colchester and Tendring is 

proposed to be allocated for 7,000-9,000 dwellings with 2,500 anticipated to be delivered 

within the Plan period. Again, the plan only identifies a broad area of search for the proposal 

and it is proposed that further detail will be provided in due course by additional Strategic 

Growth Development Plan Documents 

7.7.4 Having regard to the need for the preparation of the Strategic Growth Development Plan 

Documents, a significant amount of land assembly to be undertaken, the need for a 

considerable amount of infrastructure to be provided and the expectation that these 

developments will each involve two authorities, Gladman considers that it is extremely 

unlikely that the delivery of new housing on these sites will be achieved within the 

timescales anticipated by the Councils. Furthermore, the inclusion of a requirement for 

Gypsy and Traveller provision to be made on the sites is also likely to add further 

complications (and thus delay) to the development process. 

7.7.5 Gladman considers therefore, that there must be some degree of uncertainty as to whether 

the garden communities will deliver any homes at all during the plan period and that 

certainly the anticipated number of new homes that the Plan expects to be delivered within 

the plan period will be significantly less than set out in the policy. 

7.7.6 Paragraph 1.108 of the Plan states that each of the garden communities is planned to deliver 

2,500 dwellings and that no matter where they are physically built within the Local Plan 

period to 2033, they will be attributed as set out in section 2 of each of the individual Local 
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Plans, or if more dwellings are built then on a 50:50 ratio between the two districts 

concerned.” Gladman considers that such a manipulation of completions is artificial and is 

totally unjustified and unsupported by the NPPF and PPG. Dwelling completions can only 

accrue to the authority in which they are physically located. Bearing in mind that the location 

of the new garden communities are only indicative ‘broad locations’ at this stage, there is a 

possibility that when the extent of these proposed developments are finalised, the 

proportion of each site that is within one authority may actually be very small and its 

housing capacity may bear very little relationship with the above mentioned mechanism set 

out in the Local Plan. 

7.8 Policy SP8 – Tendring/Colchester Border Garden Community 

7.8.1 The new garden community on the border of Tendring and Colchester is proposed in Policy 

SP8 for between 7,000 and 9,000 dwellings with 2,500 dwelling anticipated for delivery 

before the end of the Plan period in 2033. 

7.8.2 Whilst Gladman support the concept of garden communities, we have concerns with various 

aspects of their deliverability and question whether 2,500 units will be delivered by the end 

of the Plan period. 

7.8.3 The site also requires the provision of pitches for Gypsy and Travellers as part of the 

allocation which presents additional barriers to the delivery of the site. 

7.8.4 Policy SP8 requires a Strategic Growth DPD to be prepared which will set out the form and 

boundary of the new community and will also include a concept plan detailing the 

disposition and quantity of future land uses together with a phasing and implementation 

strategy.  

7.8.5 With the need to prepare the Strategic Growth DPD, along with a significant amount of land 

assembly to be undertaken, the need for a considerable amount of infrastructure to be 

provided and the expectation that the development will involve two authorities, Gladman 

consider that there will be significant lead-in times associated with the site which calls into 

question its ability to deliver 2,500 units by 2033. 

7.8.6 Policy SP8 also sets out a comprehensive and detailed list of requirements which will need to 

be provided as part of the development of the garden community. This includes 30% 

affordable housing, employment provision, a package of transport improvements, new 

healthcare facilities, new district and neighbourhood centres, a secondary school, primary 

schools and early-years facilities amongst other requirements. 
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7.8.7 With the requirement set out in Policy SP7 for the sequencing of development and 

infrastructure on the garden communities which needs to ensure that the latter is provided 

ahead of or in tandem with the development it supports, issues of development viability, 

cashflow and equalisation of developer contributions amongst the various interested parties 

will be complex. The legal agreements associated with any planning proposals for the site 

will similarly be lengthy and complex which will add significantly to the lead-in times 

associated with the site. 

7.8.8 The work undertaken by Strutt and Parker on behalf of Gladman on the viability and 

deliverability of the garden community sites (submitted as part of the Gladman’s 

representations on Part 1 of the Colchester Plan), coupled with the complexities outlined 

above, must call into question the ability of the garden communities to deliver the numbers 

of units that the Councils expect them to deliver in the Plan period. If this is the case, then 

additional sites will be required in the short to medium term to ensure housing delivery is 

maintained and a 5-year housing land supply can be demonstrated across the plan period 

before the garden communities come on stream. These sites should offer something 

different from the large scale strategic allocations to ensure competition in the market and 

to ensure that small to medium sized housebuilders have an opportunity to deliver sites 

within the districts. Smaller scale housing sites will therefore be required to plug the 

inevitable gap in housing supply and Gladman consider that the sites included in these 

representations offer suitable, available and deliverable alternatives which should be 

allocated in the Tendring Local Plan (See Appendices 3, 4, 5 and 6).. 
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8 LOCAL PLAN FOR TENDRING 

8.1 Vision and Objectives 

8.1.1 Gladman support the Vision contained in the Tendring Local Plan which seeks to meet local 

housing needs through a range of high quality new housing. The Council should not only be 

seeking to meet local needs, but should do everything it can to exceed the housing 

requirement given the lack of delivery in the past and the uncertainty over unmet housing 

needs in London. 

8.1.2 Gladman support in principle, the Vision to create a new garden suburb to the east of 

Colchester on the border with Tendring to help meet the needs of both areas, although we 

have concerns over the site’s ability to deliver in the timeframe set out in Part 1 of the Plan. 

8.1.3 Gladman also support the Council’s Vision to deliver modest levels of housing growth in the 

larger villages to support local services and facilities and meet local housing needs in areas 

such as Lawford. However, it is considered that the smaller villages such as Ardleigh are also 

capable of providing modest housing growth, in scale with the existing settlements, to 

ensure that their current services and facilities are maintained and local housing need is met. 

This should be reflected in the Vision. 

8.1.4 Gladman consider that Objective 1 should be amended to state that the main objective is to 

meet housing needs in full by providing new dwellings with sufficient variety to meet the 

needs of a growing and ageing population. 

8.1.5 In allocating sites, the Council should therefore be mindful that to maximize housing supply 

the widest possible range of sites, by size and market location are required so that house 

builders of all types and sizes have access to suitable land in order to offer the widest 

possible range of products. The key to increased housing supply is the number of sales 

outlets. For any given time period, all else being equal, overall sales and build out rates are 

faster from 20 sites of 50 units than 10 sites of 100 units or 1 site of 1,000 units. The 

maximum delivery is achieved not just because there are more sales outlets but because the 

widest possible range of products and locations are available to meet the widest possible 

range of demand. In summary, a wider variety of sites in the widest possible range of 

locations ensures all types of house builder have access to suitable land which in turn 

increases housing delivery. 
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8.2 Policy SPL1: Managing Growth 

8.2.1 Whilst it is supported that the main urban areas continue to play a key role in the 

accommodation of future development within the district, this should not be at the expense 

of ensuring that the housing and employment needs of other settlements are met. Para 55 

of the Framework seeks to promote sustainable development in rural areas to maintain and 

enhance rural vitality and viability. It is essential therefore, that the needs of the sustainable 

rural settlements across the district, including Lawford and Ardleigh are assessed and 

meaningful growth apportioned to them to ensure their ongoing vitality and viability. 

8.2.2 Gladman support the inclusion of a detailed Settlement Hierarchy in Policy SPL1 of the Plan 

and the definition of Clacton, Harwich and Dovercourt as Strategic Urban Settlements. 

Gladman consider that the Garden Community on the border of Colchester and Tendring is 

a potential appropriate solution to delivering the level of housing growth required to meet 

the needs of both districts in the long term but do have concerns over the viability of the 

proposal and the timescale for delivery. 

8.2.3 Gladman also support the identification of Lawford as a Smaller Urban Settlement where 

modest levels of housing growth will be directed. Lawford is a vibrant settlement which 

adjoins the built-up area of the town of Manningtree and provides the community with 

direct access to a primary school, GP surgery and other services within Manningtree 

including a high school, train station, a range of retail opportunities, a pharmacy, public 

houses and a Post Office. 

8.2.4 Gladman consider that given Lawford’s services and facilities and its lack of constraints, the 

settlement is capable of supporting further growth beyond the minimum 1,500 to 2,500 

dwellings proposed for this tier of the settlement hierarchy within the Local Plan 

8.2.5 However, Gladman consider that Ardleigh is miss-categorised as a Smaller Rural Settlement 

both in terms of its current levels of services and facilities and its proximity and connections 

to Colchester. The settlement is by far the best performing Smaller Rural Settlement in terms 

of overall sustainability and is served by a number of core services including a primary 

school, a G.P. Surgery, a Post Office, a convenience store and a public house. It also has a 

village hall, playing fields and various sports clubs. There is a good level of employment 

within a 20-minute travel time of the settlement and fast broadband speeds are available 

that are sufficient to support home working, leisure and business activities.  

8.2.6 Ardleigh is therefore considered to be a sustainable settlement with good access to services 

and facilities to meet the daily needs of its residents. It is located in close proximity to 
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Colchester with high quality bus service from early morning until the evening allowing easy 

access to the town for employment, education and leisure purposes. It is therefore 

considered that Ardleigh should be categorised as a Rural Service Centre. 

8.3 Policy SPL2: Settlement Development Boundaries 

8.3.1 The Framework is clear that development which is sustainable should go ahead without 

delay. The use of settlement limits to arbitrarily restrict suitable development from coming 

forward on the edge of settlements would not accord with the positive approach to growth 

required by the Framework.  

8.3.2 The Policy has been substantially reviewed since the previous version of the Plan and is now 

more positive in its approach to development outside of the arbitrary Settlement 

Development Boundaries (SDB). The Council should recognise that a site’s location outside 

of a SDB is only one factor that should be weighed in the planning balance when 

considering any particular proposal and it should not be the determinative factor in 

assessing whether a scheme is acceptable or not. 

8.4 Policy SPL3: Sustainable Design 

8.4.1 Policy SPL3 introduces a large number of criteria which proposals must meet in order to be 

considered acceptable. Gladman would point out that the Framework is based on a planning 

balance exercise being undertaken by the decision maker and it is only where the harms of a 

proposal significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits that planning permission 

should be refused. Policy SPL3 should therefore be worded to allow the decision maker to 

undertake such a balancing exercise and so that failure to meet any one of the criteria listed 

would not automatically mean a failure to conform with the policy overall.  At present, Policy 

SPL3 is not worded in this positive fashion and should be redrafted. 

8.4.2 Criterion (a) under Part B of the Policy states that proposals should not lead to an 

unacceptable increase in congestion. This is contrary to the Framework as para 32 states that 

development should only be refused on transport grounds where the residual cumulative 

impacts of development are severe. Criterion (a) should be reworded to reflect this 

guidance. 

8.4.3 Part C of Policy SPL3 also requires developers to consider the use of renewable energy and 

the reductions of emissions as part of any proposals. The Written Ministerial Statement of 

25
th

 March 2015 clearly states that improvements in energy efficiency and carbon reductions 

will be delivered through changes to Building Regulations with only a limited number of 
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optional technical standards that can be required through local plans where supported by 

specific evidence. There is no evidence that the Local Plan should require such measures and 

therefore this reference should be deleted from the Policy. 

8.5 Policy HP4: Safeguarded Local Greenspace 

8.5.1 Gladman take this opportunity to remind the Council of the tests which need to be met 

when seeking to designate Local Green Space (LGS). 

8.5.2 Paragraph 77 of the Framework sets out the following in terms of when it is appropriate or 

not to designate land as a LGS.  

“The Local Green Space designation will not be appropriate for most green areas or 

open space. The designation should only be used: 

 Where the green space is in reasonably close proximity to the community it 

serves; 

 Where the green area is demonstrably special to a local community and holds 

particular local significance, for example because of its beauty, historic 

significance, recreational value (including as a playing field), tranquillity or 

richness of its wildlife; and 

 Where the green area concerned is local in character and is not an extensive 

tract of land.” 

8.5.3 The Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) provides further guidance on LGS designations 

including paragraph ID. 37-015-20140306,  

“There are no hard and fast rules about how big a Local Green Space can be because 

places are different and a degree of judgement will inevitably be needed. However, 

paragraph 77 of the National Planning Policy Framework is clear that Local Green 

Space Designation should only be used where the green area concerned is not an 

extensive tract of land. Consequently, blanket designation of open countryside adjacent 

to settlements will not be appropriate. In particular, designation should not be proposed 

as a ‘back door’ way to try to achieve what would amount to a new are of Green Belt by 

another name.” 
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8.6 Policy LP1: Housing Supply 

8.6.1 Gladman have some concerns with regards to the Housing Land Supply Policy LP1. Our 

issues with the overall housing requirement have been set out above in Section 7.5 and in 

the report prepared by Barton Willmore on our behalf (Appendix 2). It is therefore not 

necessary to repeat these here. 

8.6.2 Paragraph 5.1.3 of the Plan refers to the 550 homes a year housing requirement as a target. 

This is not consistent with the Framework as housing requirements should be expressed as a 

minimum and should be exceeded if possible. This statement should therefore be amended. 

8.6.3 The table set out within Section 5.1 of the Plan (Table A) also includes completions data 

from the start of the Plan period until 2016/17. This shows an existing shortfall in housing 

supply against the housing requirement totalling 826 units or one and a half years’ worth of 

supply. This is a significant under-supply of dwellings and represents real people in need of 

housing now. 

8.6.4 In fact, Tendring have only achieved their housing requirement in one year (2016/17) out of 

the first four years of the plan period. Given the fact that the Council has also not met its 

housing requirement in 10 of the past 19 years between 1996/97 and 2014/15, it is 

inevitable that the Council needs to apply a 20% buffer to its housing requirement as 

required by the Framework for persistent under-delivery. 

8.6.5 In addition, based upon the housing trajectory which is included in the latest Annual 

Monitoring Report (2015/2016), the Council are anticipating the delivery of just over 400 

units in 2017/18 which again is below the new housing requirement, further adding to the 

housing under-supply. 

8.6.6 Based on the guidance set out in the Planning Practice Guidance (PPG), the Council should 

be seeking to address this housing shortfall in the first five years of the Plan period. This 

would mean a significant step change in housing delivery for the Council once the Plan is 

adopted. 

8.6.7 It is therefore essential that the Council allocates a range of housing sites in a variety of 

locations and of a variety of sizes to ensure that the housing needs of local people are 

delivered in the short term, before the large scale strategic sites come on stream and to 

meet the significant backlog. 

8.6.8 Gladman are also concerned with the level of windfall sites that the Council are including 

within the housing supply going forward. The Framework states that local planning 



Tendring District Council  Publication Draft Local Plan 

 

authorities may make an allowance for windfall sites if they have compelling evidence that 

such sites have consistently become available in the local area and will continue to provide a 

reliable source of supply going forward. Any allowance should be realistic having full regard 

to the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA). Therefore, in order to 

include a windfall allowance in the Plan, Tendring will have to provide robust and credible 

evidence on this source of supply to justify the 1,399 units which is included in the Local 

Plan. 

8.6.9 The table on page 115 sets out that the Council’s housing requirement over the Plan period 

is 11,000 units whilst the sources of supply listed total 12,001, a contingency of 9.1%. This is 

considered to be too little flexibility to mitigate against sites not coming forward as 

anticipated in the Local Plan. Given the issues raised in this representation regarding the 

speed of delivery of the strategic sites, it is considered that a 20% flexibility factor is built 

into the Local Plan which is equivalent to 2,200 units above the housing requirement. 

8.7 Policy LP2: Housing Choice 

8.7.1 Gladman support Policy LP2 in that the Council will support the development of retirement 

complexes, extra care housing and other forms of residential accommodation aimed at 

meeting the future needs of older and disabled residents. 

8.8 Policy LP3: Housing Density and Standards 

8.8.1 Gladman object to Policy LP3 in relation to the reference to national space standards. The 

Written Ministerial Statement (WMS) dated 25th March 2015 confirms that “the optional 

new national technical standards should only be required through any new Local Plan 

policies if they address a clearly evidenced need, and where their impact on viability has 

been considered, in accordance with the NPPG”. Furthermore, with particular reference to 

the nationally described space standard, the NPPG (ID: 56-020-20150327) confirms “where a 

need for internal space standards is identified, local planning authorities should provide 

justification for requiring internal space policies”. If the Council wishes to adopt this standard 

it should be justified by meeting the criteria set out in the NPPG including need, viability and 

impact on affordability. The Council therefore needs to provide sufficient evidence to justify 

adoption of either of these standards or delete reference to these standards in Policy LP3. 
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8.9 Policy LP5: Affordable and Council Housing 

8.9.1 There is an inconsistency in the Local Plan between the level of affordable housing required 

as set out in paragraph 5.1.4 (30%) and that set out in Policy LP5 (25%). This needs to be 

rectified in order to ensure the policy position is clear. 

8.10 Policy LP10: Care, Independent Assisted Living 

8.10.1 Gladman support Policy LP10 on Care and Independent Assisted Living and in particular, the 

support shown for the construction of high quality care and extra-care housing in 

sustainable locations. 

8.10.2 Gladman also support the Council’s approach to care homes located outside of Settlement 

Development Boundaries as set out in Policy LP10. 

8.11 Policy PP12: Improving Education and Skills 

8.11.1 The requirement to provide educational facilities is a key part of the Framework. Paragraph 

72 states that local planning authorities should take a proactive, positive and collaborative 

approach to meeting this requirement. This should involve working closely with developers 

over schemes to assess the best possible solution to educational provision taking account of 

the capacity of all schools in the area that serve the development, the distance pupils travel 

to access schools and the most efficient and sustainable use of existing educational 

resources before requiring the provision of new facilities. Viability should also be a key 

consideration to ensure schemes are not prevented from being brought forward because of 

the need for significant infrastructure contributions. Gladman remind the Council that the 

lack of educational provision should not be used a reason for refusal as local planning 

authorities should work positively with the development industry to identify suitable and 

deliverable solutions to these issues. 

8.12 Policy PPL3: The Rural Landscape 

8.12.1 Policy PPL3 on the Rural Landscape is unsound. The guidance set out in the Framework 

advocates a balancing exercise of all of the benefits of a proposal against the harms to 

determine if the harms, significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits. 

8.12.2 In addition, any policy for the protection and enhancement of the environment should be 

established in light of the national policies contained in the Framework, particularly 

paragraphs 109 to125. 
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8.12.3 Para 109 sets out that the planning system should contribute to and enhance valued 

landscapes with advice in Para 113 stating that Local Planning Authorities should set criteria 

based policies against which proposals for any development on or affecting such sites 

should be judged. In addition, Para 113 highlights that distinctions should be made between 

the hierarchy of international, national and locally designated sites so that protection is 

commensurate with their status. 

8.12.4 It is important to note that this advice does not suggest a ban on all development in or 

adjacent to designated areas and that the weight that can be attached to any conflict with 

such designations should be aligned with their importance based on the hierarchy detailed 

above. 

8.12.5 Policy PPL3 as written is therefore contrary to the Framework and should be reviewed to 

reflect the guidance contained above. In particular, the policy should be flexible enough to 

be able to accommodate new development, outside of existing development boundaries, to 

allow the Council to quickly address any issues in a shortfall in housing land supply against 

the plan requirement. 

8.13 Policy PPL6: Strategic Green Gaps 

8.13.1 In terms of the natural environment, the identification of any local environmental 

designations, including Strategic Green Gaps and separation policies, must be predicated on 

a robust and comprehensive evidence base that can be used in the planning balance 

advocated by the Framework, allowing the Council to assess whether the adverse impacts of 

the loss of such areas significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits of delivering the 

full need for housing. 

8.13.2 Green Gap policies have been questioned by Inspectors in recent appeal decisions as to 

whether they are compliant with the Framework and the Presumption in Favour of 

Sustainable Development. It is unlikely that any Green Gap policy will meet the tests of the 

Framework. Inspectors have dismissed similar policies as being inconsistent with the 

Framework in the determination of a number of recent Appeals. Gladman do not support 

the Green Gap policy approach due to its inconsistency with the Framework as it may 

prevent the Council from granting planning permissions in sustainable locations to meet its 

full objectively assessed need. The Council should therefore not continue to promote this 

policy designation. 
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8.14 Policy PPL8: Conservation Area 

8.14.1 Paragraphs 132 to 134 of the Framework relate specifically to designated heritage assets 

and highlight that the more important the asset the greater the weight that should be 

attached to it. The policies in the Local Plan therefore need to make such a distinction so as 

to ensure they are consistent with the Framework.  

8.14.2 The Framework states that if the harm to a heritage asset is deemed to be substantial then 

the proposal needs to achieve substantial public benefits to outweigh that harm.  If the harm 

is less than substantial, then the harm should be weighed against the public benefits of the 

proposal including securing its optimum viable use. The policies in the Local Plan should 

therefore make a distinction between the two tests included in the Framework for 

designated heritage assets to ensure they are sound. 

8.14.3 Paragraph 135 of the Framework relates specifically to non-designated heritage assets and 

the policy test that should be applied in these cases is that a balanced judgment should be 

reached having regard to the scale of any harm and the significance of the heritage asset. 

Once again, policies in the Local Plan need to reflect this guidance. 

8.14.4 In addition, in light of the judgement in FODC v. SSCLG and Gladman Developments Ltd. 

[2016] EWHC 421 Admin, Gladman consider it is necessary for the TDLP to carry out an 

assessment of the potential impact of proposed development on heritage assets, as set out 

in paragraph 129 of the Framework. The Judgement concerns the interaction between 

paragraph 14 and paragraph 134 of the Framework, and the issues of the balancing exercise 

to be undertaken to assess the harm of any proposals against the benefits of the identified 

proposed development in accordance with paragraphs 133, 134 and 135 of the Framework. 

Gladman consider that the implications of the Judgement apply equally to both the 

decision-making process and the plan making process. Paragraph 134 is clear in talking 

about ‘development proposals’, a phrase which can apply equally to planning applications 

and proposed allocations. Furthermore, footnote 29 of the Framework clearly states that 

“The principles and policies set out in this section apply to the heritage-related consent 

regimes for which local planning authorities are responsible under the Planning (Listed 

Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990, as well as to plan-making and decision-taking”. 

It is therefore essential that the implications of the above Judgment are fully considered in 

the context of both decision-taking and plan-making. 

8.15 Policy PPL9: Listed Building 

8.15.1 Gladman object to Policy PPL9 on the same basis as set out above in Section 8.14. 
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8.16 Policy CP2: Improving the Transport Network 

8.16.1 Gladman object to Policy CP2 in that it states that proposals which would have any adverse 

transport impacts will not be granted planning permission. This is completely contrary to the 

Framework.  

8.16.2 Para 32 of the Framework states that development should only be refused on transport 

grounds where the residual cumulative impacts of development are severe. Policy CP2 

should therefore be reworded to avoid it being unsound. 

8.17 Policy DI1: Infrastructure Delivery and Impact Mitigation 

8.17.1 Gladman object to Policy DI1 in that there is no definition within the Policy, nor supporting 

text, as to what the Council consider to be a minimum level of developer profit. This Policy is 

therefore unclear, not enforceable and the implications of the Policy cannot be properly 

tested. Reference to a minimum level of developer profit should therefore be removed from 

the Policy. 
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9 SITE SUBMISSIONS 

9.1 Overview 

9.1.1 Gladman consider that there is an over reliance in the North Essex Part 1 Plan for Braintree, 

Colchester and Tendring on the strategic Garden Communities. These are all large-scale sites 

with significant requirements for infrastructure which will take a considerable amount of 

time to deliver. It is considered that the Councils’ view that 2,500 units will be delivered on 

each of the Garden Communities by the end of the Plan period (2033) is ambitious and 

because of the reliance on the large-scale sites, there will be a shortfall of housing provision 

in the early years of the Plan. 

9.1.2 Barton Willmore have also highlighted an issue with the OAN for Tendring suggesting that 

550 dwellings per annum does not meet the full need for housing in the district and that, as 

a minimum, the Local Plan should be based on a minimum housing requirement of 674 

dwellings per annum, with the need having the potential to be significantly higher than this 

figure. 

9.1.3 There is also a need for the Local Plan for Tendring to be flexible to allow for changes in 

circumstances which include sites not coming forward as anticipated or delivering fewer 

units than expected. Typically, Inspectors are seeking an additional 20% above the housing 

requirement to ensure that the Local Plan meets or hopefully surpasses the housing 

requirement over the Plan period. 

9.1.4 Therefore, in order to account for all of the above factors, it is considered that additional, 

small scale allocations should be made in the Tendring Local Plan to deliver housing in the 

short term, contributing to the Council’s 5-year housing land supply and allowing small and 

medium sized housebuilders the opportunity to deliver sites in Tendring, thereby increasing 

delivery in the district. 

9.1.5 Gladman are promoting a number of sites across the district which are located in sustainable 

settlements and are available, achievable and deliverable. The sites are listed below and are 

covered in more detail in the attached Development Briefs (Appendices 3, 4, 5 and 6). These 

sites should therefore be allocated in the Tending Local Plan. 
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9.2 Bromley Road, Parsons Heath 

9.2.1 Gladman is promoting land at Bromley Road, Parsons Heath for residential development 

(See Appendix 3). The 7.33-hectare site presents an ideal opportunity to create a sustainable, 

high quality residential development situated in a sought-after location. 

9.2.2 The site is located on the eastern edge of Colchester and it is anticipated that around 4.2 

hectares would be residential development, with the remainder comprising green 

infrastructure. 

9.2.3 The land lies to the south of Bromley Road and comprises two fields. It is well enclosed by 

tree and hedgerow cover along its boundaries with Churn Wood, Bromley Road and Salary 

Brook, which is located directly to the west of the site. Its north-eastern boundary adjoins 

the grounds of Hill Farm and Crockleford Grange. The site is opposite existing residential 

development at Longridge. The site is also adjacent to the large town of Colchester and falls 

within a broad location proposed as a new garden community on the Colchester-Tendring 

border.  

9.2.4 Parsons Heath is a vibrant area on the edge of Colchester which offers a range of amenities 

within walking and cycling distance of the site. These are located in three main clusters: on 

Bromley Road, on Harwich Road/Parsons Heath and in Greenstead district centre. These 

areas offer services and facilities including nursery schools, primary schools, a secondary 

school, a health centre, pharmacy, leisure centre, library and places of worship. 

9.2.5 The site is capable of delivering up to 145 dwellings of varying sizes, types and tenures 

including affordable housing delivered in accordance with planning policy and is capable of 

coming forward within the next 5 years. 

9.2.6 The site is not subject to any national, local or other landscape designations and landscape 

buffers could be provided to the north and east of the site, adjacent to Churn Wood and 

Salary Brook, which would be designated as a new waterside park. The site is well-contained 

adjacent to the existing urban context and a residential development and associated green 

infrastructure could be incorporated within the local landscape without resulting in any 

unacceptable landscape or visual effects. 

9.2.7 Gladman consider the site is available, achievable and deliverable and should therefore be 

allocated in the Tending Local Plan. 
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9.3 Grange Road, Lawford 

9.3.1 Gladman are promoting land at Grange Road to the south-west of Lawford for residential 

development (See Appendix 4). This 6.6-hectare site presents an ideal opportunity to create 

a sustainable, high quality residential development situated in a sought-after location. 

9.3.2 It is currently envisaged that built development would only be situated in the southern part 

of the site in order to protect and enhance a Scheduled Monument in the northern portion. 

With this in mind the developable area is likely to be less than 6.6 hectares. 

9.3.3 Lawford is a vibrant settlement which adjoins the built-up area of the town of Manningtree. 

The civil parish of Manningtree (which includes Lawford) is home to a population in the 

region of 5,700 people according to the 2011 Census.  

9.3.4 Lawford is an active and successful community and provides residents with direct access to 

community facilities including: 

 Lawford Church of England Primary School 

 Highfields County Primary School 

 The Lawford GP Surgery 

9.3.5 Lawford is also accessible to facilities in Manningtree, such as: 

 Manningtree High School 

 Manningtree Train Station 

 A range of retailers including convenience stores 

 Pharmacies 

 Public Houses 

 Post Office 

9.3.6 Lawford (alongside Manningtree and Mistley) is identified within the emerging Local Plan as 

a suitable location to accommodate additional homes with an established town centre, 

employment areas and infrastructure. Gladman believe that Lawford is capable of 

supporting further growth beyond the minimum 1,500 to 2,500 dwellings proposed for this 

tier in the emerging Local Plan, so housing development need not be limited to this amount. 

9.3.7 The site is capable of delivering up to 105 dwellings of varying sizes, types and tenures 

including affordable housing delivered in accordance with planning policy. The proposed 

development will follow a design-led approach, informed by consultation with the District 

Council, key stakeholders and the local community, responding sensitively to the site’s 
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setting and respecting the grain of the surrounding landscape, both built and undeveloped. 

The development will be a positive addition to Lawford, complementing the character of the 

surrounding area in terms of scale, density, character and quality. 

9.3.8 Gladman consider the site is available, achievable and deliverable and should therefore be 

allocated in the Tending Local Plan. 

9.4 Wick Lane, Ardleigh 

9.4.1 Gladman is promoting land at Wick Lane, Ardleigh for residential development (Appendix 5). 

The 7.58-hectare site presents an ideal opportunity to create a sustainable, high quality 

residential development situated in a sought-after location. It is anticipated that around 4.2 

hectares would be residential development, with the remainder comprising green 

infrastructure. 

9.4.2 The land lies to the north of Wick Lane, at its junction with the A137 (Colchester Road). The 

southern boundary of the site abuts 12 existing properties on Colchester Road. Immediately 

east of the site lies St Mary’s Church of England Primary School and land used by the 

neighbouring industrial area for the storage and distribution of agricultural machinery. The 

village centre is also situated to the east, focused along The Street and Colchester Road. 

Open countryside under arable cultivation lies to the north and west of the site. 

9.4.3 Ardleigh is an active and successful community and provides residents with direct access to 

community facilities including: 

 St Mary’s Primary School; 

 General Stores and Post Office; 

 Newstrend newsagents; 

 Ardleigh Surgery 

 Ardleigh Village Hall. 

9.4.4 Ardleigh is identified in the adopted and emerging versions of the Tendring District Local 

Plan as a suitable location to accommodate additional homes.  

9.4.5 The site is capable of delivering up to 118 dwellings including affordable housing delivered 

in accordance with the Council’s requirements. The site is not subject to any national, local 

or other landscape designations and is well contained within the landscape.  A landscape 

appraisal has confirmed that through sensitive landscaping, green infrastructure provision 

and good quality design, any impact of a development on the countryside and the character 

of Ardleigh could be minimised. 
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9.4.6 A high-quality housing development would be a positive addition to Ardleigh, 

complementing the character of the surrounding area in terms of character and quality. 

Gladman consider the site is available, achievable and deliverable and should therefore be 

allocated in the Tending Local Plan. 

9.5 Land East of Oakwood Park, Holland Road, Clacton 

9.5.1 Gladman are promoting land to the East of Oakwood Park, Holland Road to the north-east 

of Clacton Town Centre for residential development (See Appendix 6). This 11.6 ha site is 

located within the Settlement Development Boundary of Clacton to the east of the proposed 

allocation SAMU3. 

9.5.2 Clacton is a Strategic Urban Settlement at the top of the Council’s Settlement Hierarchy 

where a considerable level of new housing growth will be directed and the Council have 

accepted that growth in this location is sustainable by allocating land at Oakwood Park in 

Policy SAMU3. 

9.5.3 The site is capable of delivering up to 300 residential units with associated community 

benefits, open space and affordable housing delivered in accordance with the Council’s 

requirements. The site is not subject to any national, local or other landscape designations 

and is well contained within the landscape and landscape features would be retained where 

possible.  

9.5.4 A high-quality housing development would be a positive addition to Clacton, 

complementing the character of the surrounding area in terms of character and quality. 

Gladman consider the site is available, achievable and deliverable and should therefore be 

allocated in the Tending Local Plan  
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10 CONCLUSIONS 

10.1 Overview 

10.1.1 Having considered the TDLP, Gladman are concerned about a range of matters including the 

housing and employment needs, delivery of the Garden Communities, spatial distribution 

and several of the detailed development management policies. 

10.1.2 The plan must be positively prepared, effective, justified and consistent with national policy 

to be found sound at examination. In the first instance, the Council must start with clearly 

defining a NPPF and PPG compliant OAN by developing an unconstrained requirement 

which properly follows the guidelines set out at the national level. The Council should then 

develop a robust housing requirement using this OAN as a starting point.  

10.1.3 Gladman commissioned Barton Willmore to undertake a review of the Objectively Assessed 

Housing Need (OAHN) undertaken by the Council in 2017. The review (attached as Appendix 

2) concludes that an unjustified approach has been taken to the issue of Unattributable 

Population Change in Tendring, the OAHN makes no adjustment for supressed household 

formation in Tendring, it does not provide a consistent approach to the economic aspects of 

housing need across the HMA and there is evidence to suggest that a greater than 15% 

uplift should be applied to the OAHN for Tendring to address worsening Market Signals.  

10.1.4 In Barton Willmore’s professional opinion, 550 dwellings per annum represents an under 

estimate of the level of housing need for Tendring and at the minimum, there is a need for 

674 dwellings per annum simply to meet the demographic need identified by DCLG in the 

household projections. Barton Willmore’s overall conclusion is that the true level of housing 

need in Tendring is between 674 and 972 dwellings per annum. 

10.1.5 Careful consideration needs to be given to the spatial strategy that forms the basis of the 

spatial distribution of growth across the district. All sustainable settlements should be 

allowed to play their part in meeting their own housing and employment needs as well as 

contributing to the wider district’s requirements. A flexible approach to delivering the 

development needs of the district will ensure the plan’s ultimate deliverability and success. 

10.1.6 Whilst it is supported that the main urban areas continue to play a key role in the 

accommodation of future development within the district, this should not be at the expense 

of ensuring that the housing and employment needs of other settlements are met. Para 55 

of the Framework seeks to promote sustainable development in rural areas to maintain and 

enhance rural vitality and viability. 
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10.1.7 This is particularly the case given that with the complexities of delivering the Garden 

communities, it is considered that there is a significant shortfall of housing provision in the 

short to medium term which needs to be addressed through additional smaller scale 

housing allocations. 

10.1.8 With this in mind, Gladman are promoting a number of sites in sustainable locations which 

are available, achievable and deliverable and should be included within the Tendring Local 

Plan as residential allocations. These include: 

a. Bromley Road, Parsons Heath. 

b. Grange Road, Lawford. 

c. Wick Lane, Ardleigh. 

d. Land East of Oakwood Park, Holland Road, Clacton. 
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Tendring District Council 
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Woodlands 
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Direct Line: 0300 470 4938 
Fax: 01234 796340 
 
 27 July 2017 
 

 
 
Dear Sir 
 
TENDRING DISTRICT COUNCIL LOCAL PLAN 
ISSUES AND OPTIONS 
 
We welcome the opportunity to comment upon your local plan. We note that the three 
authorities of Braintree, Tendring and Colchester have coordinated their local plans and 
that the first part of the plan applies to all three authorities. This approach is to be 
commended as it gives a much better overview of the effect of development over a 
wider area than an individual district. 
 
We have been talking to the Districts for a long time about their aspirations for growth, it 
is recognised that large parts of the district are rural and access to public transport 
difficult. Parts of the strategic road network running through the districts are already 
close to capacity and cannot reasonably cope with large amounts of additional 
development without significant improvement.  
 
This has been recognised in the governments first Roads Investment Strategy (RIS 1) 
published in 2014, which committed Highways England to commence widening of the 
A12 between junctions19 to 25 to three lanes, and to prepare options for consideration 
in RIS- 2 (2020-25) for widening between junctions11 to 16 and 25 to 29. 
 
It has also been recognised that the A120 between Braintree and the A12 is nearing 
capacity, most noticeably at peak times. Essex County Council has been examining the 
feasibility of upgrading this route to a dual carriageway. With a view to submitting this 
for inclusion into a future RIS-2  
 
Until housing and employment is committed  the above schemes can really only deal 
with existing challenges  allowing for a limited amount of growth as the designs are 
based on previously envisaged growth rates rather the much more ambitious level 
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proposed in these consultations. This means the need careful planning to ensure 
proposed development is in the most appropriate place with the necessary facilities and 
infrastructure available at the right time and  a steep change both in the provision and 
take up of public transport, if this level of development is to be sustainable. 
 
We  support the policies in the plan aimed at reducing the need to travel by private car, 
such as improved walking, cycling and public transport infrastructure, and the provision 
of high speed broadband allowing people to more easily communicate and work 
remotely reducing the demand for travel.  
 
 
 
Turning to specific Tendering site comments  
 
Most of the proposed allocations are either some way from the A120 or at a scale which 
is unlikely to result in a severe impact on the A120 
 
The only real issue for Highways England is the proposed Garden Community on the 
eastern edge of Colchester. It is unclear on how it is proposed to access the existing 
A120. Depending on the type of junction, could impact on the free-flow of A120 traffic. 
For instance, if a grade separated junction was built, rather than an at-grade 
roundabout, the impact to traffic flow on the A120 would be less.  
 
The provision of a new junction at this location could also result in a redistribution of 
traffic movements through Colchester, with short on and off movements on the A120 
and A12 to avoid the town centre.  
 
This proposal will need to be modelled so a full understanding of the impact is obtained. 
An economic business case will need to demonstrate the need for a link road and what 
the effects would be, before we could agree to the creation of a new junction. Any new 
junction on the A120 would need to be fully compliant with the standards as set out in 
the Design Manual for Roads and Bridges. 
 
The growth identified in the draft Local Plan and in neighbouring Local Plans, will need 
to be supported by appropriate transport infrastructure. Highways England has been 
working closely with Essex County Council and the Districts to consider the impacts of 
this growth and appropriate means to mitigate its impact, where possible.  
 
In order to inform the selection of a ‘preferred strategy’, ECC/Ringway Jacobs were 
commissioned by Tendring District Council to undertake highway modelling to inform 
the emerging spatial strategy and its implications. Traffic modelling has been 
undertaken to identify the likely impact on key junctions and identify preliminary feasible 
and affordable improvements. This takes account of the potential for changing trip 
patterns and model choice and review ongoing strategic studies/projects.  
 
In addition, an ‘Interim Assessment’ has also been undertaken to; identify the likely 
impact on key junctions; identify preliminary feasible and affordable improvements; 
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potential for changing trip patterns and model choice; and review ongoing strategic 
studies/projects.  
 
It is clear that mitigation is not feasible at all key junctions to enable them to operate 
‘within capacity’ at 2033. Increased focus will need to be placed on encouraging model 
shift, as most journeys to work are by car. It is recommended to improve access to 
railway stations by sustainable modes, given the high level of trips between settlements 
with rail links.   
 
 A12, A120 junction (J29) is operating very close to capacity at present and is hemmed 
in by development which could make improvement very difficult and expensive. 
 
We look forward to working with you to deliver growth in Tendring District 
 
Yours sincerely 
 

 
 Mark Norman 
 Operations  
 Email: mark.norman@highways.gsi.gov.uk 
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Email only  
 
The Planning Policy Manager 
Tendring District Council  
Council Offices  
Thorpe Road 
Weeley 
Essex, CO16 9AL 
 
planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk 

         26 July 2017  
 
 
Dear Sir /Madam 
 

Tendring District Council Draft Local Plan Consultation 2016- 2033 
 
1.0 Introduction 

 
1.1 Thank you for consulting NHS England and North East Essex CCG on the above Draft 

Local Plan Document (DLP).  
 
1.2 In reviewing the context, content and recommendations of the DLP and its current phase 

of progression, the following comments are with regard to the impact of the DLP on 
healthcare provision in the area on behalf of NHS England Midlands & East (East) 
(NHSE) and North East Essex Clinical Commissioning Group (CCG). 
 
 

2.0 Existing Healthcare Position in the Emerging Plan Area 
 
2.1 The DLP covers the administrative area of Tendring with reference to the North Essex 

Authorities to include Colchester Borough Council and Braintree District Council. 
 
2.2 Currently, within the administrative area, healthcare provision incorporates a total of 21 

GP Practices and 7 branch surgeries; pharmacies, 15 dental surgeries, 17 opticians, and 
2 community Hospitals. 

 
2.3 These are the healthcare services available that this DLP must take into account in 

formulating future strategies.  
 
2.4 Growth, in terms of housing and employment, is proposed across a wide area and would 

likely have an impact on future healthcare provision.  Existing GP practices in the area do 

North East Essex Clinical Commissioning Group 
Aspen House 

Stephenson Road 
Colchester 
CO4 9QR  

 
Tel: 01206 918738 

 www.neessexccg.nhs.uk 
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not have capacity to accommodate significant growth.  
 
2.5 In terms of optimal space requirements to encourage a full range of primary care services 

to be delivered within the community there is an overall capacity deficit, based on 
weighted patient list sizes¹, within the 15 GP Practices providing services in the area.   

 
2.6 NHS England working with the North East Essex CCG (CCG) and the local authority has 

begun to address capacity issues in the area and there are a number of proposals in the 
pipeline.    

 
2.7 Optimal space standards for primary care are set for planning purposes only. This allows 

us to review the space we have available and identify the impact development growth will 
have in terms of capacity and service delivery.  Space capacity deficit does not prevent a 
practice from increasing its list size, however it may impact on the level and type of 
services the practice is able to deliver. 

 
2.8 NHS England and the CCG are currently working together to help plan and develop new 

ways of working within our primary care facilities, in line with the Five Year Forward View, 
to increase capacity in ways other than increasing physical space.  The CCG’s emerging 
Sustainability and Transformation Plan (STP) will contain further detail on this and the 4 
year Primary Care Estates and Technology Transformation Funding (ETTF) programme, 
which commenced in June 2016, will help to provide funding and solutions for existing 
capacity issues. 

 
2.9 Existing health infrastructure will require further investment and improvement in order to 

meet the needs of the planned growth proposed in this DLP. The developments 
contained within would have an impact on healthcare provision in the area and its 
implications, if unmitigated, would be unsustainable. 

 
3.0 Identification and Assessment of Policies and Strategies that have Healthcare 

Implications 
 
3.1 In developing the final Local Plan document, care should be taken to ensure that 

emerging policies will not have an adverse impact on healthcare provision within the plan 
area and over the plan period. 

 
3.2 In instances where major policies involve the provision of development in locations where 

healthcare service capacity is insufficient to meet the augmented needs appropriate 
mitigation will be sought.  

 
3.3 Policies should be explicit in that contributions towards healthcare provision will be 

obtained and the Local Planning Authority will consider a development’s sustainability 
with regard to effective healthcare provision.  

 
3.4 The exact nature and scale of the contribution and the subsequent expenditure by NHS 

England will be calculated at an appropriate time as and when schemes come forward 
over the plan period to realise the objectives of the DLP. 

 
3.5 Before further progression and amendment of policies are undertaken, the Local Planning 

Authority should have reference to the most up-to-date strategy documents from NHS 
England and the CCG which currently constitute The Five Year Forward View and the 
emerging CCG Strategic Estates Plan & Primary Care Strategy and the Sustainability 
Transformation Plans. 

 
3.6 Plans and policies should be revised to ensure that they are specific enough in their aims, 

but are not in any way prescriptive or binding on NHS England to carry out certain 
development within a set timeframe, and do not give undue commitment to projects.  

 



3.7 Notwithstanding this, there should be a reasonably worded policy within the emerging 
Local Plan that indicates a supportive approach from the Local Planning Authority to the 
improvement, reconfiguration, extension or relocation of existing medical facilities. This 
positive stance should also be indicated towards assessing those schemes for new 
bespoke medical facilities where such facilities are agreed to in writing by NHS England. 
New facilities will only be appropriate where they accord with the latest up-to-date NHS 
England and CCG strategy documents. 

 
3.8 NHS England note the requirement for Tendring District Council to deliver a plan for 

increased levels of housing growth for their area, resulting in approximately 11,000 new 
dwellings during the plan period 2013 - 2033 and have identified the anticipated impact 
on infrastructure arising from these proposals.  

 
3.9 As stated above the exact nature and scale of mitigation required to meet augmented 

needs of proposed developments will be calculated at an appropriate time, as and when 
schemes come forward over the plan period to realise the objectives of the DLP. 
Anticipated mitigation type for each of the proposed major sites is detailed within the DLP, 
please note this is based on the current configuration of health care services and is 
subject to change. 

 
4.  Comments on Section 1  
 
4.1 1.23 – Healthcare, 1.84 – Please ensure that the contents of this letter in full are 

evaluated in full and that all future developments have input from NHS representatives. 
 
4.2 1.24 – Broadband – please ensure that consideration is given to the technology agenda 

for the transformation of clinical services in the NHS.  It is essential that Broadband 
infrastructure and connectivity is of a high speed and reliable in order to ensure that 
providing Primary Care at scale is achievable.  The CCG would welcome inclusion in any 
discussions necessary with providers of broadband and telecommunications 
infrastructure. 

 
 
 
5. Comments on DLP content 
 
5.1 Please amend policy SP8, SP9, SP10, section E. Community Infrastructure, point 13 –to 

read ‘increased primary care capacity will be provided to serve the new development, this 
may be by means of improvement, reconfiguration, extension or relocation of existing 
medical facilities’. 

 
5.2 Policy SAMU1 – please include as an additional point:  financial contributions to 

healthcare provision as required by the NHS/CCG either through the Community 
Infrastructure Levy or Section 106 Planning Obligations. 

 
5.3 Policy SAMU4 – point d – please amend as follows:  Infrastructure or a financial 

contribution towards the delivery of healthcare capacity to meet the needs of the growing 
population in West Clacton  

 
5.4 Policy SAH3 - please include as an additional point:  financial contributions to healthcare 

provision as required by the NHS/CCG either through the Community Infrastructure Levy 
or Section 106 Planning Obligations. 

 
5.5 Policy LP10 – Care and Assisted Living; Incorporate some wording that will ensure that 

due to the higher demands of these service users, additional capacity requirements need 
to be assessed at the time of application. 

 
 



5.6 The table below provides additional detail on the provision of additional Healthcare facility 
capacity; 

 
` Capacity What additional 

infrastructure is 
needed in 

addition to that 
which is already 

provided? 

How will this be 
funded? 

When will the 
identified  

infrastructure be 
needed? 

Colchester 
Fringe/Garden 
Community 

1409 Possible new build 
Health Centre to 

absorb development 
growth from total 

development 
(Colchester & 
Tendring) and 
relocation of 

existing practice/s 
in the area.   

S106/3PD scheme  Phased 
development to 

accommodate build 
trajectory.  To 

commence 2019  

Weeley  318  Enhanced Primary 
Care floor space 

provision – 
reconfiguration 

and/or 
refurbishment of 

existing NHS Estate 

 

Clacton-on-Sea 2777 Each significant site 
will be reviewed 
individually or as 

part of the hub and 
spoke modelling 

exercise for 
potential Enhanced 
Primary Care floor 
space provision – 
reconfiguration 

and/or 
refurbishment of 

existing NHS Estate 

or new build 

Section 106/ 3PD 
Investment 

 

Harwich and 
Dovercourt 

898 Each significant site 
will be reviewed 
individually or as 

part of the hub and 
spoke modelling 

exercise for 
potential Enhanced 
Primary Care floor 
space provision – 
reconfiguration 

and/or 
refurbishment of 

existing NHS Estate 
Or new build 

Section 106/ 3PD 
Investment 

 

Frinton, Walton and 
Kirby Cross 

1009 Each significant site 
will be reviewed 
individually or as 

part of the hub and 
spoke modelling 

exercise for 
potential Enhanced 
Primary Care floor 
space provision – 
reconfiguration 

and/or 
refurbishment of 

Section 106/ 3PD 
Investment 

 



` Capacity What additional 
infrastructure is 

needed in 
addition to that 
which is already 

provided? 

How will this be 
funded? 

When will the 
identified  

infrastructure be 
needed? 

existing NHS Estate 
New build 

Manningtree, 
Lawford, Mistley 

1138 Each significant site 
will be reviewed 
individually or as 

part of the hub and 
spoke modelling 

exercise for 
potential Enhanced 
Primary Care floor 
space provision – 
reconfiguration 

and/or 
refurbishment of 

existing NHS Estate 
New Build 

Section 106/ 3PD 
Investment 

 

Brightlingsea 174 Each significant site 
will be reviewed 
individually or as 

part of the hub and 
spoke modelling 

exercise for 
potential Enhanced 
Primary Care floor 
space provision – 
reconfiguration 

and/or 
refurbishment of 

existing NHS Estate 

Section 106/ 3PD 
Investment 

 

Alresford 249 Each significant site 
will be reviewed 
individually or as 

part of the hub and 
spoke modelling 

exercise for 
potential Enhanced 
Primary Care floor 
space provision – 
reconfiguration 

and/or 
refurbishment of 

existing NHS Estate 

Section 106  

     
Elmstead Market 154  Section 106  

Great Bentley 250  Section 106  

Little Clacton 174 Each significant site 
will be reviewed 
individually or as 

part of the hub and 
spoke modelling 

exercise for 
potential Enhanced 
Primary Care floor 
space provision – 
reconfiguration 

and/or 
refurbishment of 

existing NHS Estate 

Section 106  

St Osyth  278 Each significant site 
will be reviewed 

Section 106  



` Capacity What additional 
infrastructure is 

needed in 
addition to that 
which is already 

provided? 

How will this be 
funded? 

When will the 
identified  

infrastructure be 
needed? 

individually or as 
part of the hub and 

spoke modelling 
exercise for 

potential Enhanced 
Primary Care floor 
space provision – 
reconfiguration 

and/or 
refurbishment of 

existing NHS Estate 

Thorpe Le Soken 138 Each significant site 
will be reviewed 
individually or as 

part of the hub and 
spoke modelling 

exercise for 
potential Enhanced 
Primary Care floor 
space provision – 
reconfiguration 

and/or 
refurbishment of 

existing NHS Estate 

Section 106  

Weeley 318 Each significant site 
will be reviewed 
individually or as 

part of the hub and 
spoke modelling 

exercise for 
potential Enhanced 
Primary Care floor 
space provision – 

reconfiguration 
and/or 

refurbishment of 
existing NHS Estate 

Section 106  

Smaller Rural 
Settlements 

262 Each significant site 
will be reviewed 
individually or as 

part of the hub and 
spoke modelling 

exercise for 
potential Enhanced 
Primary Care floor 
space provision – 
reconfiguration 

and/or 
refurbishment of 

existing NHS Estate 

Section 106  

 
6.0 Conclusions 
 
6.1 This response follows a consultation by Tendring District Council on the Draft Local Plan. 
 
6.2 In its capacity as healthcare provider, NHS England and the CCG have requested that 

the Local Planning Authority identifies policies and strategies that are considered to 
directly or indirectly impact upon healthcare provision and has responded with comments 
to help shape future policy. 



 
6.3 Assuming the comments are incorporated wholly within the future Local Plan then NHS 

England would not which to raise an objection to the Tendring Draft Local Plan. 
 

6.4 NHS England has also identified shortfalls in capacity at existing premises covered by the 
DLP.  Provision needs to be made within the emerging DLP to address the impacts of 
development on health infrastructure and to ensure timely cost-effective delivery of 
necessary infrastructure improvements, in the interests of pursuing sustainable 
development. 
 

6.5 The recommendations set out above are those that NHS England, the CCG and NHSPS 
deem appropriate having regard to the projected needs arising from the Tendring District 
Local Plan. However, if the recommendations are not implemented then NHS England 
reserve the right to make representations about the soundness of the plan at relevant 
junctures during the adoption process. 

 
Yours faithfully  
      
 
Kerry Harding    Jane Mower 
Head of Estates (NHS England)  Estates Development Manager (NEE CCG) 
 
  
CC:. Pam Green – North East Essex CCG 
 Clare McInerney – North East Essex CCG 
 Stuart Quinton – NHS England 



4 Health and Social Wellbeing 

4.1 For the purposes of the IDP, health and social wellbeing consists of the following:  

 General Practitioner (GP) services 

 Hospitals 

 Social care 

 Public health 

 

4.2 This analysis does not take into account specific wider primary care service needs such as 

dentists, pharmacies, opticians, community health (health visiting, school nursing, midwifery, 

district nursing, etc). All of these services will be impacted by demand from growth.  [ Tthe 

NHS remains the commissioning body for these services and requirements must be judged 

by the commissioning intentions of the appropriate NHS body.]  

4.3 The Health and Social Care Act 2012 has radically changed the way in which health care 

services are planned and organised. These are primarily provided by the Clinical 

Commissioning Groups (CCGs). The CCG is responsible for planning and buying 

(‘commissioning’) local health care services. 

4.4  Sustainability and Transformation Plans (STPs) are being prepared for wider areas that 

incorporate several CCG areas. Draft STP’s were, published in October 2016, summarising  

the work to date and outlining how system-wide plans can be delivered across organisations.  

This is an iterative document and will be reviewed periodically. 

4.5 Public health services are provided by Essex County Council in partnership with the 

respective local authorities. These services are focused on prevention and early intervention, 

specifically developing measures that help to reduce illness and to tackle the causes of poor 

health at source. This includes initiatives to increase activity and healthy living, such as 

cycling and walking, as well as provision of green space within developments. The strategic 

overview of the STPs includes consideration of these issues. 

Primary Care Services 

4.6 The Primary Care Strategies of the CCG’s focus on the following key areas: 

Comment [HK1]: Please note this 
definition is not the definition that the NHS 
would use but we accept it is the definition 
used in this document . 



 General Practice to be provided at scale aligned to defined neighbourhoods. 

 The creation of a neighbourhood multi-disciplinary primary care workforce embedded in 

the Care Closer to Home model of care. This will provide General Practice that is fully 

integrated; including the local authority and voluntary sectors.  

 Improved use of technology in General Practice. 

 Improved quality of care and safety of General Practice. 

 Increased patient access Fit for purpose estate for the delivery of modern General 

Practice. 

 Supporting the development of a resilient General Practice workforce. 

 Improved GP Training Facilities 

4.7 A particular focus of the STPs is bringing simple diagnostics into communities. The CCG(s) are 

also looking at more prevention-based and integrated service provision with social care. 

4.8 This growing focus on bringing care provision into the community may see the creation of 

health care ‘hubs’/networks.  

4.9 In addition there may be a need to increase estate, or an investment into buildings and 

infrastructure to make them fit for purpose. New facilities do not have to be stand alone 

buildings.  

4.10 There are also STP priorities related to increased use technology including, but not limited to: 

 Our patients and citizens can receive the care and support they need to live healthier, 
happier lives 

 We provide the information and tools to allow our population to take responsibility 
for their own health and wellbeing 

 Our professionals are supported in delivering that care; digital capability must 
enhance our working lives, not add unnecessary challenge, duplication or distraction 

 Our respective organisations have the technology solutions to operate in an efficient 
and cost effective way which supports continued high performance and future 
sustainability 

 We work as a system to provide joined up health and care to our populations 

 

4.11 This in turn will provide alternative methods for patients and the wider community to receive 

and contribute to care using technologies that most appropriately meet their needs.  

 

Hospitals 



4.12 The STPs envisage that, hospital services will be reconfigured and transformed, with new 

models of care meaning more care will be provided as close to people’s homes as possible. 

At this current time it is not possible to accurately determine the nature of any infrastructure 

requirements related to hospital-based care. 

 

 

 Social care 

4.13 Social care for both adults and children is provided by Essex County Council (ECC). This covers 

a range of functions and services and is provided by a range of different providers.  

4.14 Essex County Council can make specific provision of built infrastructure for care services, e.g. 

extra care. 

Public health 

4.15 Responsibility for public health was moved out of the NHS into local government in April 

2013. Health and Wellbeing Boards (HWBs) promote co-operation from leaders in the health 

and social care system to improve the health and wellbeing of their local population and 

reduce health inequalities. 

4.16 HWBs are responsible for producing a Joint Health & Wellbeing Strategies (JHWS), Joint 

Strategic Needs Assessments (JSNA) and Pharmaceutical Needs Assessments (PNA) for the 

Colchester borough area. 

Existing provision 

4.17 Figure 4.1 shows the location of existing General Practitioner (GP) surgeries. 

Comment [HK2]: This is a suggestion 
only as we do not commission social care  

Comment [HK3]: Again suggest check 
with ECC. 



Figure 4.1: Location of existing GP surgeries Tendring District Council 

 

 

Needs 

4.18 Generally the NHS policy locally is to attempt to accommodate growth wherever possible 

within current premises envelope, though this is likely to require capital works to adapt 

facilities over time, and only to seek new premises where this is demonstrably necessary.  

4.19 It is not possible to accurately determine the build cost or size of new health facilities at this 

stage. This will depend on a large number of complex and inter-related factors that can only 

be resolved at a more advanced stage in the planning process.  It will not be the case that 

each new health facility would be a fixed size or would have a fixed range of services.  

4.20 Clinically there are circumstances where co location of GP and other NHS or social care 

functions are desirable and would be considered or sought. 

4.21 Growth at Hartley Garden Village (TRG1) could be addressed through a hub and spoke model 

approach working with providers. 



Site Capacity What additional 

infrastructure is 

needed in 

addition to that 

which is already 

provided? 

How will this be 

funded? 

When will the 

identified  

infrastructure be 

needed? 

Colchester 

Fringe/Garden 

Community 

1409 Possible new build 

Health Centre to 

absorb development 

growth from total 

development 

(Colchester & 

Tendring) and 

relocation of 

existing practice/s 

in the area.   

S106/3PD scheme  Phased 

development to 

accommodate build 

trajectory.  To 

commence 2019  

Weeley  318  Enhanced Primary 

Care floor space 

provision – 

reconfiguration 

and/or 

refurbishment of 

existing NHS Estate 

 

Clacton-on-Sea 2777 Each significant site 

will be reviewed 

individually or as 

part of the hub and 

spoke modelling 

exercise for 

potential Enhanced 

Primary Care floor 

space provision – 

reconfiguration 

and/or 

refurbishment of 

existing NHS Estate 

Section 106/ 3PD 

Investment 

 

Harwich and 

Dovercourt 

898 Each significant site 

will be reviewed 

individually or as 

part of the hub and 

spoke modelling 

exercise for 

potential Enhanced 

Primary Care floor 

space provision – 

reconfiguration 

and/or 

refurbishment of 

existing NHS Estate 

Section 106/ 3PD 

Investment 

 

Frinton, Walton and 

Kirby Cross 

1009 Each significant site 

will be reviewed 

individually or as 

part of the hub and 

spoke modelling 

exercise for 

Section 106/ 3PD 

Investment 

 



Site Capacity What additional 

infrastructure is 

needed in 

addition to that 

which is already 

provided? 

How will this be 

funded? 

When will the 

identified  

infrastructure be 

needed? 

potential Enhanced 

Primary Care floor 

space provision – 

reconfiguration 

and/or 

refurbishment of 

existing NHS Estate 

Manningtree, 

Lawford, Mistley 

1138 Each significant site 

will be reviewed 

individually or as 

part of the hub and 

spoke modelling 

exercise for 

potential Enhanced 

Primary Care floor 

space provision – 

reconfiguration 

and/or 

refurbishment of 

existing NHS Estate 

Section 106/ 3PD 

Investment 

 

Brightlingsea 174 Each significant site 

will be reviewed 

individually or as 

part of the hub and 

spoke modelling 

exercise for 

potential Enhanced 

Primary Care floor 

space provision – 

reconfiguration 

and/or 

refurbishment of 

existing NHS Estate 

Section 106/ 3PD 

Investment 

 

Alresford 249 Each significant site 

will be reviewed 

individually or as 

part of the hub and 

spoke modelling 

exercise for 

potential Enhanced 

Primary Care floor 

space provision – 

reconfiguration 

and/or 

refurbishment of 

existing NHS Estate 

Section 106  

     



Site Capacity What additional 

infrastructure is 

needed in 

addition to that 

which is already 

provided? 

How will this be 

funded? 

When will the 

identified  

infrastructure be 

needed? 

Elmstead Market 154  Section 106  

Great Bentley 250  Section 106  

Little Clacton 174 Each significant site 

will be reviewed 

individually or as 

part of the hub and 

spoke modelling 

exercise for 

potential Enhanced 

Primary Care floor 

space provision – 

reconfiguration 

and/or 

refurbishment of 

existing NHS Estate 

Section 106  

St Osyth  278 Each significant site 

will be reviewed 

individually or as 

part of the hub and 

spoke modelling 

exercise for 

potential Enhanced 

Primary Care floor 

space provision – 

reconfiguration 

and/or 

refurbishment of 

existing NHS Estate 

Section 106  

Thorpe Le Soken 138 Each significant site 

will be reviewed 

individually or as 

part of the hub and 

spoke modelling 

exercise for 

potential Enhanced 

Primary Care floor 

space provision – 

reconfiguration 

and/or 

refurbishment of 

existing NHS Estate 

Section 106  

Weeley 318 Each significant site 

will be reviewed 

individually or as 

part of the hub and 

spoke modelling 

exercise for 

potential Enhanced 

Section 106  



Site Capacity What additional 

infrastructure is 

needed in 

addition to that 

which is already 

provided? 

How will this be 

funded? 

When will the 

identified  

infrastructure be 

needed? 

Primary Care floor 

space provision – 

reconfiguration 

and/or 

refurbishment of 

existing NHS Estate 

Smaller Rural 

Settlements 

262 Each significant site 

will be reviewed 

individually or as 

part of the hub and 

spoke modelling 

exercise for 

potential Enhanced 

Primary Care floor 

space provision – 

reconfiguration 

and/or 

refurbishment of 

existing NHS Estate 

Section 106  

 



 Costs 

4.22 It is not possible to accurately determine the build cost or size of new health facilities at this 

stage. This will depend on a large number of complex and inter-related factors that can only 

be resolved at a more advanced stage in the planning process.  It will not be the case that 

each new health facility of  would be a fixed size or would have a fixed rangiest of services.  

Funding 

4.23 NHS capital funding is extremely limited and is mainly to facilitate small improvement works.  

For the provision of new healthcare facilities there are various non NHS capital funding 

options, for which the NHS would be responsible for the revenue consequences.  

4.24 Revenue consequences of any infrastructure works would need to be carefully considered 

and subject the NHS approval process.  

4.25 Shared facilities may necessitate the need for individually leased spaces and separate 

revenue funding streams. 

4.26 Delivery of, or contributions to, new health care facilities may be sought from developers as 

part of mitigation and is normally a prerequisite to delivery of sustainable development. .  

 

Timing and nature of future provision 

4.27 The provision of appropriate primary healthcare facilities to support growth is a critical item. 

The necessary provision should be delivered as new growth comes forward to ensure that 

health care impacts are appropriately mitigated.  

4.28 Where any on-site provision is required.   This may need to be phased to reflect the time 

period over which growth is expected or to accommodate certain issues. The IDP identifies a 

series of infrastructure requirements, either in the form of expansion or improvement of 

existing or new health care facilities. The exact quantum of space and the nature of the 

requirement will need to be discussed at the point of the development of specific proposals. 

4.29 The reason for this is that   healthcare services and models of care are under review and are 

likely to change significantly.   

4.30 Over the plan period, health care provision will need investment.  It is likely it will be in very 

different forms than the buildings that have traditionally been developed.  It will be 

important that requirements are reviewed regularly as part of the IDP iterative process. It is 

important that local authorities and developers liaise with health commissioners at the 



earliest possible stage in order to understand what type of provision will fit most 

appropriately with local needs. 

 



Introduction
Braintree District Council, Tendring District 
Council and Colchester Borough Council, have 
each published their own Publication Draft Local 
Plan for consultation. Section 1 is common to 
each plan. This response form can be used to 
respond to any part of the 3 Plans. It is important 
to specify which.

The 3 Plans have been published in order for 
representations to be made prior to submission 
of the documents to the Planning Inspectorate 
for examination. All representations will be 
examined by a Planning Inspector. The purpose 
of the examination is to consider whether the Plan 
complies with the legal requirements, the duty to 
co-operate and is sound. 

Each Local Plan has two parts:

Publication Draft Local Plan Section 1 - A set 
of strategic policies constructed in partnership 
between the three authorities and Essex 

County Council. This means that the Section 1 
policies are intended to apply across all three 
Local Authorities. These policies include those 
relating to Garden Communities, housing supply, 
employment, shopping and the environment. 
You can send your response to any one of the 
authorities as all responses to Section 1 will be 
collated. Only 1 response to the 3 authorities is 
required.

Publication Draft Local Plan Section 2 - relates 
to the specific district, contains more detailed 
policies and is used to determine planning 
applications. If you wish to comment on the 
Braintree Publication Draft Local Plan Section 
2 you should send your comments to Braintree 
District Council.

If you would like assistance in completing your 
representation or have any other questions 
about the Publication Draft Local Plan please 
contact the Planning Policy Team by email 
planningpolicy@braintree.gov.uk or by phone on 
01376 552525 and ask for Planning Policy.

GUIDANCE NOTES 
& RESPONSE FORM 
to accompany the Publication Draft Local Plan (2017) 

Braintree 
D i s t r i c t  
Counc i l

LOCAL

Shape your district
 2017-33 PLAN

Please read these guidance notes before completing the response form



Part A - Personal Details
Please note that it is not possible for 
representations to be considered anonymously. 
Representations will be published on the 
Council’s websites and included as part of the 
Publication Draft Local Plan submissions to 
the Inspector. Address and contact details will 
removed from published responses. (Village/town 
shown). 

The Council reserves the right not to publish or 
take into account any representations which it 
considers offensive or defamatory.  

Please supply an email address if you have one 
as it will allow us to contact you electronically. 
Everyone who submits a representation will be 
added to the relevant consultation database (if 
not already included) so that we can keep you 
up to date with the plan. If you do not wish to be 
contacted in this way please state this clearly on 
the form.  

If an agent or consultant has been engaged to act 
on your behalf please fill in both sets of details in 
full. Correspondence will be sent to the agent. If 
you are a landowner with an agent acting on your 
behalf, please ensure that your agent knows the 
site name and reference number which your site 
has been given.  

Part B - Representation
Please specify which section of the Publication 
Draft Local Plan your comments relate to, by 
choosing one of the following;  

Section 1 A response to this section will be 
reported to all 3 authorities. 

Section 2 Colchester       
Section 2 Tendring          
Section 2 Braintree

Which part of the plan are you responding to 
(please use one form per submission):

Paragraph:  for a representation on wording or  
paragraph content    

Policy: for a representation on the wording  
or inclusion or omission of a policy       

Other: for example a map inset number, 
site reference  or the wording or  
content of tables or appendices

Legal Compliance and Duty 
to Co-operate
If commenting on how the Publication Draft 
Local Plan has been prepared, it is likely that 
your comments will relate to a matter of legal 
compliance.  

The Inspector will check that the Plan meets the 
legal requirements  

You should consider the following before making 
a representation on legal compliance:

• The Plan should be included in the current
Local Development Scheme (LDS) and the
key stages should have been followed.

• The process of community involvement
for the Plan in question should be in general
accordance with the Statement of
Community Involvement (SCI).

• The Plan should comply with the Town
and County Planning (Local Planning)
(England) Regulations 2012 (the Regulations).
On publication, the LPA must publish the
documents prescribed in the Regulations;
making them available on its website and at
its principal offices. It must also notify the
Local Plan bodies (as set out in the
Regulations) and any persons who have
requested to be notified.

• The LPA must provide a Sustainability
Appraisal Report. This should identify
the process by which it has been carried out,
baseline information used to inform the
process and the outcomes of that process.

• LPAs will be expected to provide evidence of
how they have complied with the Duty to
Co-operate.

• Non-compliance with the duty to cooperate
cannot be rectified after the Plan’s
submission. Therefore the Inspector has no
power to recommend modifications in this
regard. Where the duty has not been
complied with, the Inspector has no choice
but to recommend non-adoption of the Plan.

These plans are 
specific to each 
authority.

}



Soundness 
Soundness is explained in National Planning 
Policy Framework (NPPF) paragraph 182. The 
Inspector has to be satisfied that the Plan is 
positively prepared, justified, effective and 
consistent with national policy.  

More details and further guidance on what is 
meant by the term ‘soundness’ can be found 
below and at; www.planningportal.gov.uk

Positively prepared 
This means that 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 reasonable alternatives, 
based  on a proportionate, robust and credible 
evidence base. 

Effective
The Plan should be deliverable over its period 
and based on effective joint working on cross-
boundary strategic priorities, sound infrastructure 
delivery planning and no regulatory or national 
planning barriers. It should be flexible to changing 
circumstances 

Consistent with national policy 
The Plan should be consistent with national 
policy. Departure must be clearly justified. 

If you think the content of the Plan is not sound 
because it does not include a policy where it 
should do, you should go through the following 
steps before making representations:  

• Is the issue with which you are concerned
already covered specifically by national
planning policy? If so it does not need to be
included?

• Is what you are concerned with covered by
any other policies in the Plan on which you
are seeking to make representations or in any
other Plan?

• If the policy is not covered, how is the Plan
unsound without the policy?

• If the Plan is unsound without the policy, what
should the policy say?

Using the spaces provided please give details of 
why you think the Publication Draft Local Plan is 
not ‘sound having regard to the legal compliance, 
duty to cooperate and the four requirements 
set out above. You should try to support your 
representation by evidence showing why the Plan 
should be modified. If your representation is
over 100 words please include a summary of 
its main points in the box provided.

It will be helpful if you also say precisely 
how you think the Plan should be modified. 
Representations should cover succinctly all 
information, evidence and supporting information 
necessary to support/justify the representation 
and suggested modification, as there will not 
normally be a further opportunity to make 
submissions based on the original representation 
made at publication.    

Where there are groups who share a common 
view on how they wish to see a Plan modified, 
it would be very helpful for that group to send 
a single representation which represents the 
view. In such cases the group should indicate 
how many people it is representing and how the 
representation has been authorised.  

All the formal representations received during this 
stage will be submitted to and considered by the 
appointed independent Planning Inspector at the 
public examination on the Plan. The process is 
likely to include public hearings. The Inspector 
will determine the most appropriate procedure to 
adopt to hear those who choose to participate at 
this stage. If you would like to appear and speak 
at the hearings, please state this and explain 
in the space provided why you consider it is 
necessary that you participate.  

Representations can be sent:

• Via the Council’s online consultation portal: 
www.braintree.gov.uk/
publicationdraftLP

• Via a representation form which can
be downloaded from the website and 
returned via email to
localplan@braintree.gov.uk

• or by post to:
Planning Policy,
Braintree District Council
Causeway House
Braintree
CM7 9HB 



Responses are encouraged via the council’s online consultation system available on the website,  
see www.braintree.gov.uk/newlp  However, this form can be returned electronically to  
localplan@braintree.gov.uk or in hard copy if necessary to:

Planning Policy, Braintree district Council, Causeway House, Bocking End, braintree, CM7 9HB 
The consultation runs from 9am Friday, 16th June to 5pm on Friday, 28th July 2017

This form has two parts: 
Part A - Personal Details and Part B - Your comments

Draft Local Plan 

RESPONSE FORM

1. Personal Details  

Title

First Name

Last Name

Organisation  
(Where relevant) 

Address Line 1 

Address Line 2 

Address Line 3 

Post Code 

E-mail Address 

Telephone  
Number 

2. Agent’s Details (if applicable) 
Title 

First Name

Last Name

Organisation

Address Line 1 

Address Line 2 

Address Line 3 

Post Code 

E-mail Address 

Telephone  
Number

PART A

For internal Use only          ID:         Rep No: Braintree 
D i s t r i c t  
Counc i l

LOCAL

Shape your district
 2017-33    PLAN

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



REPRESENTATION FORM
Please Note: If your representation relates to Section One of the North Essex Strategic Plan / Garden 
Communities you only need to respond to one of the Local Authorities. All representations received by 
Braintree, Colchester and Tendring relating to Section One of the Plan(s) will be submitted together.

You do not need to return this form if you have completed a response using any of the Council’s online 
systems for this consultation. Duplicates will not be considered

Please specify which section of the Publication Draft Local Plan your comments relate to by 
choosing one of the following: 

  Section 1        Section 2 Colchester        Section 2 Tendring         Section 2 Braintree 

Which part of the section are you responding to? 

e.g. Paragraph/Policy/Map/Other

Do you consider the Local Plan is Legally compliant? 
  Yes        No

Does it comply with the Duty to Co-operate? 
  Yes        No

Do you consider the Local Plan is Sound? 
  Yes        No

If you do not consider the Local Plan is sound, please specify on what grounds: 
  Positively prepared        Justified        Effective        Consistent with National Policy

Enter your full representation here: 

PART B

Continue onto next page



If your representation is more than 100 words, please provide a brief summary here:



Please specify the changes needed to be made to make the Plan sound / legally compliant

Do you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination? 
  Yes        No

If Yes - you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you 
consider this to be necessary

Please note the inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear 
those who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

Did you raise the matter that is the subject of your representation with the LPA earlier  
in the process of the preparation of the Local Plan 

  Yes        No

If yes which stage 
  Issues and Options        Preferred Options

Do you wish to be notified? 

  When the document is submitted for independent examination? 

  When the Inspectors Report is published? 

  When document is adopted?

Braintree & Tendring: Return by 5pm 28th July 2017 
(responses to section 2 Braintree and Tendring will not be accepted after this date. After 

this date responses to Section 1 should be sent to Colchester Borough Council)

Colchester: Return by 5pm 11th August 2017
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                   PERSIMMON HOMES ESSEX 
10 Collingwood Road 

Witham  
Essex 

CM8 2EA 
Tel: 01376 518811 Fax: 01376 521145 
DX: 33421 Witham 

www.persimmonhomes.com Planning Policy Manager  Tendering District Council Council Offices  Thorpe Road  Weeley Clacton-On-Sea  Essex CO16 9AJ 28th July 2017  Dear Sir/ Madam 
 
Response by Persimmon Homes to the Tendring Draft Local Plan 
 
Thank you for consulting Persimmon Homes on the Tendring Draft Local Plan. We support the Local 
Plan and want to continue to work with the Borough to deliver their housing targets. 
 
 
Shared Strategic Plan: North Essex Authorities Strategic Part 1 for Local Plans 
 
Duty to Co-operate 
 
It is clear that Tendring, Braintree and Colchester have been working closely in the preparation of 
their Local Plans. The shared approach to meet housing need across the Housing Market Area (HMA) 
set out in ‘Part 1’ of each Local Plan shows a real commitment from to addressing the strategic and 
cross boundary issues facing the housing market area.  
 

1. Comment - Policy SP3 (Meeting Housing Needs) (p35) 
 
Persimmon Homes are a member of the House Builders Federation (HBF) and wish to refer you to 
their representations on the Draft Local Plan, partially with reference to their evidence on OAHN’s 
and the Council’s 5yr Housing Supply, we want you to consider those carefully before the next 
version of the Plan is produced with a view to ensuring that the plan going forward is sound.  
 
We note and welcome Policy SP3 commitment for each authority to maintain a five year housing 
land supply. This is especially important given the significant uncertainties and technical challenges 
that remain regarding the delivery of the three garden communities and the undesirable socio-
economic implications if delivery is delayed.  
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‘Each authority will maintain a sufficient supply of deliverable sites to provide for at least five 
years’ worth of housing and will work proactively with applicants to bring forward sites that 
accord with the overall spatial strategy and relevant policies in the plan’. 

 
The extract from draft Policy SP3 above does not mention that this should be judged against the 
housing requirement within the Local Plan or that there needs to be an appropriate buffer (i.e. 5% 
or 20%). The wording of SP3 should reflects para 47 of the NPPF and as such should be amended to 
read;  

 
‘Each authority will maintain a sufficient supply of deliverable sites sufficient to provide for 
at least five years’ worth of housing against their housing requirements with an additional 
buffer and will work proactively with applicants to bring forward sites that accord with the 
overall spatial strategy and relevant policies in the plan’. 

 
Notwithstanding this, it is not clear from Policy SP3 as to what actions the Council will take in the 
event of a persistent under delivery against housing requirements within the plan. As detailed 
above, the garden community is very ambitious and there remains significant risk that the 
timescales for delivery will slip. In the event of persistent under delivery, the Local Plan should set 
out what actions they shall take. Actions could include a partial review of the plan and allocation of 
additional housing sites.  
 
 

2. Objection - Policy SP5 Infrastructure and Connectivity (p44)  
 
Whilst it is agreed that development must be supported by the provision of infrastructure, services 
and facilities, a significant amount of the items identified rely upon third parties (including public 
and statutory bodies) or wider investment decisions (such as those made by Network Rail, Highways 
Agency, Broadband Providers). Policy SP5 should be amended to recognise the role the Council’s 
have in terms of influencing, co-ordinating and delivering infrastructure and connectivity. Policy SP5 
should also be amended to recognise the role that obligations through s106 or Cil should make in 
addressing infrastructure needs arising from the new development.  
 
It is important that the totality of costs to be borne by the proposed level of development is 
adequately assessed. In light of Para 173 of the NPPF, ‘the sites and the scale of development 
identified in the plan should not be subject to such a scale of obligations and policy burdens that 
their ability to be developed viably is threatened’.  
 
 

3. Objection - Policy SP6 – Place Shaping Principles (p39) 
 
The NPPF (para 8) recognises that ‘well-designed buildings and places can improve the lives of 
people and communities’. The NPPF Core Planning Principles (para 17) is to ‘always seek to secure 
high quality design’. Para 57 refers to ‘It is important to plan positively for the achievement of high 
quality and inclusive design for all development’.  
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The draft Policy SP6 requires ‘All new development must meet the highest standards of urban and 
architectural design’. This requires every development to achieve the ‘highest standard’, which 
would require the achievement of a constant escalation of standards to be the ‘highest’. The 
‘highest’ is a more onerous test than ‘high quality and inclusive design’ within the NPPF. It is 
considered that this constant escalation to achieve the ‘highest’ possible standard would be unduly 
onerous and could threaten development viability. In light of this, SP6 should be amended to read;  
 

‘All new development must be of a high standard of urban and architectural design.’  
 
It is considered that not all of the ‘principles’ stated would be applicable to every development. For 
instance;  

- ‘Where possible, provide a mix of land uses, services and densities…’. It may be possible but 
not desirable to provide a mix of uses in a development.  

- ‘Provide an integrated network of multi-functional public open space’ – a development may 
not be of a scale to achieve this or functionally require it in the event of existing adequate 
provision.  

In light of the above, SP6 should be amended to read;  
 
 ‘All new development should, where applicable, reflect the following principles;  
 
Garden communities 
 

4. Support – SP7 (Development & Delivery of New Garden Communities in North Essex) (p50)  
 
In terms of SP7, Persimmon Homes supports the creation of three new garden communities.  
 
Cross boundary new settlements will require significant degrees of co-operation and joint delivery 
arrangements.  Whilst acknowledging the work done to date, there remains a significant risk that 
the scale and complexity of the planning and the delivery of the Garden Communities will delay 
their anticipated delivery. It will be important that the Council appropriately resources and 
facilitates the timely delivery of the Development Plan Document for the Garden Community.  
 
 

5. Objection 4;   
 Policy SP8 (Tendring/Colchester Borders Garden Community) (p53)  

Policy SP 9 (Colchester/Braintree Boarders Garden Community)(p56) 
Policy SP 10 (West of Braintree Garden Community)(p60) 

 
Persimmon Homes support the creation of the Tendring / Colchester Garden Community.  
 
Policy SP7 (v) has an absolute target of 30% affordable housing. However, Policies SP8 Part B, SP9 
and SP10 states ‘including a minimum of 30% affordable housing’. Persimmon Homes object to 
Policies SP8 Part B, SP9 and SP10 reference to the affordable housing target being a ‘minimum’. The 
Local Plan must set out clearly the target it is seeking to achieve and, in line with Para 173 of the 
NPPF, assess the implications for development viability having regard to the scale of obligations and 
policy burdens of the development plan as a whole.  
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It is considered that an uncapped target does not provide certainty and could place a policy burden 
that would threaten viability. The market and purchasing decisions factor in policy requirements and 
not having clarity would give rise to significant uncertainty that would not assist delivery.  
 
Local Plan Part 2 
 

6. Support - Policy SPL1 (Managing Growth) (p91)  
 
Persimmon Homes supports the proposed settlement hierarchy and the inclusion of Clacton-on-Sea 
as a Strategic Urban Settlement.  
 

7. Support – Policy SPL2 (Settlement Development Boundaries)(p92) 
 
Persimmon Homes are promoting the land at Rouses Farm, west of Jaywick Lane and south of 
St.John’s Road, Clacton-on-Sea for a mix of residential development, community facilities and public 
open space. The settlement boundary as detailed on Map SAMU4 (p200) and the SE Tendring inset 
map is supported.  
 

8. Comment - Policy SPL3 Sustainable Design (p93)  
 
Part B: Practical Requirements 
 
Sub-section (a) – the policy refers to development ‘not lead to an unacceptable increase in 
congestion’. The Policy should refer to mitigation and the residual and cumulative impacts in line 
with NPPF Para 32 which states ‘improvements can be undertaken within the transport network 
that cost effectively limit the significant impacts of the development. Development should only be 
prevented or refused on transport grounds where the residual cumulative impacts of development 
are severe’. It is therefore recommended that part B(a) be amended to read;  
 

a. access to the site is practicable and the highway network, post mitigation, will be able to 
safely accommodate the additional traffic the proposal will generate and not lead to a 
severe residual cumulative impact on the highway network; 

 
Sub-section (s) ‘the applicant/developer can demonstrate how the proposal will minimise the 
production of greenhouse gases and impact on climate change as per the current regulations and 
policies in this plan’; 
 
It is not clear what regulations are referred to and as such this is too ambiguous.  
 
Notwithstanding the above, it is not clear whether the reference to ‘current’ refers to regulations in 
force at the time of adoption of the plan and any subsequent regulations coming into force during 
the plan period.   
 
In accordance with para 173 of the NPPF, ‘Pursuing sustainable development requires careful 
attention to viability and costs in plan-making and decision-taking. Plans should be deliverable. 
Therefore, the sites and the scale of development identified in the plan should not be subject to such 
a scale of obligations and policy burdens that their ability to be developed viably is threatened’. 
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Given that the plan cannot assess the burden arising from (unspecified) regulations, it is considered 
that the plan should (a) specify the regulations to which it seeks adherence and (b) consider the 
implications of existing regulations.  
 
In light of the above, Part B sub-section d should read;  
 

d. the applicant/developer can demonstrate how the proposal will minimise the production 
of greenhouse gases and impact on climate change as per the Building Regulations 
prevailing at the time and policies in this plan; 

 
The footnote to Part C of this policy will require housing developers to consider the use of 
renewable energy and the reduction of emissions. However, the Government have been clear 
through both the Written Ministerial Statement dated the 25th March 2015 and Planning Practice 
Guidance that it considers improvements in energy efficiency and carbon reduction will be achieved 
through Building Regulations with only a limited number of optional technical standards that can be 
required through a Local Plan where there is sufficient evidence to support their implementation. 
There is no need for the Council, through the Local Plan, to ask for consideration to be given to such 
measures. Such policies cannot be implemented or monitored and as such are ineffective and this 
element of the policy should be deleted. 
 
 

9. Support - Policy HP1 (Improving Health and Wellbeing) (p98)  
 
Persimmon Homes supports Policy HP1. We note that the policy seeks mitigation. Persimmon 
Homes are promoting the land at Rouses Farm, west of Jaywick Lane and south of St.John’s Road, 
Clacton-on-Sea for a mix of residential development, community facilities and public open space. As 
part of this development, Persimmon Homes are proposing that the site accommodate a local 
medical facility.  The exact disposition of the healthcare facility will be determined in consultation 
with the Council and the Clinical Commissioning Group as the planning process moves forwards. 
There is an opportunity for the health facility on this site to be of a scale to support the additional 
growth within this area and address the current shortfall in facilities (the area exceeds the 
recommended pupil to GP ratio).   
 

10. Support – Policy HP2 (Community Facilities) (p101)  
 
Persimmon Homes supports Policy HP2. We note that the policy seeks mitigation. Persimmon 
Homes are promoting the land at Rouses Farm, west of Jaywick Lane and south of St.John’s Road, 
Clacton-on-Sea for a mix of residential development, community facilities and public open space. As 
part of this development, Persimmon Homes are proposing that the site accommodate community 
facilities.   
 

11. Comment – Policy HP5 (Open Space, Sports and Recreation Facilities)(p106) 
 
It is useful that the Policy quantifies the percentage of gross site area that should be open space.  
 
It is considered that the threshold for the scale of ‘open space’ being no less than 0.15ha is not 
conducive to delivery or good site planning;  
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(a) Major developments of less than 1.5ha would either not qualify to provide open space or 
would have to deliver a higher proportion of open space in order to meet the 0.15ha 
minimum, which may in tern threaten viability.  

(b) Under the Policy, a ‘usable’ open space would need to be 1500sq.m. The beyond six acre 
standards seek 100sq.m Local Areas of Play, 400sq.m for Local Equipped Areas of Play, 
800sq.m for Neighbourhood Areas of Play.  Therefore, if play space is provided within a 
development without the inclusion of a substantial proportion of associated open space, 
such play area(s) would count towards the ‘usable’ open space for the purposes of the 
policy. This is considered to be flawed as provision for children and young people should be 
encouraged and provided in accessible locations within a development.   

 
It is recommended that the Policy is amended to state;  
 

Based on trends and the 2007 Adopted Local Plan, Policy COM6, 10% of the gross site area 
should be open space. On sites over 1.5ha development should ensure that areas of open space 
are usable and seek to include open space parcel(s) not less than 0.15 hectares. 

 
12. Comment - Part 5 Living Places (p114)  

 
Table LP2 ‘Local Plan Housing Allocations’ details total housing numbers. In relation to Rouses Farm, 
the table states ‘850’. In the associated policy, this number is stated as a minimum. Persimmon 
Homes have undertaken public consultation, extensive technical studies and Master planning of the 
Rouses Farm site to support the emerging allocation. The Environmental Statement submitted to 
the Council alongside the proposals for Rouses Farm demonstrates that the site can satisfactorily 
accommodate 950 homes together with the associated education, health and community facilities. 
The quantum of development supports the total number of homes required within the plan. 
Furthermore, it would support ongoing delivery during the plan period, assisting the Council with 
maintaining a five year land supply and resisting development on sites not envisaged within the 
Development Plan.  This should also be seen in light of the present uncertainty regarding when the 
garden communities will begin to make a meaningful contribution and the potential for slippage 
given the ambitious nature of the Garden Community.  
 

13.  Objection –  
Policy LP3 (Housing Density and Standards) (p120) &  
LP4 (Housing Layout) 

 
Policies L3 & LP4 seek to adopt the new ‘National Technical Housing Standards’ to all new 
development.  
 
National Context 
 
In 2013, The Housing Standards Review (the Review) was launched which sought to simplify and 
rationalise the raft of housing standards which local authorities applied to development. At the 
heart of the Review was a desire to reduce developer costs and create attractive conditions to 
significantly boost housing delivery. The industry was heavily involved in the Review.  
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The outcome of the Review was the establishment via Building Regulations of mandatory baseline 
standards which apply nationwide to all developments. The Government also created a series of 
enhanced Optional Standards relating to access and water, along with a new optional national 
standard on internal space. All of these are implemented through planning but access and water are 
optional Building Regulations and Space Standards are planning only.  
 
Initially the industry had concerns that the enhanced standards would be applied by Local 
Authorities as their starting point. Application of the enhanced standards has the potential to have 
significant implications in terms of product range, build cost, affordability and consumer choice, 
cumulative policy burden, viability and ultimately housing delivery.  
 
In response, the Government confirmed that the enhanced standards were intended to be optional 
and that they would only be needed and viable in certain local circumstances. Otherwise, they 
would have been made mandatory in Building Regulations across the country.  
 
The enhanced standards were introduced on a ‘need to have’ rather than on a ‘nice to have’ basis 
and policy safeguards were put in place.  
 
The standards could only be introduced via a new Local Plan and to do so, clear evidence of need 
had to be demonstrated and impact upon viability had to be considered. It was recognised that EIP 
could be the only forum to properly debate whether development should be subject to such 
enhanced standards.  
 
New Regime and Policy Context  
 
The new regime was launched by a Ministerial Statement dated 25th March 2015 and the creation of 
a new section on optional technical standards in the National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG). 
This was also underpinned by existing policy within the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).  
 
Paragraphs 174 and 177 of the NPPF make it clear that via the Local Plan process LPAs should assess 
the cumulative impact of policy burden, including housing standards, to ensure that it does not put 
implementation of the plan at serious risk.  
 
The new Ministerial Statement stated the following: “The optional new national technical standards 
should only be required through any new Local Plan policies if they address a clearly evidenced need, 
and where their impact on viability has been considered, in accordance with the National Planning 
Policy Framework and Planning Guidance.” 
 
Accompanying this, Paragraph 001 Reference ID:56-001-20150327 of the NPPG made it clear that 
LPAs will need to gather evidence to determine whether there is a need for additional standards in 
their area and justify setting appropriate policies in their Local Plans. Paragraph 002 Reference ID 
56-002-20160519 of the NPPG confirms that LPAs should consider the impact of using these 
standards as part of their Local Plan viability assessment. 
 
The new NPPG section provided substantial guidance in terms of the implementation of the new 
regime including specific advice on the individual standards which are discussed below.  
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As referred to above, via Policy LP3 and LP4, Tendring are seeking to apply the optional national 
space standard along with the optional accessibility and adaptability standards.  
 
Nationally Described Space Standards (NDSS) 
 
NPPG sets out clear criteria which Councils must satisfy in order to adopt optional NDSSs over and 
above the requirements of Building Regulations.  
Where a need for internal space standards is identified, local planning authorities should provide 
justification for requiring internal space policies. Local planning authorities should take account of 
the following areas: 

 need – evidence should be provided on the size and type of dwellings currently being built in 
the area, to ensure the impacts of adopting space standards can be properly assessed, for 
example, to consider any potential impact on meeting demand for starter homes. 

 viability – the impact of adopting the space standard should be considered as part of a plan’s 
viability assessment with account taken of the impact of potentially larger dwellings on land 
supply. Local planning authorities will also need to consider impacts on affordability where a 
space standard is to be adopted. 

 timing – there may need to be a reasonable transitional period following adoption of a new 
policy on space standards to enable developers to factor the cost of space standards into 
future land acquisitions. 

The guidance effectively sets out three stages which must be overcome to ensure the NDSSs are 
only applied where needed and impacts are fully considered. We have considered Policy LP37 below 
with these policy hurdles firmly in mind.  

 NEED  
First and foremost a local authority must demonstrate clearly evidenced needs to require the 
NDSSs. The Council have not presented sufficient evidence to demonstrate need for the optional 
enhanced housing standard above what is established as nationally suitable in Building Regulations.  
 
What is currently being built?  
 
The point to note here is that all new housing clearly must comply with Building Regulations which 
allows flexibility in terms of footprint, room size, circulation space etc. This can be considered 
carefully by the housing market in determining product choice to meet the needs and demands of 
customers. This in turn allows for build refinement in relation to internal fit out. Finally this results in 
whole range of supply chain and construction efficiencies which are crucial to reducing cost, driving 
affordability and reducing build time to increase production. None of this appears to have been 
considered by the Council.  
 
Current sales / Need for market intervention  
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The industry is firmly of the view that current sales rates confirm that current product range is fully 
suitable for those wanting to buy properties. The industry knows its customers and what they want. 
Sales rates in the district are strong.  
 
When establishing need, we would expect Tendring to consider market indicators such as quality of 
life impacts or reduced sales rates with consumer information sighting the inadequacy of housing 
stock in the local area. This does not appear to have been provided to justify application of the 
enhanced standard and market intervention. The Inspector should not endorse the policy without 
this being demonstrated.  
 
The Council must demonstrate why there is a need to impose the NDSS via Policy LP3 and LP4.  
 
Existing Stock / Second Hand Market  
 
Whilst not directly referenced in the NPPG, it is sensible to consider the existing stock. The borough 
has a wide range and choice of second hand properties, ranging from flats and terraced housing 
stock to larger suburban properties. New housing forms only a part of the overall housing market. 
Consumers can choose whether to buy new build or second hand. Those who want to buy 
properties of a larger size than the market is currently building can choose a different offer from the 
second hand market.  
 
Meeting Needs and Impacts on Affordability  
 
A key part of the national guidance is considering the affordability implications of adopting the 
enhanced national space standards. Delivering new housing to assist with affordability is an 
important consideration. It is clear from the emerging plan’s evidence base that affordability in 
Braintree is already a key issue. Indeed, the affordability gap is such that there is a need to boost 
overall housing numbers to seek to combat this. To adopt the enhanced standards we would have 
expected a clear need to have been identified by the SHMA. However, this has not been the case 
and conversely the main issue has been the need to address affordability pressures.  
 
The increase in size increases build cost. Increases in sales prices can have a very negative impact on 
the level of accessibility to market dwellings based upon mortgage rates. 
 
Clearly inclusion of the NDSS would have an adverse impact upon affordability and would be 
contrary to the plan’s own objectives. The implications of applying the NDSS is that it increases build 
cost, which in turn increases sales price and this undermines delivery of the plans objectives. We 
note that no assessment has been undertaken as to how many more families will be pushed into 
affordable need as they can no longer afford a NDSS compliant home.  
 
Strategic Housing Market Area  
 
Purchasers of new homes have a choice of where and what to buy. They make their choice based on 
a range of factors which includes what they can afford. Adoption of the standard will have an 
adverse impact on the affordability of new homes. Based on this impact, purchasers could choose or 
be forced to live elsewhere potentially having significant impacts on the assumptions and objectives 
of the plan. 
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VIABILITY  
Only once a clear need has been demonstrated should the local authority consider testing if the 
enhanced standards are viable, bearing in mind cumulative policy burden. It is not clear from the 
Councils evidence that it has suitably assessed the viability implications of applying the NDSS’s 
alongside all other policy requirements of the plan. The ‘Tendring Economic Viability Study,  
Three Dragons and Troy Planning + Design, July 2017’ seeks to factor in NDSS. However, this 
assessment uses low Benchmark Land Values (p65) as detailed in the table below that are far too 
low and are not representative of the market. In light of this, it is considered that the ‘Tendring 
Economic Viability Study’ is not a sound assessment of the viability implications of applying NDSS.  
 

 Efficient use of Land  
 
The Council should be ensuring that new development maximises the efficient use of land.   
 
Implications on Affordability   
 
Sales price increases would have a significant impact on affordability in an area where the gap is 
widening. Applying the NDSSs will increase the price of a starter home making it markedly harder for 
people to get on the housing ladder.  
 
Viability of Sites  
 
Adoption of the NDSS on 100% of housing will have a significant impact on the viability of sites. It is 
also not a case of simply increasing build cost - increased housing sizes will result in less efficient use 
of land and thus a relative increase in infrastructure burden per plot.  
 
Implications for Brown Field sites  
 
The space standard will have a disproportionate effect on sites in lower value areas and those which 
are brown field. These sites often have remediation costs associated with them + current use value 
which further compound issues with achieving minimum benchmark land values.  
 
TIMING  
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Based on the above, Persimmon Homes is expecting that the NDSS requirement will be dropped 
from Policy LP3 and LP4 however in the event that it is retained, transitional arrangements must be 
suitably addressed as required by NPPG. A transitional period would allow developers to factor in 
the additional cost associated with this policy into future land deals. 
 
The land deals which underpin the majority of identified sites for this plan period will have already 
been secured and as such the proposed transitional arrangements will not provide adequate time 
for the cost to be factored in to the contracts for those sites. Nevertheless, if Tendring is minded to 
retain the NDSS requirement then we recommend a transitional arrangement of a minimum of 3 
years to allow those sites to move through the planning system before the requirements are 
enforced. Therefore NDSS would apply to site to which permission is granted after 2020.  
 
Clarity should be included within the policy to ensure that NDSSs cannot be applied to any approval 
(outline or detailed) prior to the specified date and that where development is approved prior to 
this date all housing built pursuant to the approval under Reserved Matters applications will not be 
subject to the increased space standard. It also needs to be made clear that the cut-off date is based 
upon the time at which planning approval is secured, not when development commences as the 
implications of enhanced standards cannot be factored in so late in the development process.  
 
Taking the above into account and the consequential effect of the transitional policy, the removal of 
the NDSS requirement altogether would appear much more logical thus providing clarity for all.  
 
Housing White Paper – ‘Fixing our broken housing market’  
 
In the recently Housing White Paper the Government have confirmed their view that the 
fundamentals of the Building Regulations system remain sound and that important steps were taken 
in the last Parliament.  
 
In relation to Space Standards, paragraph 1.55 states that “the use of minimum space standards for 
new development is seen as an important tool in delivering quality family homes. However the 
Government is concerned that a one size fits all approach may not reflect the needs and aspirations 
of a wider range of households. For example, despite being highly desirable, many traditional mews 
houses could not be built under today’s standards. We also want to make sure the standards do not 
rule out new approaches to meeting demand, building on the high quality compact living model of 
developers such as Pocket Homes. The Government will review the Nationally Described Space 
Standard to ensure greater local housing choice, while ensuring we avoid a race to the bottom in the 
size of homes on offer.” 
 
The above confirms the Government’s intentions to review NDSSs. This does not have any 
immediate impact upon Tendring’s emerging plan. However, it does demonstrate the Government’s 
unease with a one size fits all approach and its desire to ensure greater local housing choice. 
Unfortunately, introduction of the NDSSs would narrow the choice available at the expense of 
affordability and viability.  
 

14. Comment - Policy LP4 (Housing Layout) 
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Persimmon supports the desire to create a sense of place. There seems to be a conflict between 
criteria (e) and (f) when it comes to the approach to density.  
 

15. Comment - Policy LP5 (Affordable and Council Housing) 
 
The draft version of the Plan considered by the Local Plan Committee on Monday 12th June 2017 is 
set out in the Committee Papers. The version of the Local Plan considered by Members specified a 
target of 25% affordable housing under Policy LP5 and clearly ‘struck through’ the reference to 30%. 
The report on item 7 ‘publication draft local plan’ makes no reference to affordable housing. The 
minute of the meeting does not detail any amendment to the plan in relation to the percentage of 
affordable housing.  
 
The report to the 15th June Council meeting to endorse the plan makes no reference to an 
amendment to the plan in relation to the percentage of affordable housing. The draft local plan 
appended as ‘A1 – Appendix A’ also specifies a target of 25% affordable housing. The draft minute of 
the meeting does not detail any amendment to the plan in relation to the percentage of affordable 
housing. Members endorsed the publication of the consultation draft which includes a target of 25% 
affordable housing. Notwithstanding this, the published consultation draft includes a target of 30%.  
 
In light of the above, the draft plan produced by Officers and considered by Members and to which 
they endorsed for consultation purposes includes a target of 25% affordable housing. The plan was 
drafted having regard to the evidence base. It is unclear why the consultation draft includes a higher 
percentage of affordable housing than endorsed by Members. It is important that the totality and 
scale of obligations and policy requirements within the plan does not threaten development 
viability. The ‘Tendring Economic Viability Study, Three Dragons and Troy Planning + Design, July 
2017’ seeks to factor in affordable housing. However, this assessment uses very low Benchmark 
Land Values (p65) that are far too low and are not representative of the market. In light of this, it is 
considered that the ‘Tendring Economic Viability Study’ is not a sound assessment of the viability 
implications of applying a requirement of 30% affordable housing alongside all the other 
requirements.  
 
There is a need to increase housing delivery within the Country as a whole and within the District. It 
is considered that this would be hampered if the Policy burdens placed upon developers are too 
great. It is considered that the Member endorsed 25% requirement would be more representative 
of what developments can viably achieve.  
 
The forward to the Policy should make clear what is meant by ‘Council Housing’ and the mechanism 
by which such properties are transferred to the Council.  
 
Para 5.5.1 implies that there is limited control upon occupations of Affordable Housing provided by 
Registered Providers. Registered Providers of social housing have a mandatory statutory and 
regulatory obligation to assist local authorities in the discharge of their duties under Part VII of the 
Housing Act 1996. Furthermore, many authorities when grant planning permission include within 
the associated legal agreement (s106) a requirement for the Registered Provider to enter into a 
Nominations Agreement with the Council. A Nominations Agreement is a contract under which 
Councils can place those in housing need into housing association homes as they become available. 
In areas where affordable housing is in short supply Councils usually seek the right to nominate all 
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new housing association tenants. Therefore, there is a mechanism so Tendring can ensure that new 
affordable housing provided by a Registered Provider can be prioritised to those who qualify and are 
in the greatest need based upon their own housing register.  
 
The draft Policy seeks either (i) 30% of new dwellings as affordable housing or as an alternative (ii) 
10% as Council Housing plus a commuted sum.  The Policy by virtue of the different percentages 
sought seeks to recognise the significant increase in costs to the developer associated with providing 
‘Council Housing’.  
 
The second paragraph should make it clear that the 30% referred to relates to Affordable Housing 
and not a (unspecified) proportion of affordable housing and a (unspecified) proportion of ‘Council 
Housing’.  The proposed change is detailed below;  
 

‘For development proposals outside of the Tendring Colchester Borders Garden Community, 
involving the creation of 11 or more (net) homes, the Council will expect 30% of new 
dwellings, (including conversions) to be made available to Tendring District Council (subject 
to viability testing) or its nominated partner(s) to acquire at a proportionate discounted 
value for use as affordable or council housing.  
Places 
As an alternative, the Council will accept a minimum 10% of new dwellings, (including 
conversions) to be made available to Tendring District Council or its nominated partner(s) to 
acquire at a proportionate discounted value for use as council housing alongside a financial 
contribution towards the construction or acquisition of property for use as council housing 
equivalent to delivering the remainder of the 30% requirement’. 

 
Paragraph 5 states that the ‘size and type of council housing will be specified by the Council on a 
case-by-case basis having regard to the latest housing needs register and will be the subject of 
negotiation between the Council and the developer or applicant’. It is not clear as worded whether 
this statement also refers to ‘Affordable Housing’.  
 
Notwithstanding the above, Para 5 purely refers to the Housing Needs Register. The Strategic 
Housing Market Assessment (Jan 2016) includes an assessment of ‘additional units required to meet 
housing need in Tendring’ and ‘Size and type of affordable home required by those in need (per 
annum) in Tendring’ (see Tables 5.13d AND 5.14d, p145, SHMA 2016). The Council has therefore 
assessed the need for the size and type of affordable homes required over the plan period. It is 
considered that in assessing the housing need purely on the Housing Needs Register would not be 
fully representative of need, particularly the need for intermediate housing products.  
 
The Economic Viability Study (2017) makes an assumption regarding the split between Affordable 
Rented Units and Intermediate Tenures (para 2.25). The assessment recognises that there may be 
scenarios whereby the tenure mix needs to be flexed to have regard to development viability.  
 
The size of units will also be informed by the nature of the scheme. For instance, a scheme of 
predominantly apartments may struggle to include four bedroom houses and this should be 
recognised.  
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In light of the above, it is considered that the size and tenure should be determined having regard to 
the most robust available data including the most recent SHMA, the Housing Needs Register, 
development viability and the nature of the development. In light of the above, paragraph 5 should 
be amended to read;  
 

The size and type of Affordable and / or Council Housing within a qualifying  development 
shall be assessed on a case-by-case basis having regard to the most recent Strategic Housing 
Market Assessment, latest housing needs register, development viability and the nature of 
the scheme and will be the subject of negotiation between the Council and the developer or 
applicant. 

 
 

16. Support - Policy PP3 (Village and Neighbourhood Centres) (p143) 
 
The policy encourages small-scale retail development to serve day-to-day needs. The Policy 
identifies a proposed neighbourhood centre at ‘Rouses Farm Garden Suburb’. Persimmon Homes 
supports Policy PP2. Persimmon Homes are promoting the land at Rouses Farm, west of Jaywick 
Lane and south of St.John’s Road, Clacton-on-Sea for a mix of residential development, community 
facilities and public open space. As part of this development, Persimmon Homes are proposing that 
the site accommodate a neighborhood centre which would include provision for a medical facility 
and retail opportunity.   The scale of the facility seeks to meet local day-to-day needs and not exceed 
to the ‘local impact threshold in PP4’ and as such would not threaten the viability or vitality of 
existing centres.   
 

17. Support - Policy PP12 (Improving Education and Skills)  
 
Persimmon Homes support the need to mitigate the impact of development on education.  
Persimmon Homes are promoting the land at Rouses Farm, west of Jaywick Lane and south of 
St.John’s Road, Clacton-on-Sea for a mix of residential development, community facilities and public 
open space. As part of this development, the Masterplan includes provision for a new Primary 
School and early years facility.  
 

18. Support – Policy SAMU4 (Development at Rouses Farm, Jaywick Lane, Clacton) 
 
Persimmon Homes supports Policy SAMU4. Persimmon Homes are promoting the land at Rouses 
Farm, west of Jaywick Lane and south of St.John’s Road, Clacton-on-Sea for a mix of residential 
development, community facilities and public open space. As part of this process, Persimmon 
Homes have engaged with the local community and other stakeholders to seek their views as 
evidenced in the Statement of Community Involvement submitted to Tendring Council (July 2017).  
 
As part of the Preferred Options Consultation, Persimmon Homes submitted a ‘Site Deliverability 
Statement, September 2016). This sets the site and policy context. As set out in the Deliverability 
Statement, Persimmon Homes commissioned a specialist consultant team to produce various 
technical assessments as part of an Environmental Statement. The findings of this technical work 
had informed the Deliverability Statement and the associated Masterplan.  
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Since the production of the Site Deliverability Statement, the technical assessments and associated 
Masterplan work and pre-application engagement has continued. Persimmon Homes have formally 
advanced proposals for the development of the site for up to 950 residential units (including 
affordable housing) with a new neighborhood centre comprising a local healthcare facility of up to 
1,500 sq.m and up to 700sq.m for shops, food and drink and community centre. In addition, the 
proposal includes a 2.1ha site for a new primary school and associated roads, open space, drainage 
landscaping and other associated infrastructure.  
 
The proposal includes a Masterplan and a series of Parameter Plans which detail how the proposed 
development can be satisfactorily provided on-site and create an attractive community. The 
planning application was submitted in July 2017 and is supported by an Environmental Statement 
which is underpinned by the detailed technical studies undertaken.  
 
The development would make a substantial contribution towards the delivery of both market and 
affordable housing, including provision for bungalows. It supports the plan and assist the Council 
maintain an adequate supply of housing land during the initial part of the plan period.  
 
The site forms a sustainable extension to Clacton, with the ability to meet infrastructure thresholds 
for education and healthcare provision. The allocation supports the Council’s spatial strategy in 
focusing a proportionate amount of growth to existing settlements to meet housing need and to 
support employment opportunities.  
 
In terms of part (a) of the Policy, this seeks at least 850 new homes including affordable housing. 
This is supported. As detailed above, the Master planning and technical assessments demonstrate 
that the site and associated infrastructure can successfully accommodate a mixed use development 
including 950 homes.  
 
In terms of part (b) and (k) of the Policy, this seeks a new primary school on-site. As detailed above, 
the Masterplanning and technical evidence demonstrates that this can be accommodated and 
successfully integrated into the new neighborhood.  
 
In terms of part (c) and (d), Persimmon support the delivery of a new neighborhood centre and 
healthcare facilities on this site. Persimmon Homes have had ongoing discussions with NHS England 
with regards the type of facility to meet the needs within the area and this has informed the 
proposals for this site.  
 
In terms of part (e), (f) and (g), Persimmon Homes have engaged throughout the plan making 
process and have evolved a Masterplan having regard to the Council’s objectives for this site, 
community consultation and various detailed technical assessments. The Masterplan would deliver 
the objectives of SAMU4, including the quantum of open space sought and the access arrangements 
as specified.  
 
In terms of parts (i), (j), (m), Persimmon Homes consider that these are sensible stipulations to 
which the proposed Masterplan has had regard.  
 

19. Policy CP3 Improving the telecommunications network (p188) 
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Whilst paragraphs 43 to 46 of the NPPF establishes that local planning authorities should seek 
support the expansion of electronic communications networks it does not seek to prevent 
development that does not have access to such networks. By stating all, new dwellings must be 
served by super-fast broadband potentially allows the Council to refuse a development without such 
provision or impose a Grampian condition preventing a development from being occupied until such 
networks are provided. The provision of super-fast broadband is not in the control of the developer 
who requires a third party provider for such infrastructure. It is also the case that the house building 
industry is fully aware of the benefits of having their homes connected to super-fast broadband and 
what their customers will demand. 
 
We are also concerned that no additional costs have been included in the viability study for such 
provision. The study sets out in appendix 2 that these costs are incorporated into standard 
assumptions on development costs. However, we consider it essential that this policy is properly 
costed within the viability study. In particular the cost of such a policy on smaller developments in 
more rural communities could be significant and should be considered separately. Without this 
additional evidence there is clearly no justification to support this policy. In seeking to extend 
broadband to homes the Council should work proactively with telecommunications providers to 
extend provision and not rely on the development industry to provide for such infrastructure. 
 
The fourth bullet point following part d) of this policy should therefore be deleted. 
 
Conclusion 
 
Persimmon Homes welcomes the opportunity to comment. We support the Council’s ongoing Plan 
making process and the broad thrust of the Local Plan. We hope these representations are of 
assistance in taking the plan forward to the next stage of plan preparation and examination.  
 
 
 
Yours sincerely 

 David Moseley,  
Planning Manager,  
Persimmon Homes Essex 
 
  



Introduction
Braintree District Council, Tendring District 
Council and Colchester Borough Council, have 
each published their own Publication Draft Local 
Plan for consultation. Section 1 is common to 
each plan. This response form can be used to 
respond to any part of the 3 Plans. It is important 
to specify which.

The 3 Plans have been published in order for 
representations to be made prior to submission 
of the documents to the Planning Inspectorate 
for examination. All representations will be 
examined by a Planning Inspector. The purpose 
of the examination is to consider whether the Plan 
complies with the legal requirements, the duty to 
co-operate and is sound. 

Each Local Plan has two parts:

Publication Draft Local Plan Section 1 - A set 
of strategic policies constructed in partnership 
between the three authorities and Essex 

County Council. This means that the Section 1 
policies are intended to apply across all three 
Local Authorities. These policies include those 
relating to Garden Communities, housing supply, 
employment, shopping and the environment. 
You can send your response to any one of the 
authorities as all responses to Section 1 will be 
collated. Only 1 response to the 3 authorities is 
required.

Publication Draft Local Plan Section 2 - relates 
to the specific district, contains more detailed 
policies and is used to determine planning 
applications. If you wish to comment on the 
Braintree Publication Draft Local Plan Section 
2 you should send your comments to Braintree 
District Council.

If you would like assistance in completing your 
representation or have any other questions 
about the Publication Draft Local Plan please 
contact the Planning Policy Team by email 
planningpolicy@braintree.gov.uk or by phone on 
01376 552525 and ask for Planning Policy.
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Please read these guidance notes before completing the response form



Part A - Personal Details
Please note that it is not possible for 
representations to be considered anonymously. 
Representations will be published on the 
Council’s websites and included as part of the 
Publication Draft Local Plan submissions to 
the Inspector. Address and contact details will 
removed from published responses. (Village/town 
shown). 

The Council reserves the right not to publish or 
take into account any representations which it 
considers offensive or defamatory.  

Please supply an email address if you have one 
as it will allow us to contact you electronically. 
Everyone who submits a representation will be 
added to the relevant consultation database (if 
not already included) so that we can keep you 
up to date with the plan. If you do not wish to be 
contacted in this way please state this clearly on 
the form.  

If an agent or consultant has been engaged to act 
on your behalf please fill in both sets of details in 
full. Correspondence will be sent to the agent. If 
you are a landowner with an agent acting on your 
behalf, please ensure that your agent knows the 
site name and reference number which your site 
has been given.  

Part B - Representation
Please specify which section of the Publication 
Draft Local Plan your comments relate to, by 
choosing one of the following;  

Section 1 A response to this section will be 
reported to all 3 authorities. 

Section 2 Colchester       
Section 2 Tendring          
Section 2 Braintree

Which part of the plan are you responding to 
(please use one form per submission):

Paragraph:  for a representation on wording or  
paragraph content    

Policy: for a representation on the wording  
or inclusion or omission of a policy       

Other: for example a map inset number, 
site reference  or the wording or  
content of tables or appendices

Legal Compliance and Duty 
to Co-operate
If commenting on how the Publication Draft 
Local Plan has been prepared, it is likely that 
your comments will relate to a matter of legal 
compliance.  

The Inspector will check that the Plan meets the 
legal requirements  

You should consider the following before making 
a representation on legal compliance:

• The Plan should be included in the current
Local Development Scheme (LDS) and the
key stages should have been followed.

• The process of community involvement
for the Plan in question should be in general
accordance with the Statement of
Community Involvement (SCI).

• The Plan should comply with the Town
and County Planning (Local Planning)
(England) Regulations 2012 (the Regulations).
On publication, the LPA must publish the
documents prescribed in the Regulations;
making them available on its website and at
its principal offices. It must also notify the
Local Plan bodies (as set out in the
Regulations) and any persons who have
requested to be notified.

• The LPA must provide a Sustainability
Appraisal Report. This should identify
the process by which it has been carried out,
baseline information used to inform the
process and the outcomes of that process.

• LPAs will be expected to provide evidence of
how they have complied with the Duty to
Co-operate.

• Non-compliance with the duty to cooperate
cannot be rectified after the Plan’s
submission. Therefore the Inspector has no
power to recommend modifications in this
regard. Where the duty has not been
complied with, the Inspector has no choice
but to recommend non-adoption of the Plan.

These plans are 
specific to each 
authority.

}



Soundness 
Soundness is explained in National Planning 
Policy Framework (NPPF) paragraph 182. The 
Inspector has to be satisfied that the Plan is 
positively prepared, justified, effective and 
consistent with national policy.  

More details and further guidance on what is 
meant by the term ‘soundness’ can be found 
below and at; www.planningportal.gov.uk

Positively prepared 
This means that 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 reasonable alternatives, 
based  on a proportionate, robust and credible 
evidence base. 

Effective
The Plan should be deliverable over its period 
and based on effective joint working on cross-
boundary strategic priorities, sound infrastructure 
delivery planning and no regulatory or national 
planning barriers. It should be flexible to changing 
circumstances 

Consistent with national policy 
The Plan should be consistent with national 
policy. Departure must be clearly justified. 

If you think the content of the Plan is not sound 
because it does not include a policy where it 
should do, you should go through the following 
steps before making representations:  

• Is the issue with which you are concerned
already covered specifically by national
planning policy? If so it does not need to be
included?

• Is what you are concerned with covered by
any other policies in the Plan on which you
are seeking to make representations or in any
other Plan?

• If the policy is not covered, how is the Plan
unsound without the policy?

• If the Plan is unsound without the policy, what
should the policy say?

Using the spaces provided please give details of 
why you think the Publication Draft Local Plan is 
not ‘sound having regard to the legal compliance, 
duty to cooperate and the four requirements 
set out above. You should try to support your 
representation by evidence showing why the Plan 
should be modified. If your representation is
over 100 words please include a summary of 
its main points in the box provided.

It will be helpful if you also say precisely 
how you think the Plan should be modified. 
Representations should cover succinctly all 
information, evidence and supporting information 
necessary to support/justify the representation 
and suggested modification, as there will not 
normally be a further opportunity to make 
submissions based on the original representation 
made at publication.    

Where there are groups who share a common 
view on how they wish to see a Plan modified, 
it would be very helpful for that group to send 
a single representation which represents the 
view. In such cases the group should indicate 
how many people it is representing and how the 
representation has been authorised.  

All the formal representations received during this 
stage will be submitted to and considered by the 
appointed independent Planning Inspector at the 
public examination on the Plan. The process is 
likely to include public hearings. The Inspector 
will determine the most appropriate procedure to 
adopt to hear those who choose to participate at 
this stage. If you would like to appear and speak 
at the hearings, please state this and explain 
in the space provided why you consider it is 
necessary that you participate.  

Representations can be sent:

• Via the Council’s online consultation portal: 
www.braintree.gov.uk/
publicationdraftLP

• Via a representation form which can
be downloaded from the website and 
returned via email to
localplan@braintree.gov.uk

• or by post to:
Planning Policy,
Braintree District Council
Causeway House
Braintree
CM7 9HB 



Responses are encouraged via the council’s online consultation system available on the website,  
see www.braintree.gov.uk/newlp  However, this form can be returned electronically to  
localplan@braintree.gov.uk or in hard copy if necessary to:

Planning Policy, Braintree district Council, Causeway House, Bocking End, braintree, CM7 9HB 
The consultation runs from 9am Friday, 16th June to 5pm on Friday, 28th July 2017

This form has two parts: 
Part A - Personal Details and Part B - Your comments

Draft Local Plan 

RESPONSE FORM

1. Personal Details  

Title

First Name

Last Name

Organisation  
(Where relevant) 

Address Line 1 

Address Line 2 

Address Line 3 

Post Code 

E-mail Address 

Telephone  
Number 

2. Agent’s Details (if applicable) 
Title 

First Name

Last Name

Organisation

Address Line 1 

Address Line 2 

Address Line 3 

Post Code 

E-mail Address 

Telephone  
Number

PART A

For internal Use only          ID:         Rep No: Braintree 
D i s t r i c t  
Counc i l

LOCAL

Shape your district
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REPRESENTATION FORM
Please Note: If your representation relates to Section One of the North Essex Strategic Plan / Garden 
Communities you only need to respond to one of the Local Authorities. All representations received by 
Braintree, Colchester and Tendring relating to Section One of the Plan(s) will be submitted together.

You do not need to return this form if you have completed a response using any of the Council’s online 
systems for this consultation. Duplicates will not be considered

Please specify which section of the Publication Draft Local Plan your comments relate to by 
choosing one of the following: 

  Section 1        Section 2 Colchester        Section 2 Tendring         Section 2 Braintree 

Which part of the section are you responding to? 

e.g. Paragraph/Policy/Map/Other

Do you consider the Local Plan is Legally compliant? 
  Yes        No

Does it comply with the Duty to Co-operate? 
  Yes        No

Do you consider the Local Plan is Sound? 
  Yes        No

If you do not consider the Local Plan is sound, please specify on what grounds: 
  Positively prepared        Justified        Effective        Consistent with National Policy

Enter your full representation here: 

PART B

Continue onto next page



If your representation is more than 100 words, please provide a brief summary here:



Please specify the changes needed to be made to make the Plan sound / legally compliant

Do you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination? 
  Yes        No

If Yes - you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you 
consider this to be necessary

Please note the inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear 
those who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

Did you raise the matter that is the subject of your representation with the LPA earlier  
in the process of the preparation of the Local Plan 

  Yes        No

If yes which stage 
  Issues and Options        Preferred Options

Do you wish to be notified? 

  When the document is submitted for independent examination? 

  When the Inspectors Report is published? 

  When document is adopted?

Braintree & Tendring: Return by 5pm 28th July 2017 
(responses to section 2 Braintree and Tendring will not be accepted after this date. After 

this date responses to Section 1 should be sent to Colchester Borough Council)

Colchester: Return by 5pm 11th August 2017



GUIDANCE NOTES 
& RESPONSE FORM 
to accompany the Publication Draft Local Plan (2017) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Please read these guidance notes before completing the response form 
 

Introduction 
Braintree District Council, Tendring District 
Council and Colchester Borough Council, have 
each published their own Publication Draft Local 
Plan for consultation. Section 1 is common to 
each plan. This response form can be used to 
respond to any part of the 3 Plans. It is important 
to specify which. 

The 3 Plans have been published in order for 
representations to be made prior to submission 
of the documents to the Planning Inspectorate 
for examination. All representations will be 
examined by a Planning Inspector. The purpose 
of the examination is to consider whether the Plan 
complies with the legal requirements, the duty to 
co-operate and is sound. 

Each Local Plan has two parts: 

Publication Draft Local Plan Section 1 - A set 
of strategic policies constructed in partnership 
between the three authorities and Essex 

County Council. This means that the Section 1 
policies are intended to apply across all three 
Local Authorities. These policies include those 
relating to Garden Communities, housing supply, 
employment, shopping and the environment. 
You can send your response to any one of the 
authorities as all responses to Section 1 will be 
collated. Only 1 response to the 3 authorities is 
required. 

Publication Draft Local Plan Section 2 - relates 
to the specific district, contains more detailed 
policies and is used to determine planning 
applications. If you wish to comment on the 
Tendring Publication Draft Local Plan Section 
2 you should send your comments to Tendring 
District Council. 

If you would like assistance in completing your 
representation or have any other questions 
about the Publication Draft Local Plan please 
contact the Planning Policy Team by email 
planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk or by phone 
on 01255686177 and ask for Planning Policy. 
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Part A - Personal Details 
Please note that it is not possible for 
representations to be considered anonymously. 
Representations will be published on the 
Council’s websites and included as part of the 
Publication Draft Local Plan submissions to 
the Inspector. Address and contact details will 
removed from published responses. (Village/town 
shown). 

The Council reserves the right not to publish or 
take into account any representations which it 
considers offensive or defamatory. 

Please supply an email address if you have one 
as it will allow us to contact you electronically. 
Everyone who submits a representation will be 
added to the relevant consultation database (if 
not already included) so that we can keep you 
up to date with the plan. If you do not wish to be 
contacted in this way please state this clearly on 
the form. 

If an agent or consultant has been engaged to act 
on your behalf please fill in both sets of details in 
full. Correspondence will be sent to the agent. If 
you are a landowner with an agent acting on your 
behalf, please ensure that your agent knows the 
site name and reference number which your site 
has been given. 

 
Part B - Representation 
Please specify which section of the Publication 
Draft Local Plan your comments relate to, by 
choosing one of the following; 

Section 1 A response to this section will be 
reported to all 3 authorities. 

Legal Compliance and Duty 
to Co-operate 
If commenting on how the Publication Draft 
Local Plan has been prepared, it is likely that 
your comments will relate to a matter of legal 
compliance. 

The Inspector will check that the Plan meets the 
legal requirements 

You should consider the following before making 
a representation on legal compliance: 

• The Plan should be included in the current 
Local Development Scheme (LDS) and the 
key stages should have been followed. 

• The process of community involvement 
for the Plan in question should be in general 
accordance with the Statement of 
Community Involvement (SCI). 

• The Plan should comply with the Town 
and County Planning (Local Planning) 
(England) Regulations 2012 (the Regulations). 
On publication, the LPA must publish the 
documents prescribed in the Regulations; 
making them available on its website and at 
its principal offices. It must also notify the 
Local Plan bodies (as set out in the 
Regulations) and any persons who have 
requested to be notified. 

• The LPA must provide a Sustainability 
Appraisal Report. This should identify 
the process by which it has been carried out, 
baseline information used to inform the 
process and the outcomes of that  process. 

• LPAs will be expected to provide evidence of 
how they have complied with the Duty  to 

Section 2 Colchester 
Section 2 Tendring 
Section 2 Braintree 

These plans are 
specific to each 
authority. 

Co-operate. 

• Non-compliance with the duty to cooperate 
cannot be rectified after the Plan’s

Which part of the plan are you responding to 
(please use one form per submission): 

Paragraph:  for a representation on wording or 
paragraph content 

Policy: for a representation on the wording 
or inclusion or omission of a policy 

Other: for example a map inset number, 
site reference or the wording or 
content of tables or  appendices 

submission. Therefore the Inspector has no 
power to recommend modifications in this 
regard. Where the duty has not been 
complied with, the Inspector has no choice 
but to recommend non-adoption of the  Plan. 

} 



Soundness 
Soundness is explained in National Planning 
Policy Framework (NPPF) paragraph 182. The 
Inspector has to be satisfied that the Plan is 
positively prepared, justified, effective and 
consistent with national policy. 

More details and further guidance on what is 
meant by the term ‘soundness’ can be found 
below and at; www.planningportal.gov.uk 

Positively prepared 
This means that 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 reasonable alternatives, 
based on a proportionate, robust and credible 
evidence base. 

Effective 
The Plan should be deliverable over its period and 
based on effective joint working on cross- 
boundary strategic priorities, sound infrastructure 
delivery planning and no regulatory or national 
planning barriers. It should be flexible to changing 
circumstances 

Consistent with national policy 
The Plan should be consistent with national 
policy. Departure must be clearly justified. 

If you think the content of the Plan is not sound 
because it does not include a policy where it 
should do, you should go through the following 
steps before making representations: 

• Is the issue with which you are concerned 
already covered specifically by national 
planning policy? If so it does not need to be 
included? 

• Is what you are concerned with covered by 
any other policies in the Plan on which you 
are seeking to make representations or in any 
other Plan? 

• If the policy is not covered, how is the Plan 
unsound without the policy? 

• If the Plan is unsound without the policy, what 
should the policy say? 

Using the spaces provided please give details of 
why you think the Publication Draft Local Plan is 
not ‘sound having regard to the legal compliance, 
duty to cooperate and the four  requirements 
set out above. You should try to support your 
representation by evidence showing why the Plan 
should be modified. If your representation is 
over 100 words please include a summary of 
its main points in the box provided. 

It will be helpful if you also say precisely 
how you think the Plan should be modified. 
Representations should cover succinctly all 
information, evidence and supporting information 
necessary to support/justify the representation 
and suggested modification, as there will not 
normally be a further opportunity to make 
submissions based on the original representation 
made at publication. 

Where there are groups who share a common 
view on how they wish to see a Plan modified, 
it would be very helpful for that group to send 
a single representation which represents the 
view. In such cases the group should indicate 
how many people it is representing and how 
the representation has been authorised. 

All the formal representations received during this 
stage will be submitted to and considered by the 
appointed independent Planning Inspector at the 
public examination on the Plan. The process is 
likely to include public hearings. The Inspector 
will determine the most appropriate procedure to 
adopt to hear those who choose to participate at 
this stage. If you would like to appear and speak 
at the hearings, please state this and explain 
in the space provided why you consider it is 
necessary that you participate. 

Representations can be sent: 

• Via the Council’s online consultation portal: 
http://tendring-
consult.objective.co.uk/portal  

• Via a representation form which can 
be downloaded from the website and 
returned via email to 
planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.
uk 

• or by post to: 
Planning Policy, 
Tendring District Council 
Thorpe Road 
Weeley 
Essex 
CO16 9AJ 

http://www.planningportal.gov.uk/
http://tendring-consult.objective.co.uk/portal
http://tendring-consult.objective.co.uk/portal
mailto:planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk
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Responses are encouraged via the council’s online consultation system available on the website, 
see http://tendring-consult.objective.co.uk/portal  However, this form can be returned electronically 
to planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk or in hard copy if necessary to: 

Planning Policy, Tendring District Council, Thorpe Road, Weeley, Essex, CO16 9AJ 
The consultation runs from 9am Friday, 16th June to 5pm on Friday, 28th July 2017 

This form has two parts: 
Part A - Personal Details and Part B - Your comments 

 
 

  PART A  
 

1. Personal Details 

Title 

First Name 

Last Name 

Organisation 
(Where relevant) 

 
Address Line 1 

 
Address Line 2 

 
Address Line 3 

Post Code 

E-mail Address 
 

Telephone 
Number 

2. Agent’s Details (if applicable) 

Title 
 

First Name 

Last Name 

Organisation 

Address Line 1 

Address Line 2 
 

Address Line 3 

Post Code 

E-mail Address 
 

Telephone 
Number 
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  PART B  

REPRESENTATION FORM 
Please Note: If your representation relates to Section One of the North Essex Strategic Plan / Garden 
Communities you only need to respond to one of the Local Authorities. All representations received by 
Braintree, Colchester and Tendring relating to Section One of the Plan(s) will be submitted together. 

You do not need to return this form if you have completed a response using any of the Council’s online 
systems for this consultation. Duplicates will not be  considered 
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Date:  28 July 2017 
 
 

 
Dear Sir/Madam 
 
Tendring District Local Plan – Publication Draft Final Consultation 
 
Section 1 of the Tendring Local Plan Pre-submission 
 
The comments relating to Section 1 largely mirror the comments we have already made 
in our response to Section 1 of the Braintree Local Plan. 
 
Vision for North Essex 
We are supportive of the thrust of the Vision. We are encouraged by the Vision 
advocating that Green and blue infrastructure, among other things, will be planned and 
provided along with other facilities to support the development of substantial new 
growth.  
 
Objective 4  
We are happy with the inclusion of references to ensuring that flood defence 
infrastructure and foul sewage infrastructure are considered by developers of future 
developments. 
 
Objective 9 
The words are good, but we currently have a problem with the Strategic Flood Risk 
Assessment’s methodology for assessing the zonal extents of flood risk areas as a 
consequence of climate change as a means to support this objective. 
 
Policy SP 1 Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development 
We are supportive of the thrust of this policy.  
 
Policy SP 2 Spatial Strategy for North Essex 
We are supportive of the thrust of this policy and that the three Garden Communities will 
be planned and developed drawing on Garden City principles, with necessary 
infrastructure and facilities provided and a high quality of place-making and urban 

http://www.gov.uk/environment-agency


  

Cont/d.. 
 

2 

design. There may be merit in reinforcing the desire to follow Garden City principles by 
making reference to the principles reflecting the Garden City principles espoused by the 
Town and Country Planning Association. See for instance ‘The Art of Building a Garden 
city: Designing New Communities for the 21st Century’. 
 
Policy SPL3 Sustainable Design 
We are pleased to see references to the integration of sustainable drainage and 
aspirations for the reduction of flood risk included within the practical requirements 
section of this policy 
 
Policy SP5 Infrastructure and Connectivity 
Whilst we acknowledge that this policy currently focuses principally on transport and 
broadband, we would highlight that there is no similar overarching policy that addresses 
other ‘environmental’ infrastructure requirements. For example, there is no reference to 
the need to provide further waste water or flood risk infrastructure to help accommodate 
the proposed growth. We suggest that the need for similar overarching policy 
references are considered. This is particularly the case given that the sustainability, in 
particular, of low lying coastal communities, will be ever more dependent on 
replacement and/or enlarged flood defence infrastructure to address sea level rises as a 
consequence of climate change over a development’s lifetime and that Tendring District 
Council or developers will need to help with Partnership funding to secure new flood 
defence infrastructure. 
 
Policy SP 6 Place Shaping Principles 
We are supportive of the thrust of this policy, in particular we are pleased to see that all 
new development should reflect place shaping principles that will, among other things: 
 

 Provide an integrated network of multi-functional public open space and green 
and blue infrastructure that connects with existing green infrastructure where 
possible; 

 Include measures to promote environmental sustainability including addressing 
energy and water efficiency, and provision of appropriate wastewater and flood 
mitigation measures. 

 
The supporting text makes reference to the ecological benefits of open space in 
paragraph 1.88, but there is no reference to the benefits of open space to sustainable 
drainage. It is noted though that the policy makes reference to “multifunctional” open 
space and identifies the provision of flood mitigation and wastewater measures as a 
principle requirement in place shaping. 
 
We recommend that point 11 should include a reference to the promotion of sustainable 
drainage systems along the following lines:  
 
‘Include measures to promote environmental sustainability including addressing energy 
and water efficiency, and provision of appropriate wastewater and flood mitigation 
measures, including use of open space for sustainable drainage systems’. 
 
Policy SP 7 Development & Delivery of New Garden Communities in North Essex 
We are supportive of this overarching policy. It is encouraging to see in relation to 
development and delivery, the Council’s intention under part xi of Policy SP 7 to secure, 
among other matters, water efficiency with the aim of being water neutral in areas of 
serious water stress. We do however consider that the supporting text in chapter 8 
should provide further elaboration or perhaps more ambitious wording in relation to 
compliance with the optional Building Regulation water efficiency standard of 110 litres 
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per occupier per day. Similar water efficiency measures should be adopted for non-
residential development.  
 

Furthermore, given the work done on the Integrated Water Management Strategy, it 
would be useful to explain, briefly, what water neutral actually means and how it can be 
met in terms of various techniques.  
 
Paragraph 154 in the National Planning Policy Framework advises that Local Plans 
should be aspirational. With this in mind, we recommend that short supporting text 
should be inserted under Chapter 8 as a replacement for the existing paragraph 8.7 
along the following lines: 
 

8.7 Water efficiency – in order to promote water efficiency in new residential 
developments in the Garden Communities, the optional Building Regulation water 
efficiency standard of 110 litres per occupier per day will be applied. Non-residential 
development should adopt BREEAM or similar standard for the application of water 
efficiency components and water recycling. 
 
The existing paragraphs from 8.7 onwards should be re-numbered such that the current 
wording in paragraph 8.7 becomes 8.8 et seq. 
 

The Local Plan does not arguably follow a strategy that is justified. To a large extent, 
given the Garden Communities are located in a water stressed area, we consider that 
the most appropriate strategy is for the optional Building Regulation water efficiency to 
be sought in new residential developments. Although we do not consider that the issue 
is significant enough to tip it into a soundness matter, we do consider that the Local 
Plan should show greater ambition. 
 
Policy SP 8 Tendring/Colchester Borders Garden Community 
We are largely supportive of the thrust of this Policy and its various components. 
However, we consider that it is important item 17 under sub-heading F. Other 
Requirements – this is concerned with an upgrade to Colchester Waste Water 
incorporates – includes a reference to the expected timetable/programme included 
under Table 13.1 in the Braintree Infrastructure Delivery Plan (BIDP). As matters stand 
there is, on the face of things, no reference to any requirement for essential waste water 
infrastructure to be delivered ahead of residential development. Delivery of 
infrastructure is an important component of the master planning process for the Garden 
Community.  
 
Item 17 should be re-worded along the following lines: 
 
‘Provision of improvements, ahead of development, to waste water treatment including 
an upgrade to the Colchester Waste Water Treatment Plan in accordance with the 
programme set out in the Braintree Infrastructure Delivery Plan and off-site drainage 
improvements’. 
 
The purpose here is to set out a clear signposting of infrastructure delivery requirements 
as evaluated under the BIDP. It should be noted that the priority for this infrastructure is 
described as ‘critical’ under Table 13.1 which is presumably a reflection of its 
importance. 
 
Policy SP 9 Colchester/Braintree Boarders Garden Community. 
We are largely supportive of the thrust of this Policy and its various components. 
However, as above we consider that it is important item 18 under sub-heading F. Other 
Requirements – this is concerned with an upgrade to Colchester Waste Water 
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incorporates – includes a reference to the expected timetable/programme included 
under Table 13.1 in the BIDP. As matters stand there is, on the face of things, no 
reference to any requirement for essential waste water infrastructure to be delivered 
ahead of residential development. Delivery of infrastructure is an important component 
of the master planning process for the Garden Community.  
 
Item 18 should be re-worded along the following lines: 
 
‘Provision of improvements, ahead of development, to waste water treatment including 
an upgrade to the Colchester Waste Water Treatment Plan in accordance with the 
programme set out in the Braintree Infrastructure Delivery Plan and off-site drainage 
improvements’. 
 
The purpose here is to set out a clear signposting of infrastructure delivery requirements 
as evaluated under the BIDP. It should be noted that the priority for this infrastructure 
type is described as ‘critical’ under Table 13.1, which is presumably a reflection of its 
importance. 
 
Policy SP 10 West of Braintree Garden Community 
We are largely supportive of the thrust of this Policy and its various components. With 
regard to item 17 under sub-heading F. Other Requirements, we note there is a 
reference to provision of improvements to waste water treatments. As with Policies SP 9 
and SP 10, there is, on the face of things, no reference to any requirement for essential 
waste water infrastructure to be delivered ahead of residential development. Delivery of 
infrastructure is an important component of the master planning process for the Garden 
Community.  
 
Item 17 should be re-worded along the following lines: 
 
‘Provision of improvements, ahead of development, to waste water treatment including 
an upgrade to the Colchester Waste Water Treatment Plan in accordance with the 
programme set out in the Braintree Infrastructure Delivery Plan and off-site drainage 
improvements’. 
 
The purpose here is to set out a clear signposting of infrastructure delivery requirements 
as evaluated under the BIDP. It should be noted that the priority for this infrastructure 
type is described as ‘critical’ under Table 13.1, which is presumably a reflection of its 
importance. 
 
We have been working with AECOM and Anglian Water on the preparation of an 
Integrated Water Management Strategy (IWMS) for the Garden Communities. We 
understand a draft IWMS stage 2 report is expected to be made available to us and 
Anglian Water in August 2017.  
 
The executive summary of the Stage 1 Report highlighted that the scale and location of 
development across the Garden Communities poses significant challenges around 
provision of water supply, wastewater services and management of flood risk. It goes on 
to add that the full potential quantum of growth that the garden communities could 
deliver does not have identified solutions for the treatment of wastewater, provision of 
water supply and assessment of impact and compliance with water based 
environmental legislation.  
 
The purpose of the strategy is to identify solutions which we consider should as a matter 
of course be sustainable. We understand the IWMS Stage 2 will develop a range of 
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delivery option strategies for each garden community based on a series of potential 
wastewater, water supply, and surface water and flood risk measures. Our expectation 
is that work on the IWMS Stage 2 will be completed and agreed sufficiently in advance 
of the submission of the respective local plans to the Planning Inspectorate for the 
examination in public. Ideally the IWMS Stage 2, and where considered necessary, an 
IWMS Stage 3 will provide the necessary evidence to support the development of the 
respective garden communities without impacting on the environment. 
 
We understand the Tendring Infrastructure Delivery Plan has already been published 
and whilst it does show a programme for water infrastructure, this appears to have been 
based on the water cycle studies carried out at the individual local planning authority 
level. Given this, it might be preferable for a standalone detailed IWMS delivery plan for 
the preferred strategy for the Garden Communities to be provided for evidence 
purposes in support of the water infrastructure requirements for Section 1 of the Local 
Plan. 
 
Section 2 of the Tendring Local Plan Pre-submission 
 
Vision 
We are largely supportive of the thrust of the Vision. Because of Tendring’s coastal 
aspects which are, to a degree, at the forefront of climate change (rising sea level, 
eroding shoreline), we would recommend that the Vision should make include a 
reference to adapting and mitigating against climate change through positive measures. 
Although there is already a reference under Rural Heartland to climate change and 
therefore recognition by the Council of this fundamental environmental issue, we 
consider the overarching Vision should also address the issue. The following wording 
should be added: 
 
Tendring District’s coastal area places economic, social and environmental 
considerations at the forefront of climate change and therefore there will be a need to 
place adaptation and mitigation against climate change at the centre of sustainable 
development. 
 
Policy SPL 3 SUSTAINABLE DESIGN 
We are supportive of the thrust of this policy. We particularly welcome under Part B: 
Practical Requirements, item d, which is concerned with minimising greenhouse gases 
and impact on climate change and item f which is concerned with reducing flood risk 
and integrating sustainable drainage.  
 
Policy HP3 Green Infrastructure 
We are pleased to see references to the functional benefits of green infrastructure for 
the purposes of flood mitigation. 
 
Policy LP9 Traveller sites 
We support the inclusion of point a) within this policy. With regards to flood risk, 
caravans, mobile homes and park homes intended for permanent residential use are 
considered to be ‘highly vulnerable’ land uses by table 2 of the Planning Practice 
Guidance document which supports the NPPF. Table 3 of this document advises this 
type of development is inappropriate in Flood Zone 3 and should therefore not be 
permitted. This is reinforced in paragraph 11 g) in Planning policy for traveller sites 
which should be read in conjunction with the NPPF. 
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It may well be appropriate to include a reference, possibly under the supporting text, to 
drainage aspects for sites, which are often rural in nature. This could be along the 
following lines: 
 

‘The provision for foul water drainage should be that the first presumption is to provide a 
system of foul drainage discharging into a public sewer for treatment at a public sewage 
treatment works. A private means of foul effluent disposal is only acceptable when foul 
mains drainage is not feasible (in terms of cost and/or practicality). An environmental 
permit may, depending on flow quantities and any adjacent sensitive area, be required 
from the Environment Agency.’ 
 
Policy PP10 Camping and Touring Caravan Sites 
This Policy states that ‘if the necessary tests are met in regard to any known flood risk, 
the Council will support proposals for..’  However, we note that there is little in planning 
policy that is prescriptive of season of operation for camping and touring caravan sites, 
but reference to sites proposed in recognised flood risk areas having to have availability 
of advance flood warning services in their locality and to have flood evacuation and 
response plans would have been useful additions to this policy. 
 
This policy does not have any detail about what may/may not be acceptable from a 
flood risk point of view. Land used for camping is particular vulnerable to flood risk, so 
this would be a useful opportunity for the council to highlight the risk and set out how 
future applications will take account of it. The final paragraph does not hint at what 
season the potential occupancy may be limited to. 
 
The previous local plan (adopted December 2007) contained a policy relating to 
caravan and camping sites which included the following: 
 
“The occupation of all types of holiday units, including chalets and caravans, will not be 
permitted between 14 January and 1 March in any year. Occupancy may be further 
restricted to the period 1 March to 31 October where the site: 
i. lacks the necessary and appropriate infrastructure and services for longer 

occupation; or 
ii. is located in an area of flood risk, or adjacent to a site designated for reasons of 

nature conservation.” 
 

This level of detail is not provided within this pre-submission document. Policy PP10 
does reference the council imposing holiday occupancy conditions but it is not specific 
on when and it is not with regards to flood risk. A generic mention of flood risk is 
included but is fairly ambiguous (“…if the necessary tests are met in regard to any 
known flood risk…”). 
 
The NPPF Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) classifies ‘sites used for holiday or short-
let caravans and camping’ as ‘more vulnerable’ and potentially appropriate development 
in Flood Zones 2 and 3a if the Sequential and Exception Tests are passed. The PPG 
also specifies that this type of development must be subject to an appropriate flood 
warning and evacuation plan. However the PPG classifies ‘caravans, mobile homes and 
park homes intended for permanent residential use’ as ‘highly vulnerable’ and considers 
them to be an in-appropriate land use within flood zone 3a and 3b.  
 
The Local Plan presents an opportunity for the Council to present a clear position on 
how this type of development should be considered in areas at risk of flooding. You 
should consider, in terms of the Test of Soundness covering consistency with national 
policy, whether the current text is sufficient in this respect, and whether further detail is 
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required? For example what is the council’s position on caravan parks showing a 
progression to all year round habitation? How should sites in locations at risk of flooding 
be managed? What level of flood risk might be considered acceptable on a caravan 
site? Will you require the site to be evacuated on receipt of a flood warning? 
 
Paragraph 6.7.5 
We strongly support the Council on the need for robust use of planning conditions and 
legal agreements to ensure that holiday accommodation is not displaced by permanent 
residential use, with our focus being on those sites in the high risk (flood zone 3) where 
park homes and static caravans for permanent residential use are deemed to be 
“inappropriate” land uses on the basis of their vulnerability to the impacts of flooding. 
 
Policy PP11 Holiday Parks 
Please see the comments we have made to Policy PP10 which also apply to this Policy.  
 
We are pleased to note that the supporting text references the need to restrict 
occupancy in winter months where a site is at risk of flooding, though it is disappointing 
that it is not specifically reaffirmed in the policy wording. However, we do support the 
recognition that holiday parks should not become home to permanent residential 
accommodation due in part to the possible flood risk implications.  
 
Policy PP 14 Priority Areas for Regeneration 
Our earlier letter dated 8 September 2017 written in response to the Local Plan 
Preferred Options consultation provided comments on certain Priority Areas. As matters 
stand, our comments on the application of the Sequential Test remain outstanding. 
Therefore, pending the finalisation of the updated Tendring Strategic Flood Risk 
Assessment and Sequential Test assessment report, our comments are repeated 
below.  
 
Brooklands, Grasslands and ‘The Village’ areas of Jaywick 
 
These areas include Flood Zone 3 extents, so any redevelopment (in common with any 
allocated development within Flood Zone 2 or 3) will need to pass the Sequential and 
Exception Tests as appropriate. We’ve not seen any evidence that the council have 
applied these Tests to the emerging plan. This evidence will need to support the 
submission version of the Plan. If this is not provided we will need to raise it as a 
soundness issue.  
 
We would also take this opportunity to highlight that regeneration of this area is likely to 
reduce the deprivation index. This will have the consequential effect of reducing the 
proportion of future flood defence infrastructure funding (when measured against the 
current day baseline), that central government can provide through Flood Defence 
Grant-in Aid.  
 
Furthermore, any plot level rebuilds may be considered as new developments. ‘New’ 
development in flood risk areas (post 2012) cannot be taken into account when the 
benefits of new flood defences for an area are calculated. This could mean that the bulk 
of funding for any new flood defence infrastructure would have to be met by local and 
partnership funding sources. Dependence on frontline flood defences and the 
affordability of that infrastructure (which will be required to be upgraded in due course), 
is a key issue for long-term sustainability of this community. The long-term infrastructure 
costs, affordability, sustainability and the lesser proportion of central government 
funding towards replacement  flood defence infrastructure through Flood Defence 
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Grant-in Aid should be carefully weighed up when considering short-term improvements 
to reduce the scale of deprivation through re-build initiatives.   
 
Harwich Old Town 
 
The Old Town all lies within Flood Zone 3 so any redevelopment will need to pass the 
Sequential and Exception Tests as appropriate. As above, we have not seen any 
evidence that the Council have applied these Tests to the emerging plan. This evidence 
will need to support the submission version of the Plan.  
 
Walton-on-the Naze 
 
The area for regeneration appears to lies mainly in Flood Zone 1, though there is a 
small area of the site to the south that is Flood Zone 2 and 3. A sequential approach to 
redevelopment of this area should therefore be taken, with the most vulnerable aspects 
of the proposal being located in the areas of Flood Zone 1. As mentioned above, the 
Sequential and Exception Test will also need to be applied, and evidence submitted 
alongside this Plan that they have been passed.  
 
At the time of writing this response we had received a further version of the SRFA and 
Sequential Test assessment report for our consideration and agreement. A formal 
response will be provided to the Council once we have completed our review, which is 
likely to happen within the course of the next week or so following the issue of this letter. 
 
Section 7.1 Development and Flood Risk 
With regard to paragraphs 7.1.1 and 7.1.2, we have recently advised the Council that 
the update addendum to the SFRA is currently not capable of providing an appropriate 
assessment of the impacts of climate change on flood risk zones. This means it is 
therefore at odds with the Local Plan’s strategic objective for Water and Climate 
Change which is “To reduce the risk of flooding by securing the appropriate location and 
design of new development, having regard to the likely impact of climate change.” 
 
Paragraph 7.1.3 
No reference has been included as to how a Sequential approach or the Sequential 
Test will be applied to new development at “Jaywick Sands”. 
 
Policy PPL1: Development and Flood Risk 
The Policy does not, in our view, fully engage with National Policy and the National 
Planning Practice Guidance. We consider it is not consistent with the National Policy 
position and is therefore unsound. We consider this unsoundness could be overcome 
by adding the following wording to the policy. 
 
All new development within Flood Zones 2 and 3 must not result in a net loss of flood 
storage capacity. 
 
New development in Flood Zone 3 must provide adequate flood storage and not result 
in a net loss of flood storage unless there is compensation on site or, rarely if not 
possible, adjacent off site capacity.  
 
Where possible opportunities must be sought to achieve an increase in floodplain 
storage. 
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All more Vulnerable and Highly Vulnerable development within Flood Zone 2 and 3 
should set finished floor levels 300mm above the known or modelled 1 in 100 annual 
probability (1% AEP) flood level including an allowance for climate change. 
 
As the Policy stands, it would have been better if both parts of the Exception test were 
referred to i.e. “safe” as well as meeting the wider “sustainability needs”. We 
recommend this part of the Policy be re-worded to read as follows: 
 
Where new development cannot be located in an area of lower flood risk and is 
otherwise sustainable, the Exception Test will be applied in accordance with the 
National Planning Policy Framework so that it is safe and meets wider sustainability 
needs. 
 
We would also recommend that the second sentence of the first paragraph of the Policy 
be deleted and replaced with the wording given below in order to highlight the 
requirement for more vulnerable development in particular to not be subject to internal 
flooding and the provision of refuge. 
 
It must be ensured that for new more vulnerable development (for example residential); 
there will be no internal flooding in the design event, refuge will be available above flood 
levels in excess of the design flood, or levels that could occur at the site in the event of 
a breach or failure of flood defence infrastructure, and that a means of escape is 
possible from first floor level. 
 
We consider that the following supporting text covering the provision of an emergency 
flood plan, as discussed in our earlier letter dated 8 September 2017 written in response 
to the Local Plan Preferred Options consultation, is included as a new paragraph 7.1.4. 
Where safe access cannot be achieved, or if the development would be at residual risk 
of flooding in a breach, an emergency flood plan that deals with matters of evacuation 
and refuge should demonstrate that people will not be exposed to flood hazards. The 
emergency flood plan should be submitted as part of a FRA and will need to be agreed 
with yourselves. Refuge should ideally be located 300mm above the 0.1% (1 in 1000) 
annual probability event flood level including allowances for climate change.  
 

This supporting text presents a good opportunity for you to set out your requirements for 
evacuation and refuge. 
 
We consider the following wording should be added as supporting text as a new 
paragraph 7.1.5. 
 
New development proposals should: 

- retain at least an 8m wide undeveloped buffer strip alongside Main Rivers and 
explore opportunities for riverside restoration. Any proposed development within 
8m of a main river will require an environmental permit from the Environment 
Agency. 

 
- retain at least a 3m buffer strip on at least one side of an Ordinary watercourse. 

Any development that could impact the flow within and ordinary watercourse will 
require consent from Essex County Council (as LLFA). 

 
Please note that the recommended additional supporting text items are not considered 
to be soundness matters. 
 
Policy PPL2: Coastal Protection Belt 
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As advised in our letter dated 8 September 2017 written in response to the Preferred 
Options consultation, this policy provides the Council with an opportunity to be more 
prescriptive about what type of development you consider would be acceptable in an 
area affected by coastal change.  
 
For example, paragraph 7-073-20140306 of the Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) 
provides guidance on what sort of development is appropriate in a Coastal Change 
Management Area. You could consider embedding the intention of this guidance into 
Policy PPL 2, or perhaps as supporting text along the following lines: 
 
‘National Planning Practice Guidance provides guidance on what sort of development is 
appropriate in a Coastal Change Management Area. This guidance is considered to 
have relevance to development proposals within the Tendring Coastal Protection Belt’. 
 
In addition, paragraph 7-076-20140306 states that formally allocating land in Local 
Plans for relocation of development and habitat affected by coastal change may be 
appropriate in some instances. Tendring may wish to consider this in order to help 
future decision making.  
 
Policy PPL 4 Biodiversity and Geodiversity 
We are largely supportive of the thrust of this Policy and supporting text. However, we 
would highlight that ‘harm’ to biodiversity can also arise as a result of development 
causing invasive species to be introduced. 6% of the water bodies within the Anglian 
River Basin Management Plan are classified as failing due to invasive species.  
 
We recommend that a biosecurity protocol method statement is required for all 
development proposals to ensure that an adequate means of preventing the 
introduction of non-native species is considered and implemented. This should help to 
prevent the spread of invasive non-native species which have a negative impact on 
biodiversity and ecosystem functioning. We recommend that this aspect be addressed 
within the Local Plan by adding the wording below to the final paragraph of Policy PPL 
4. 
 
‘A biosecurity protocol method statement is required for all development proposals to 
ensure the introduction of non-native species is prevented.’ 
 
Policy PPL5 WATER CONSERVATION, DRAINAGE AND SEWERAGE 
We welcome the reference to SuDs and for adding the reference in the policy to the 
“water quality” benefits of SuDs. We would however make the point that SuDS 
techniques may not be appropriate for sites within Source Protection Zones, where 
there are known pollutants/contamination or the site history indicates pollutants/ 
contamination, or where groundwater is relatively shallow and dispersion may not occur 
in an adequate manner. As matters stand, the Policy does not make any reference to 
the unsuitability of SuDS techniques in certain instances. We recommend that the 
wording set out below is added to the existing wording, or if preferred provided as 
supporting text. 
 
‘SuDS techniques based on infiltration of surface water into the ground may not be 
appropriate, in accordance with Environment Agency policy on the protection of 
groundwater, for: (i) sites within Groundwater Source Protection Zones, which aim to 
protect groundwater from pollutants: (ii) sites with known pollutants/contamination or 
where historical usage indicates the potential presence of pollutants/contamination: (iii) 
sites where the depth to the water table is shallow and there is the risk of harm to an 
aquifer used for drinking water supplies. 

http://planningguidance.communities.gov.uk/blog/guidance/flood-risk-and-coastal-change/coastal-change-management-areas/what-development-will-be-appropriate-in-a-coastal-change-management-area/
http://planningguidance.communities.gov.uk/blog/guidance/flood-risk-and-coastal-change/coastal-change-management-areas/what-approach-should-be-taken-to-making-provision-for-the-relocation-of-development-away-from-coastal-change-management-areas/
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The Environment Agency’s Source Protection Zone maps should be checked to ensure 
there is no risk to groundwater quality and before infiltration to groundwater is permitted 
there should be some level of treatment before surface water is infiltrated. 
A risk assessment should be undertaken when using Infiltration components in areas of 
contaminated land.’ 
 
Chapter 10 Delivering Infrastructure  
There is the need for new or replacement flood defences to be supported with other 
sources of funding where these are important to the continued sustainability of key 
settlements and developments. Community Infrastructure Levy and section 106 
agreements are useful means of raising sums to support the Partnership Funding of 
required flood defences to address asset deterioration and replacement to counter the 
envisaged effects of climate change (sea level rise and peakier river flows). 
 
Paragraph 10.2 Design Briefs 
We are keen to assist Tendring District Council with Design Briefs for any site where 
flood risk may be a concern. 
 
Policy LPP 55 Layout and Design of Development 
We support the thrust of this Policy and we are encouraged to see that new 
development will incorporate items such as energy conservation, water efficiency, waste 
separation (internal and external), climate change, flood resilience and resistant 
construction. 
 
Policy LPP 70 Protection, Enhancement, Management and Monitoring of 
Biodiversity 
Our earlier letter dated 18 August 2017 recommended the inclusion of wording covering 
the provision of ecological buffer strips along river corridors and seeking opportunities 
for de-culverting. With this in mind we recommend that the wording given below should 
be inserted as a new final sentence for Policy LPP 70. 
 
‘Development proposals with river frontages should make provision for ecological buffer 
strips with a view to protecting and where appropriate enhancing water dependant 
habitats and species. Where development proposals will be carried out on land with 
watercourse currently culverted, opportunities for de-culverting and restoration to an 
open watercourse should be sought as a means of creating blue infrastructure and 
enhancing the development site.’ 
 
Policy LPP 73 Protecting and Enhancing Natural Resources, Minimising Pollution 
and Safeguarding from Hazards 
We are supportive of the thrust of this policy and its various components. 
 
Policy LPP 74 Climate Change 
We are supportive of the thrust of this policy. 
 
Policy LPP 75 Energy Efficiency 
We are largely supportive of the thrust of this policy. However, with regard to water 
efficiency we consider that this should aim to be more ambitious and include a 
reference to the optional Building Regulation water efficiency standard. With this in mind 
we recommend the following sentence should be inserted between the existing first and 
second sentences to the Policy. 
 



  

End 
 

12 

‘Residential developments in the area should comply with the Building Regulation water 
efficiency standard of 110 litres per occupier per day’ 
 
Yours faithfully 

 
 
 
Andrew Hunter 
Sustainable Places - Planning Advisor 
 
Direct dial 020 302 58346 
Direct e-mail planning.ipswich@environment-agency.gov.uk 
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Simon Meecham 
Tendring District Council 
Council Offices 
Thorpe Road 
Weeley 
Essex 
CO16 9AJ 

Our ref:  
Your ref: 
Date:  
 
Direct Dial:   

 
 
  
 
01223  582747 

 

By email only to planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk  
 
Dear Mr Meecham, 
 
Tendring Local Plan Publication Draft Consultation 
 
Thank you for consulting Historic England on Tendring’s publication draft local plan.  As the 
Government’s adviser on the historic environment Historic England is keen to ensure that 
the protection of the historic environment is fully taken into account at all stages and levels 
of the local planning process.  Therefore we welcome the opportunity to comment on the 
draft Plan. We have now had the opportunity to review the documents and can provide the 
following substantive comments.  

General comments 

Historic England has published a number of Good Practice Advice and Advice Notes which 
you may find useful in developing your local plan.  In particular:  

Good Practice Advice in Planning 1 - the historic environment in local plans: 
<https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/gpa1-historic-environment-
local-plans/>  

 

Good Practice Advice in Planning 3 - the setting of heritage assets: 
<https://content.historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/gpa3-setting-of-
heritage-assets/gpa3.pdf/>  

Advice Note 3 - site allocations in local plans: <https://historicengland.org.uk/images-

mailto:planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk
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books/publications/historic-environment-and-site-allocations-in-local-plans/>.  

We have made some brief comments on the Sustainability Appraisal Report. Please note 
that Historic England have produced advice entitled HE Advice Note 8 - Sustainability 
Appraisal and Strategic Environmental Assessment : https://historicengland.org.uk/images-
books/publications/sustainability-appraisal-and-strategic-environmental-assessment-
advice-note-8/ (01 Dec 2016) 

For the avoidance of doubt, we have not considered archaeological issues in this brief, desk 
based assessment but would refer you to the HER held by Essex County Council who should 
be able to advise in this regard. We have also not identified non-designated assets.  
 
General Comments 

Paragraph 126 of the NPPF requires Local Plans to set out a positive and clear strategy for 
the conservation, enjoyment and enhancement of the historic environment.  Ideally the 
strategy should offer a strategic overview including overarching heritage policies to deliver 
the conservation sand enhancement of the environment. 

A good strategy will offer a positive holistic approach throughout the whole plan whereby 
the historic environment is considered not just as a stand-alone topic but as an integral part 
of every aspect of the plan, being interwoven within the entire document.  So policies for 
housing, retail, and transport for example may need to be tailored to achieve the positive 
improvements that paragraph 8 of the NPPF demands.  Site allocations may need to refer 
to the historic environment, identifying opportunities to conserve and enhance the historic 
environment, avoid harming heritage assets and their settings and may also be able to 
positively address heritage assets at risk. The plan may need to include areas identified as 
being inappropriate for certain types of development due to the impact they would have on 
the historic environment.  

A good strategy will also be spatially specific, unique to the area, describing the local 
characteristics of the borough and responding accordingly with policies that address the 
local situation.  We would expect references to the historic environment in the local plan 
vision, the inclusion of a policy/ies for the historic environment and character of the 
landscape and built environment, and various other references to the historic environment 
through the plan relating to the unique characteristics of the area.  
 

Further opportunity should be sought to address the historic environment in every aspect of 
the Plan and to make the strategy more spatially specific and unique to Braintree.  
 
Specific Comments 
 

https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/sustainability-appraisal-and-strategic-environmental-assessment-advice-note-8/
https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/sustainability-appraisal-and-strategic-environmental-assessment-advice-note-8/
https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/sustainability-appraisal-and-strategic-environmental-assessment-advice-note-8/
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Section 1 – Shared Strategic Plan 
 
Para 1.31 - Strategic Objectives  
This paragraph contains objectives to support the development of the strategy for the 
North Essex area.  It is disappointing that there remains no reference to require 
development to respond to the distinctive character of North Essex and that there is no 
reference to protecting heritage assets and the character of existing settlements. Historic 
England’s comments on the June 2016 Draft Local Plan suggested that the Strategic 
Objectives could require    “developments to respond to the distinctive character of North 
Essex as part of providing sufficient new homes and ensuring high quality outcomes.” 
Historic England request that the Strategic Objectives be amended to include a 
requirement for new development to have regard to the historic environment, to reflect 
paragraph 7 of the NPPF (the three dimensions to sustainable development). 
 
Policy SP2: Spatial Strategy for North Essex 
The policy refers to Map 3.3 – but this is not apparent in the published documents.  
 
Paragraph 2 of the policy refers to maintaining distinctive character and role of settlements. 
However, the policy does not refer to the importance of the historic built environment in 
North Essex.  It is requested that the second paragraph is amended to ensure that reference 
is made to settlements maintaining their distinctive and historic character. It is also noted 
that the Policy no longer seeks to avoid coalescence between settlements.  This is a 
significant change from the June 2016 draft Local Plan and has potentially serious 
implications for the conservation and setting of heritage assets, especially the character of 
conservation areas. 
 
Historic England requests that the first sentence of paragraph 2 of the Policy is amended as 
follows:  
“Future growth will be planned to ensure settlements maintain their distinctive character 
and role, and to avoid coalescence between them.” 
 
Our comments on the June 2016 draft Local Plan suggested that the supporting text should 
set out what the policy means for North Essex in respect of high quality of built and urban 
design.  While the wording of the policy has been amended slightly, we remain of the view 
that the supporting text (paras 3.1 to 3.5) should be set out what this means for North Essex. 
 
SP4 Infrastructure and Connectivity 
We note the comments in respect of the A120 route improvements referred to in 
paragraphs 6.9 and 6.10 and the strategic priority for a dualled A120 between the A12 and 
Braintree.  Highways England were invited to participate in the Highways England 
Environmental Forum for the A12 & A120 improvements and we reiterate that the A120 is a 
historic route through Essex and as such there is great archaeological potential, alongside 
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the potential impacts on heritage assets, which may vary, depending on the options 
developed.  
 
Our comments on the August 2016 consultation, in respect of broadband provision, sought 
reference in what are now paragraphs 6.29 and 6.30, though not a hyperlink, to the Cabinet 
Siting and Pole Siting Code of Practice: 
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/205744/Fin
al_Cabinet_and_Pole_Siting_COP_Issue_1_2_.pdf  
We reiterate that comment in respect of the pre-submission draft local plan. 
 
Policy SP6 – Place Shaping Principles 
Historic England welcomes the reference to protecting and enhancing the historic assets.  
Our comments on Policy SP6 of the June 2016 draft local plan suggested that the first bullet 
point of the policy is clarified to read: “…enhance the quality of existing places”  rather than 
“communities.”  This bullet point has not been amended and we repeat our comment in this 
respect.  
 
In relation to the principle to “enhance the public realm….through additional street 
furniture….” there will need to be some caution in implementing the policy as worded to 
guard against the unmanaged and indiscriminate use of street furniture such as signs, 
benches, bins etc in the historic environment. Without careful control, there can be a 
detrimental impact on the setting of historic buildings and the character of conservation 
areas. 
 
Garden Communities 
Our concerns raised in the July 2016 consultation remain.   As far as we can see, there has 
not been a demonstrable consideration of the impact of any such policy on the historic 
environment. Whilst the local plan sets out that the proposed developments will follow 
TCPA Garden City Principles, there is no specific consideration for the historic environment 
within these principles. The Draft Sustainability Appraisal (SA): Environmental Report - June 
2017 (page 180) acknowledges that “it can be expected that Garden Communities and New 
Towns will have a greater possibility of impacting on a larger number of assets due to their 
scale.”  For this reason, it is essential that the local plan should contain a framework to 
guide how the boundaries and extent of the garden communities are determined in the 
subsequent development plan documents. Historic Impact  Assessments should be 
undertaken  in accordance with our advice note ‘Site allocations in Local Plans’ for each of 
the proposed broad locations to determine the  appropriateness or otherwise of the 
locations for development, the extent of the development and therefore potential capacity 
of the sites, the impacts upon the historic environment (considering each asset and its 
setting and its significance), impacts of development upon the asset and any potential 
mitigation measures necessary to accompany the proposals.  Appropriate criteria for the 

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/205744/Final_Cabinet_and_Pole_Siting_COP_Issue_1_2_.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/205744/Final_Cabinet_and_Pole_Siting_COP_Issue_1_2_.pdf
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protection of heritage assets and their settings need to be included in each of the policies 
and supporting text for the Garden Communities.  
 
Paras 8.11 and 8.14 
The first sentence of each of these paragraphs are the same. 
 
Paras 8.2 to 8.6 – These paragraphs do not refer to the potential for detrimental impacts 
on heritage assets despite the statement in para 5.8 of the Sustainability Appraisal Main 
Report (page 49) that identifies that the garden communities option could this option could 
“lead to negative effects on the settings of these assets, or the assets themselves, resulting 
in negative effects on SA Objective 10: ‘Historic environment’.”  Given the presence of 
heritage assets within or in the vicinity of the identified areas for garden communities it is 
considered that reference should be made in these paragraphs of the Plan to the need to 
have appropriate regard to the existence of heritage assets in the areas and the need for 
proposals to have no unacceptable impact on them.  It is considered that the location and 
design of garden communities should be informed in the first place by the potential to 
assimilate the proposals into the landscape without unacceptable detrimental impacts on 
designated historic and natural assets. See our comments regarding HIA for Garden 
Communities above. 
 
Policy SP7 - Development and Delivery of New Garden Communities in Essex 
The policy contains nothing about how the extent of the garden communities will be 
determined. It states that the garden communities will deliver a certain number of homes 
signaling that the new settlements will be housing led rather than considering the 
landscape and heritage assets and delivering development that has regard to these assets 
and which would not allow development in certain constrained areas.  As such the 
development plan documents for each settlement should be required, through inclusion of 
an additional criterion in Policy SP7, to undertake a Heritage Impact Assessment in 
accordance with our advice note 3 Site Allocations in Local Plans in order to assess impact 
of the proposed allocation upon the historic environment, to inform the appropriate extent 
of the development and establish any mitigation measures necessary.  This might include 
appropriate safeguarding buffers around heritage assets such as historic parks and gardens, 
scheduled monuments, conservation areas and listed buildings and identify how the historic 
environment and heritage assets can form part of the development of successful schemes. 
See our comments regarding HIA for Garden Communities above. 
 
Policy SP8 – Tendring/Colchester Borders Garden Community 
The policy contains no indication as to how the extent of the garden communities will be 
determined. It states that the garden communities will deliver a certain number of homes 
signaling that the new settlements will be housing led rather than considering the 
landscape and heritage assets and delivering development that has regard to these assets 
and which would not allow development in certain constrained areas.  As such the 
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development plan documents for each settlement should be required, through inclusion of 
an additional criterion in Policy SP8 to undertake a Heritage Impact Assessment in 
accordance with our advice note 3 Site Allocations in Local Plans in order to assess impact 
of the proposed allocation upon the historic environment, to inform the appropriate extent 
of the development and establish any mitigation measures necessary.  This might include 
appropriate safeguarding buffers around heritage assets such as historic parks and gardens, 
scheduled monuments, conservation areas and listed buildings and identify how the historic 
environment and heritage assets can form part of the development of successful schemes. 
See our comments regarding HIA for Garden Communities above. 
 
The site illustrated in Map 10.4A and Map 10.5 contains a number of listed buildings. The 
proposed garden community could have a significant detrimental impact on the setting of 
these heritage assets.  Part F (para 20) should be strengthened and amended to include 
reference to the heritage assets and the need to have regard to their setting when 
preparing more detailed planning frameworks for the site. 
 
 
Policy SP9 – Colchester / Braintree Borders Garden Community 
The policy contains no indication as to how the extent of the garden communities will be 
determined. It states that the garden communities will deliver a certain number of homes 
signaling that the new settlements will be housing led rather than considering the 
landscape and heritage assets and delivering development that has regard to these assets 
and which would not allow development in certain constrained areas.  As such the 
development plan documents for each settlement should be required, through inclusion of 
an additional criterion in Policy SP9, to undertake a Heritage Impact Assessment in 
accordance with our advice note 3 Site Allocations in Local Plans in order to assess impact 
of the proposed allocation upon the historic environment, to inform the appropriate extent 
of the development and establish any mitigation measures necessary.  This might include 
appropriate safeguarding buffers around heritage assets such as historic parks and gardens, 
scheduled monuments, conservation areas and listed buildings and identify how the historic 
environment and heritage assets can form part of the development of successful schemes. 
See our comments regarding HIA for Garden Communities above. 
 
The area identified for the garden community includes the A120, a Roman road known as 
Stane Street and the A12, also a Roman road.  As a consequence, there is the potential for 
significant archaeological interests in the vicinity of these roads. In addition, there are a 
number of listed buildings in the area, including Grade I listed buildings at Feering and Little 
Tey. 
 
Policy SP10 – West of Braintree Garden Community 
The site illustrated in Map 10.2A contains a number of listed buildings including groups of 
listed buildings in clusters of development within the area.  It also verges on the Registered 
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Park and Garden at Salling Grove. The proposed garden community could have a significant 
detrimental impact on the setting of these heritage assets.  Part F (para 20) should be 
strengthened and amended to include reference to the heritage assets and the need to 
have regard to their setting when preparing more detailed planning frameworks for the site. 
 
The policy contains no indication as to how the extent of the garden communities will be 
determined. It states that the garden communities will deliver a certain number of homes 
signaling that the new settlements will be housing led rather than considering the 
landscape and heritage assets and delivering development that has regard to these assets 
and which would not allow development in certain constrained areas.  As such the 
development plan documents for each settlement should be required, through inclusion of 
an additional criterion in Policy SP9, to define appropriate safeguarding buffers around 
heritage assets such as registered parks and gardens, scheduled monuments, conservation 
areas and listed buildings and identify how the historic environment and heritage assets can 
form part of the development of successful schemes.   
 
   
Section 2 
 
The incorporation of many of our comments submitted in response to the Preferred 
Options Draft Local Plan July 2016 are welcome and address many of our concerns about 
the overall balance of the Plan.  Some concerns have not been addressed and the 
comments below will highlight and reiterate the changes to the Plan that we feel necessary 
to ensure that the Plan has appropriate regard to the heritage assets of the district. 
 
As an overall comment on the draft Local Plan, it is impossible to link the allocations and 
designations in the Plan to the Local Maps as the latter do not contain links to relevant 
policies in the key and/or on the sites. For the reader unfamiliar with the area it makes it 
almost impossible to know which sites the Plan refers to. 
 
Local Plan Introduction 
We repeat our comment to the Preferred Options Draft Local Plan July 2016 that we are 
encouraged to see that the introduction to the local plan recognises that the district 
benefits from attractive landscapes, coastline and maritime heritage. However, we remain 
of the opinion that the districts diverse and distinctive historic environment should be 
acknowledged in paragraph 1.1.1. 
 
2. Vision & Objectives 
We welcome the amendments made to the Vision statement following our comments on 
the Preferred Options Draft Local Plan July 2016.  However, there are some recommended 
amendments that we made at the time that have not been picked up.  We therefore repeat 
those comments and ask that the Vision is amended as follows: 
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 In the second paragraph of the Vision, we suggest that “tidy coast” be reviewed to 
better reflect Tendring’s historic natural coastline. 

 Under Seaside towns, we request that there is an aspiration to preserve and enhance 
the special historic character of Clacton-on-Sea, particularly given the designated 
Clacton Seafront Conservation Area. 

 In the Rural Hinterland section, we request that bullet point 3 is amended to 
“historic” rather than “historical”.  

 
3. Sustainable Places 
 
Heritage Characteristics 
We note that most of our comments on this section in the Preferred Options Draft Local 
Plan July 2016 have been included in the Publication Plan.  However, we suggest that the 
following amendments are made: 
 
Para 3.1.5.2 – “Outside of these designated areas, the district’s largely rural character and 
long history of occupation results in many areas of high archaeological importance as well 
as a range of listed buildings, conservation areas and scheduled monuments.” 
 
Para 3.1.5.3 – We reiterate our comments on the Preferred Options Draft Local Plan July 
2016 in that, to avoid any later lack of clarity and any misunderstanding regarding the 
importance of St Osyth, the following changes to the paragraph should be made: 
 
These include the St Osyth Prior Gatehouse (Scheduled Monument, Grade 1 I listed 
building) an important example of monastic building of the Augustinian order whose façade 
is which has one of the best preserved examples of knapped flint and stone flushwork in 
East Anglia England. 
 
Policy SPL3 – Sustainable Design 
We support the amendment that has been made to Part A criterion d. of the policy that has 
replaced “incorporates” with “maintains”. 
 
5. Living Places 
 
Policy LP1 – Housing Supply 
We note that the table preceding this policy identifies a number of local plan housing 
allocations.  However, we can find no policy that specifically allocates some of the smaller 
housing sites referred to in this policy and, as previously highlighted, they are not 
referenced on the Policies Map.  It is also unclear as to whether some of these sites already 
have planning consent. These sites might have the potential to impact on heritage assets 
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either directly or due to their location within the setting of heritage assets.  Without further 
details of these sites it is impossible to confirm whether the allocations are acceptable to 
Historic England.  
 
Partly due to the difficulty in identifying allocations of the Proposals Map but also due to 
our own capacity constraints, we have not been able to check each and every site allocation.  
However, we include the following general advice re site allocations.  
 
Assessing sites 
Our advice note 3 on site allocations in local plans sets out a suggested approach to 
assessing sites and their impact on heritage assets.  It advocates a number of steps, 
including understanding what contribution a site, in its current form, makes to the 
significance of the heritage asset/s, and identifying what impact the allocation might have 
on significance.  This could be applied to the assessment and selecting of sites within a plan. 
 
In essence, it is important that you 
 

a) Identify any heritage assets that may be affected by the potential site allocation.  
 
b) Understand what contribution the site makes to the significance of the asset 
 
c) Identify what impact the allocation might have on that significance 
 
d) Consider maximising enhancements and avoiding harm 
 
e) Determine whether the proposed allocation is appropriate in light of the NPPFs 

tests of soundness 
 

In assessing sites it is important to identify those sites which are inappropriate for 
development and also to assess the potential capacity of the site in the light of any historic 
environment (and other) factors.  
 
If a site is allocated, we would expect to see reference in the policy and supporting text to 
the need to conserve and seek opportunities to enhance the on-site or nearby heritage 
assets and their setting, the need for high quality design and any other factors relevant to 
the historic environment and the site in question. 
  
Paragraph 157 of the National Planning Policy Framework requires Local Plans to provide  
detail with site allocations where appropriate (fifth bullet point), with the Planning Practice 
Guidance stating “where sites are proposed for allocation, sufficient detail should be given 
to provide clarity to developers, local communities and other interests about the nature and 
scale of development (addressing the ‘what, where, when and how’ questions)” (PPG 
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Reference ID: 12-010-20140306 (last revised 06/03/2014).  Paragraph 154 of the NPPF also 
states that only policies that provide a clear indication of how a decision maker should react 
to a development proposal should be included in the plan.  Conservation of the historic 
environment is a core planning principle (Paragraph 17) and Local Plans should set out a 
positive strategy in this respect (Paragraph 126). 
 
Assessment criteria 
 
Many authorities include a distance based criteria to assess impact on the historic 
environment.  It is important to understand the significance of any heritage assets, and their 
settings, that would be affected by a potential site allocation.  This involves more than 
identifying known heritage assets within a given distance, but rather a more holistic process 
which seeks to understand their significance and value.  Whilst a useful starting point, a 
focus on distance or visibility alone as a gauge is not appropriate.  Site allocations which 
include a heritage asset (for example a site within a Conservation Area) may offer 
opportunities for enhancement and tackling heritage at risk, while conversely, an allocation 
at a considerable distance away from a heritage asset may cause harm to its significance, 
reducing the suitability of the site allocation in sustainable development terms. 
 
Policy LP4 – Housing Layout 
We propose that criterion f should be amended as follows: 
 
f. respect the historical local historic character and settlement hierarchy of Tendring 
District by delivering housing development at densities in keeping with the character and 
densities of the local area and the urban nature of parts of the District including town 
centres. 
 
Policy LP6 – Rural Exception Sites 
We reiterate our comments on the Preferred Options Draft Local Plan July 2016 in that, in 
respect of the Location and Environmental Considerations, as well as the considerations 
listed there should be reference to having no significant material adverse impact on the 
historic environment. 
 
6. Prosperous Places 
 
Policy PP5 – Town Centre Uses 
We suggest that the current criterion g. should be a standalone sentence within the policy? 
 
Policy PP8 – Tourism 
We support the recognition that heritage can make a contribution to supporting tourism. 
We would additionally welcome particular emphasis of the historic environment and the 
wider social, cultural and economic benefit that heritage related tourism can bring. 
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Policy PP13 – The Rural Economy 
We support the wording of criterion a. and reference to the historic environment. 
 
Policy PP14 – Priority Areas for Regeneration 
We welcome reference to the need to preserve or enhance the historic environment as well 
as reference to conservation areas at risk.  We suggest that the term historic assets is 
replaced by either historic environment or heritage assets.  
 
7. Protected Places 
 
Policy PPL2 
We welcome the changes made to policy PPL2 in respect of the historic environment.  
 
 
 
Policy PPL3 – The Rural Landscape 
We welcome the amendments that have been made to the policy since the Preferred 
Options consultation but would expect to see the policy or supporting text acknowledge 
that the historic landscape is an integral part of the character of rural parts of the district 
that regard should be had to when considering development proposals.  
 
7.7 The Historic Environment 
We welcome the amendments that have been made to this section of the Plan since the 
Preferred Options consultation.  However, some concerns remain as detailed below. 
 
We request that an appropriate policy or policies are included in the Plan that address all 
elements of the historic environment including a local list of undesignated heritage assets, 
registered parks and gardens and wider definitions of the historic environment. As such we 
would like to highlight that the following elements of the historic environment are not 
adequately addressed in the Plan and should be given specific provision within the policies. 
 

• Non-designated heritage assets. 
• Provision for the allocation and management of non-designated heritage assets 

through a local list. 
• Heritage at Risk 
• Registered Parks and Gardens 

 
Scheduled Monuments should also be specifically mentioned in a policy.  
  
This would help to demonstrate that the Plan is based on an overall strategy for the Historic 
Environment in accordance with paragraph 126 of the NPPF. 
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Para. 7.7.5 We reiterate our comments on the Preferred Options Draft Local Plan July 2016. 
We request the deletion of the words “on occasion” with reference to when contemporary 
approaches to design might be appropriate.  However, we welcome the Council’s 
commitment to prepare new Conservation Area Management Plans as well as updates to 
the existing Conservation Area Character Appraisals.  
 
Policy PPL8 – Conservation Areas 
We support the amendments to the final paragraph of this policy to refer to demolitions in a 
conservation area and the need to demonstrate how the proposal would impact on the 
Conservation Area.  
However, we consider that this policy requires amendment in order to addresses the 
designation of new conservation areas over the plan period and the preparation of 
conservation area management plans, appraisals or other relevant document which defines 
the character of individual conservation areas 
 
Policy PPL11 – The Avenues Area of Special Character, Frinton-on-Sea 
We note that this policy is conservation area specific, similar to an adopted appraisal. 
Provided that the character of a conservation area is defined and the definition is given 
statutory weight (eg: adopted), we support any format preferred by the Council.  To make 
this section of the proposed policy clearer, we suggest that you re-order the policy so that it 
follows with Policy PPL8 (Conservation Areas). 
 
Policy PPL12 – The Gardens Area of Special Character, Clacton-on-Sea 
We note that this policy is conservation area specific, similar to an adopted appraisal. 
Provided that the character of a conservation area is defined and the definition is given 
statutory weight (eg: adopted), we support any format preferred by the Council.  To make 
this section of the proposed policy clearer, we suggest that you re-order the policy so that it 
follows with Policy PPL8 (Conservation Areas). 
 
Para 7.9 – Enabling Development 
We are pleased to note that this policy and supporting text has been removed from the 
Plan.  However, the heading remains and is clearly a typographical error. 
 
9. Delivering Places 
 
Policy SAMU1 – Development at Edme Maltings, Mistley 
We support the requirement in paragraph 9.1.4 for the emphasis to be placed on high 
quality of design and the integration of any development with the existing character and 
appearance of the village. 
Similarly, we support criterion i) of the Policy. 
 



 
 

 Historic England, Brooklands, 24 Brooklands Avenue, Cambridge CB2 8BU 

Telephone 01223 58 2749  HistoricEngland.org.uk 

Please note that Historic England operates an access to information policy. 

Correspondence or information which you send us may therefore become publicly available.  
 

Policy SAMU2 – Development at Hartley Gardens, Clacton 
The proposed allocation is large and, without careful design, will significantly reduce the 
sense of Little Clacton as a settlement separate from Clacton and will potentially have a 
significant impact on the landscape setting of these settlements. If fully developed, 
remnants of open space would likely remain as artificial buffers rather than open 
countryside. 
 
There are a number of heritage assets in the vicinity of the site that proposals on this site 
will need to give careful consideration to.  Specifically, these are: 

• the Grade II listed farms or former farmhouses of Earls Hall Lodge and Duchess 
Farmhouse to the south and west of the site; 

• the Grade II listed buildings and archaeological remains centred around Bovill’s 
Hall to the north. These are agricultural in nature and have a setting that relates 
to the wider open landscape; 

• the Grade II listed Bluehouse Farm south of the site, which has been surrounded 
by twentieth century development. It would be expected that development would 
respect and reflect the materials, form and setting of this heritage asset, 
preferably improving its appreciation and setting. 

 
Reference should be made in the supporting text (para 9.2) to the proximity of these 
features and the need to take them into account in working up development proposals. 
 
In respect of the overall development, proposals would be expected to demonstrate how 
they relate to the setting and significance of these listed buildings and their wider landscape 
context.  
 
We propose a re-ordering and amendment to the policy as follows: 
“lk. Opportunities to preserve and enhance due regard should be given to the setting and 
significance of other heritage assets in the locality; 
kl. where an archaeological evaluation (trial trenching where necessary) identifies surviving 
archaeological deposits, an appropriate mitigation strategy for preservation in situ or by 
excavation should be submitted;” 
 
Policy SAMU3 – Development at Oakwood Park, Clacton 
The site is in close proximity to listed buildings including Grade II listed Oak House and 
Redhouse Farms to the west and the Grade II listed Sladbury’s Old House, Sladbury’s 
Cartlodge and Treasure Holt Farmhouse. These structures to the east are set a greater 
distance from the site allocation but are positioned across open farmland and are 
agricultural in origin, with a relationship to the wider landscape. Reference should be made 
in the supporting text (para 9.3) to the proximity of these features and the need to take 
them into account in working up development proposals. 
 



 
 

 Historic England, Brooklands, 24 Brooklands Avenue, Cambridge CB2 8BU 

Telephone 01223 58 2749  HistoricEngland.org.uk 

Please note that Historic England operates an access to information policy. 

Correspondence or information which you send us may therefore become publicly available.  
 

The site also includes a bridleway across it. These routes can represent historic movement 
patterns in the area and can have a long history. We support criterion k. of the policy but 
need to be reassured that the rural character of the bridleway would not be lost because of 
the development to the east and west of it. 
 
Policy SAMU4 – Development at Rouses Farm, Jaywick Lane, Clacton 
The proposed allocation is large and, without careful design, will significantly reduce the 
sense of Jaywick as a settlement separate from Clacton and will potentially have a 
significant impact on the landscape setting of these settlements and result in the 
coalescence of the two. 
 
The Council should be aware that a Grade II listed building, Duchess Farmhouse, is located 
to the north of the site, on St John’s Road.  Proposals on this site will therefore need to have 
regard to the setting of this heritage asset. 
 
The site itself has been noted to support archaeological remains. We would expect 
archaeological assessment to be applied to developments within this site. 
 
Reference should be made in the supporting text (para 9.4) to the proximity of these 
features and the need to take them into account in working up development proposals. 
 
Policy SAMU5 – Development south of Thorpe Road, Weeley 
We are reassured to note that the larger expansion of  Weeley as proposed in the Preferred 
Options Draft Local Plan July 2016 have been scaled down to the allocation of this site.   
 
In the context of the site that is allocated in SAMU5, the site includes within it the Grade II 
Listed Ash Farmhouse at the north-west of the site adjoining Thorpe Road. Proposals on 
this site will therefore need to have specific regard to the preservation and, where necessary 
improvement of this heritage asset and its setting 
 
Reference should be made in the supporting text (para 9.5) to the presence of this feature 
on site and the need to take it into account in working up development proposals. 
 
Policy SAH1 – Development at Greenfield Farm, Dovercourt 
The Council should be aware that a Grade II listed building, Vicarage Farmhouse, is located 
adjacent to the south-west boundary of the site.  Therefore, proposals on this site will need 
to have regard to the setting of this heritage asset. We require a modification to this policy 
to include the an additional criterion as follows: 
 
delivery of opportunities for the protection and enhancement of the historic environment 
features and settings including the built and archaeological environment; 
 



 
 

 Historic England, Brooklands, 24 Brooklands Avenue, Cambridge CB2 8BU 

Telephone 01223 58 2749  HistoricEngland.org.uk 

Please note that Historic England operates an access to information policy. 

Correspondence or information which you send us may therefore become publicly available.  
 

Reference should also be included in the supporting paragraph to the need to protect the 
setting of Vicarage Farmhouse.  
 
Policy SAE2 – Land south of Long Road, Mistley 
This site is located in an open flat landscape and will be visible from some distance in many 
directions.  There is therefore the potential for development on this site to have a 
detrimental impact on the landscape and heritage assets.  As such, proposals on this site 
will need to have regard to the presence of the Grade II Listed Buildings at Mistley Hall to 
the north-east of the site.   
 
We request that Policy SAE2 is amended to require proposals to have regard to the historic 
environment and not harm the character and setting of nearby listed buildings. 
 
10. Delivering Infrastructure 
 
We reiterate our request that references to Heritage England are corrected to Historic 
England in this section and anywhere else within the document. 
 
 

Conclusion 
 
Finally, we should like to stress that this opinion is based on the information provided by the 
Council in its consultation. To avoid any doubt, this does not affect our obligation to provide 
further advice and, potentially, object to specific proposals, which may subsequently arise 
where we consider that these would have an adverse effect upon the historic environment.  
 
We hope that the above comments of assistance.  Please let me know of you have any 
queries.  We look forward to further engagement on the Local Plan review. 
 
Yours sincerely, 

Dr Natalie Gates 
Principal, Historic Places Team 
e-mail: natalie.gates@HistoricEngland.org.uk 
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Dear Sir/Madam, 

RE: DRAFT REPRESENTATIONS TO THE TENDRING DISTRICT LOCAL PLAN 
(2013 – 2033) AND BEYOND (JUNE 2017) 

On behalf of our client Britton Properties Ltd and its associated businesses, we submit 
representations to the above emerging Development Plan Document.  

Our client is a highly active development company focused in the Tendring area where it 
has been active over the last three decades.  As well as a developer with two recent 
major housing/mixed use schemes on the periphery of Clacton, it owns a significant 
employment estate providing accommodation for small to medium sized businesses.   

Our client also holds a substantial stock of freehold and other land and interests across 
the District.   

As a planning consultancy, we and our predecessor business have made representations 
to various Local Plan documents produced by Tendring District Council from the 1990’s 
onwards.   

One of our client’s most significant developments is the Brook Retail Park on the outskirts 
of Clacton, as part of the development our client provided the adjacent Country Park.   

Having acted for Britton Properties and related businesses for many years, we have a 
very good understanding of the social, economic and environmental issues affecting the 
District.  

PART ONE 

1.6 Vision for the Strategic Area 

We have reservations in respect of the manner in which the Vision has been 
expressed.  Whilst there may be “constraints in many existing urban areas” across 
North Essex, these are not so significant as to frustrate the greater proportion of future 
development needs that the respective districts face, in particular, in Tendring. 
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Indeed, at paragraph 1.41 and 1.42 the focus on growth is very fairly put in the context 
of “the urban area of Colchester” and in “Clacton and Harwich with Dovercourt are 
classified by Strategic Urban Settlements and…will accommodate around 5,000 new 
homes”. 

Indeed, Policy SP2 whilst recognising that the garden communities will be “part of the 
sustainable strategy for growth” it explains that they will accommodate around 7,500 
additional homes within the plan period.  In the context of the growth that existing 
settlements will be tasked with accommodating, this is a relatively modest proportion.   

The Vision therefore needs to better articulate the manner by which the existing urban 
areas will meet these challenges going forward.  Such a challenge is recognised in 
respect of the garden communities, for example later at paragraph 1.83 but that and 
the challenge for the existing urban areas could be better articulated as part of the 
Vision.  

In particular, the Vision needs to reflect the particular challenges and issues for 
delivery wherever development is to be located (see the reference at 1.30 in terms of 
providing growth in sustainable forms and at 1.83 where the garden communities will 
face particular “challenges”).    

The Vision also fails to address the needs to have secured economic success across 
the District particularly in light of the strategic objectives at paragraph 1.31 explaining 
the need to “foster economic development” which is defined as including the need to 
“strengthen and diversify local economies…”. 

Policy SP1: Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development  

Whilst this is largely a reproduction of the relevant policy text in the NPPF, we note 
that paragraphs 1.36 and 1.37 are inappropriately casted.  Paragraph 1.36 is written 
on the basis that there are “no policies relevant to (note the typographical error here) 
the application or relevant policies are out of date…”, yet in the following paragraph at 
1.37 the decision maker is asked to have regard to “…the Plan…” in terms of whether 
it “indicates that development should be restricted”.  This is clearly a non sequitur and 
should be amended in order to be consistent with National Policy.  

Policy SP2: Spatial Strategy for North Essex  

We generally support the approach set out in this policy but would recommend that 
the first sentence of the second paragraph includes reference to the ”improvement” of 
existing settlements through future growths.  The Plan would thus be more positively 
prepared.   

In addition, the Plan appears to limit itself unnecessarily to explaining how sustainable 
development principles can be best applied to achieving the spatial strategy by giving 
only one such example i.e. through ensuring that development locations are 
“accessible by a choice of means of travel”.  Ensuring sustainable growth and 
development has a number of other important principles that can usefully be 
expressed within such an important policy, for example improving the conditions in 
which people live, work, travel and take leisure.   

Whilst not part of the policy text, we are very concerned that at paragraph 1.38 there 
is a reference to “The countryside will be protected…”.  The NPPF/NPPG specifies the 
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extent to which the natural environment should be conserved and highlights the 
importance of protecting and enhancing valued landscapes, best agricultural land, 
AONB’s and wildlife, it however does not state that the countryside should not be 
protected for its own sake.  We consider that designations providing protection across 
rural areas need to be focused on achieving a particular task.  This approach is, in fact 
properly put at paragraph 1.23 of the Plan where it refers to protection of “natural and 
historic landscapes, areas of importance for nature conservation and heritage assets”.  
This is an important point because the approach to protection in the countryside is 
picked up by part 2 policies later and it is important that the part 1 approach is 
consistent with National Policy and properly justified.  

Policy SP4: Providing for Employment and Retail 

The reasoned justification focuses (e.g. at paragraph 1.50 on the Plan providing for 
“more jobs” and achieving a “better balance between their location i.e. with housing”.  
However, the Plan should make clear that the focus should also be on making the 
relevant districts attractive to inward investment, in that regard and in other respects 
securing economic success and performance across diverse sectors.  These 
important facets appear to be missing and in order for the Plan to be properly 
articulated in terms of the Plan being positively prepared, justified, effective and 
consistent with National Policy. 

In terms of the requirements for Employment Land it is wholly unacceptable that the 
future of these three districts are being planned on the basis of such wide differentials 
between the two scenarios for example nearly up to 154%.  This does not make for 
effective plan making because of the uncertainty that will result.  For example, if the 
higher growth scenario is adopted there could be considerable amounts of land 
identified for employment development that does not then come forward and could 
constrain sites that are otherwise suitable for development from being able to provide 
for housing, retail or for other purposes. 

Whilst the policy relates to the provision for Employment and Retail, nowhere in the 
policy are retail needs considered, assessed or planned for.  This is a fundamental 
flaw in the drafting of the Development Plan which as a result is ineffective, 
inconsistent with National Policy (the NPPF at paragraph 20 requiring Local Authorities 
to plan proactively to help achieve economic growth) and fails to be positively 
prepared.   

Policy SP6: Place Shaping Principles   

We are concerned that the policy starts by requiring that all new development “must 
meet the highest standards of urban and architectural design”.  The use of the 
superlative is inappropriate bearing in mind, for instance, paragraphs 50 and 57 of the 
NPPF requires “high quality” and paragraph 56 refers to “good design”.  Whilst our 
client always strives to ensure that development that is carried out is of such quality, 
the Development Plan must reflect National Policy i.e. in terms of consistency.   

We note that the Vision for the Strategic Area refers only to “residents will live in high 
quality…homes…” and that in the garden communities there is a recognition that and 
in what we understand to be Policy SP8 (Tendring/Colchester Borders Garden 
Community) the “placemaking and design quality policy refers also to, “…high 
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standards of design and layout”.  The policy should be amended to replace ‘highest’ 
with ‘high’. 

PART TWO  

2.1 Vision for Tendring District 

We support the general principles, structure and content of the Vision.  It will be 
challenging to secure this and it is thus important that the ensuing policies focus on 
the necessary delivery to achieve this.  We are not content that in several respects 
such policies do have the necessary focus and content to do this.   

We note in particular the improvements necessary to enhance Clacton-on-Sea to 
make its economy a success through investment in sectors including retail, leisure, 
hospitality and health.   

We also note and support that the smaller towns and larger villages will have secured 
“modest levels of new housing and employment development” for the latter 
settlements, the reasoning i.e. “to support local shops and services, address local 
issues, provide for local needs…” is a worthy and necessary ambition.   

2.2 Objectives for the Plan 

We have concern regarding how the Employment/Commercial and Retail 
Development objectives are cast.   

Objective Two: Employment/Commercial 

The objective focuses solely on using the provision of employment land to secure 
employment opportunities albeit it recognises that this should “support a diversity of 
employment opportunities”.  We identify later in respect of the specific policy that non-
traditional i.e. B Class employment is not addressed and the objective should ensure 
that the nature of these opportunities to be created are widely cast. That would be 
consistent with the Vision for the District for example within its paragraph 3 where 
Clacton principle urban settlement is seen as accommodating a significant resurgence 
in its economy with job opportunities in the retail, leisure, hospitality and health sectors 
too.   

Thus, the objective should not limit itself to the development of “Employment Land”, 
such jobs will be created through a variety of mechanisms and the objective should 
also recognise the need to foster economic success through inward investment.   

By way of example the Plan at paragraph 3.1.2.6 recognises that the visitor and 
tourism sector is worth more than £353m per annum to the economy and is estimated 
to provide 7,900 jobs across the District and that the majority of these are located in 
and around Clacton.   

Objective Three: Retail Development 

The objective is severely limited and will not be able to meet the stated Vision.  The 
NPPF explains that the promotion of the vitality and viability of town centres is 
predicated against the provision of “customer choice and a diverse retail offer”. There 
is considerable leakage of expenditure, primarily in comparison goods, to Colchester.  
Clacton town centre is identified as a major town centre in the hierarchy above Harwich 
and Dovercourt and thus is the focus for retail and related development across the 
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District.  In order to achieve the aims set out in the Vision the relevant objective here 
needs to be more widely cast in terms of how the centre can improve its 
competitiveness and attraction for its very broad catchment area which extends across 
much of the District and including its major towns.  

Objective Six: Sustainability  

This objective is too limited in its intent.  Tendring District has a population of 141,000 
(2015) and its main settlements are expected to provide a wide range of facilities for 
many of those residents, be it in terms of employment, shopping, education and 
otherwise.   

However, the objective is limited to satisfying “day-to-day” needs in these respects 
and that is clearly inconsistent with the designated role and function of not only 
Clacton-on-Sea but also Harwich and Dovercourt.  The objective as cast will not be 
able to achieve the Vision in terms of delivering the “significant resurgence” in retail, 
leisure and other sectors.   

As a consequence of change to the objective and other text in the Plan for example at 
paragraph 3.0.1 will need to be amended and for information the 2011 census 
population approximately 138,100 and the number of households 62,105 which is 
equivalent to the size of Cambridge. 

Objective Ten: Tourism Promotion 

The objective is too limited.  It focuses solely on the ability on the Council to work with 
relevant partners to provide an enhanced environment for tourism.  The tourism sector 
can be developed in accordance with the Vision by the private sector playing a key 
role in delivery new leisure and hospitality facilities.  The objective thus needs to be 
more widely cast in order to capture the need for qualitative change to improve facilities 
and make Tendring a more attractive destination.  The value of tourism in Tendring is 
highlighted in paragraph 3.1.2.6 of the Plan with the sector worth £353m per annum 
and providing 7,900 jobs across the District. 

3.1 Spatial Portrait  

The underplaying of the task being faced by the Council is also apparent in its 
approach to new retail development e.g. at paragraphs 3.1.2.7 to 3.1.2.9.  This focuses 
solely on quantitative requirement for floorspace i.e. in terms of continuing the status 
quo relationship between household expenditure and existing floorspace.  It has no 
regard to the need to improve the quality of existing floorspace and, make the District 
a “Sustainable Place”.  Such is to enhance reliance on local facilities and reduce the 
need to visit larger centres such as Colchester.  Indeed, the evidence base accepts 
that there is a need to improve the quality of retail floorspace across the District. 

The approach should draw from the explanation put at paragraph 3.2.1.1.1 explaining 
that the Strategic Urban Settlements are “…the most sustainable locations for growth 
as well as providing locations where” “…significant number of additional new 
jobs…and housing growth on a larger scale” will be achievable. We consider that the 
objective is ineffective and not positively prepared.   

Policy SPL 1: Settlement Hierarchy  

We support the approach set out to the settlement hierarchy.   
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Policy SPL 2: Settlement Development Boundaries  

We support the three-tier approach to development within settlement boundaries as 
predicated by the policy and explained in the text at paragraph 3.2.3.1.  

However, the text at paragraph 3.2.3.2 is not well cast.  It needs to be more clearly 
written in order to be effective. What we understand it is seeking to say is that any new 
residential development outside Settlement Development Boundary will be limited to 
small infill sites in villages. The paragraph cannot be interpreted as relating to 
settlements that have their own Development Boundaries. The policy has therefore 
not been positively prepared. 

Policy SPL 3: Sustainable Design 

Whilst we generally support the broad content of this policy, there would seem to be 
elements of it that could sensibly be delegated to a Supplementary Planning 
Document.   

Policy HP3: Green Infrastructure 

The policy explains that such Infrastructure is identified on the Policy Map.  This map 
includes a resource locally referred to as the Pickers Ditch Walkway.  This skirts much 
of the existing Clacton Urban Area from Holland-on-Sea in the east to Jaywick in the 
west. However, considerable lengths of the original initiative were never completed.  
Our client secured planning permission (16/0125/OUT) for a mixed-use development 
on a site known as Brook Park West, which provided a significant enhancement to this 
Green Infrastructure and this is shortly to be dedicated to the Local Authority. The 
Proposals Map relating to Clacton will thus need to be amended to reflect this 
extended area.  

Policy HP5: Open Space, Sports and Recreation Facilities 

Whilst we have no specific concern with the content of this policy, the detail and its 
explanation might be more appropriately put in related Standards or a SPD.   

The development industry will, however, be focused on how new residential 
development should provide appropriate open space.  That is dealt with in two 
paragraphs on page 106.  However, there is no heading to these two paragraphs of 
text.  

The policy text needs to recognise that as well as the exceptional cases where 
provision might be best met off-site, there can be circumstances where adjacent recent 
urban development has, for whatever reason, over provided public open space and 
thus there is a local net excess arising from recent development that can applied to 
new planning applications.  This would ensure that land is used sustainably and 
effectively whilst appropriate open space in accessible locations is provided.  We 
therefore consider that this part of the Policy is not justified.  

Policy LP4: Housing Layout 

The criteria (e and f) are not well expressed.  Indeed, there is confusion when they are 
read together.  It would seem to be wholly unsustainable for development within the 
urban area of Tendring’s towns to be at densities “in keeping with the semi-rural 
nature” of much of the District.  Indeed, criterion (f) appears to accept that the density 
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of new development within settlement boundaries should be “in keeping with the urban 
nature” of the District.   

The two criterions need to be recast to make them effective and consistent with 
National Policy.  

Policy LP5: Affordable and Council Housing   

The Council have added a reference to viability testing in the second paragraph of this 
policy but it needs to be made clear that the Council is not anticipating that planning 
applications proposing less than 30% as affordable or Council housing.  The text 
needs to clarify that development providing a lesser quantum can be acceptable 
subject to a viability appraisal demonstrating that 30% is not economic.  

The alternative of providing a minimum of 10% of new dwellings to the Council or its 
nominated partner likewise also needs, in relevant circumstances to be subject to 
viability testing.  The 10% provision (often at nominal cost to the recipient), will not 
always be financially viable yet the wider development will be desirable.   Thus, 
reference must be made to the need for viability testing for schemes that provide less 
than 10% of new dwellings. 

In the fourth paragraph of the policy there is a reference that the design of affordable 
and market housing should have “no noticeable difference”.  This would appear to 
create an unnecessarily constraining influence on the work of relevant designers.  The 
relevant products can quite subtly appear different and indeed meet with the objectives 
of Sustainable Design.  The policy should encourage good design, whatever the 
product and refer back to the criteria (whether in policy text or delegated to Standards, 
the content at policy SPL3).  

Section 6: Prosperous Places   

We have already raised concerns with the casting of the strategic objectives relating 
to Employment/Commercial and our concern needs to be repeated in the opening text 
of chapter 6 sets out only that objective which is based upon the provision of 
“Employment Land” which we understand (notwithstanding the lack of any definition 
in the Glossary as meaning the land to be used for B Class purposes (consistent with 
the requirement identified in the evidence base and referred to at paragraph 6.5.9 of 
the Plan).  That then translates into the opening text at policy PP 6: Employment Sites.  

Whilst the Plan deals with retail and tourism it fails to address the real “diversity of 
employment opportunities” that the District needs to foster.  This is recognised in the 
Vision in terms of a significant resurgence of the economy “with new job opportunities 
in the retail, leisure, hospitality and health sectors”.  However, there is little, if any 
analysis of the scale, role and function of jobs in terms of jobs in non-B Class sectors.  
This seems to be a fundamental deficiency in the preparation of the Plan through the 
various evidence basis.  This is notwithstanding the reference to the Council having 
undertaken “extensive consultation with residents and businesses” from whom it is 
said to be “…clear that delivering a strong economy that provides more jobs for local 
people is a high priority…” see paragraph 6.0.3. 
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Policy PP 1: New Retail Development  

We object to this policy since it is not well justified and unlikely to be effective. The 
opening paragraph of the policy seeks to maintain the existing market share between 
centres.  Yet it is clear including from the WYG evidence base that there is a need to 
rebalance the relationship between the District’s Main Town Centre, Clacton and the 
draw that residents of the District have towards, in particular, Colchester.  Indeed the 
WYG 2016 Retail Study at paragraph 7.31 – “this shows there is a qualitative need to 
improve the existing facilities in the District to attract residents to shop locally”.  Indeed, 
the evidence explains that “if no improvements are secured then this expenditure 
leakage could increase to £237.6m by 2020, this is comparable to the level of money 
that is currently retained within the District to 2015, demonstrating the scale and 
magnitude of the expenditure leakage currently occurring”. 

Furthermore, the policy refers only to the quantitative needs assessed by WYG not 
the qualitative requirements that come from deficiencies in the nature of existing 
floorspace in the existing towns as well as from the need to address the leakage of 
trade out of the area to higher order centres.   

The policy is therefore wholly unbalanced in terms of referring only to quantitative need 
and not encouraging the need for qualitative enhancements to improve consumer 
choice and competition.   

The final part of the policy relates to development being restricted in “scale”.  The 
concept of control over scale was removed from Government Policy prior to the 
publication of the NPPF. In the November 2010 version of PPS4.  

In light of the above we consider this policy is not effective, justified or consistent with 
National Policy. 

Policy PP 2: Retail Hierarchy  

We have no objection to the specific hierarchy set out at Policy PP 2 but object to 
reference to “scale” in its paragraph 2 (see representations to Policy PP1).   

We are very concerned at the drafting of paragraph 6.2.16.  National Policy does not 
state “avoid out of centre retail (and similar) developments” even on the basis that they 
might bring “positive economic growth and not impact negatively on nearby centres”.  
Government Policy is clear at paragraphs 23 – 27 of the NPPF.  The approach is that 
identified needs (whether quantitative or qualitative should be met) and that whilst 
preference should be given to accommodating them within defined centres, the impact 
and sequential tests operate to accommodate such development through a series of 
preferences – edge of centre and out of centre – unless there is significant harm to 
the impact test or a breach of the sequential approach.  Paragraph 6.2.16 should be 
redrafted to be in accordance with Government Policy.  

At paragraph 6.12, we would support Clacton being continued to be classified as a 
Major Town Centre but the Local Plan can helpfully serve to define what is expected 
of its role and function.  In this regard, we have already drawn attention to its role being 
substantially greater than serving “day to day needs” as inappropriately set out within 
Objective 6 to the Plan i.e. with regard to Healthy and Sustainable Places.  Indeed, 
the WYG Retail Study considers that Clacton performs well in terms of National 
Planning Policy Guidance health check indicators and is a vital and viable centre. 
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We refer to paragraph 6.3.6 where the test of impact is set out correctly. 

Policy PP 4 

We object to this policy. The NPPF Default Impact Threshold is 2,500 m2 gross.  This 
is a carefully considered threshold which is proportionate in terms of the relationship 
to most likely scenarios.  However, a threshold of 929 m2 for the District’s one and only 
Major Town Centre is wholly inappropriate.  

Whilst centres lower down the hierarchy i.e. those defined as “Town Centres” might 
benefit from having an impact threshold of lower than 2,500 m2  there is a logic in their 
being treated consistent with their status in the hierarchy.  Thus, the five Town Centres 
ought to have the same threshold which reflects their role and function.  Indeed, 
adopting that approach would lend further support to Clacton’s threshold being at the 
default level so that it is distinguished from Frinton, which the Plan suggests should 
share its impact threshold.  We therefore consider that Policy PP4 is not justified.  

Policy PP 5: Town Centre Uses 

It is noted that Primary and Secondary Shopping Frontages are defined on the Policy 
Maps.  The Primary and Secondary Shopping Frontage boundary to Clacton town 
centre has been drawn too widely.  The Primary area should be focused on the trading 
core of the centre as represented by main multiple retailers.  The Secondary frontage 
extends to include a wider diversity of uses but which are nevertheless functionally 
related to the Primary area.  The existing Waterglade Retail Park is functionally 
separate from the town centre and located beyond 300 meters from what ought to be 
considered a reasonable edge of the primary shopping area.  That is the defining factor 
for the consideration of sites that would then be regarded as “out of centre”.   

It is noted that there has been no attempt to draft a policy dealing with sequential 
assessment.  It is accepted that this is unnecessary because the policy as set out in 
the NPPF at paragraph 24 is wholly adequate.  However, if the Council wish to import 
in to the Local Plan (that policy as it is drafted) we would have no objection.   

Policy PP 6: Employment Sites 

This policy seeks to protect all existing employment sites and presumably these will 
be defined on the Policies’ Map.  However, it is noted that the sites are described as 
being “set out in the Council’s current Employment Land Review” it is wholly 
inappropriate for policy wording to refer to the identification of sites within an evidence 
base, rather than with the content of the Plan itself.   

The five criteria for assessing whether such sites can be used for other purposes all 
need to be met.  The criteria when combined clearly go well beyond the test set out at 
paragraph 22.  That relies upon the decision taker having regard to market signals (i.e. 
the supply of land and demand for it) as well as the need for the alternative use to 
come forward in order to meet sustainable development needs.  

The criteria therefore need to be considerably simplified and refer to whether the loss 
of the site or premises is justified in terms of the available stock (in quantitative and 
qualitative terms) of other existing floorspace and allocated land and the market take 
up of that supply. Whilst the Plan may well be informed by an evidence base dated 
May 2016 the relationship between supply and demand for employment land and 
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premises will vary over the length of the plan period to 2033 and beyond and thus 
there should be a recognition that the needs identified in 2016 will not be likely to 
remain those required throughout the plan period.  

Whilst some of the criteria e.g. C and D are relevant in terms of providing 
considerations that might be used to tip the balance in cases where the relationship 
between demand and supply is close the approach at paragraph 22 of the NPPF is 
preferred i.e. where the benefits of the alternative land use are fully taken into account.  

It is also wholly inappropriate for the Development Plan to require “evidence of 
prolonged marketing” before a vacant building can be re-used for some other 
beneficial purpose.  It is for the Local Plan to determine whether there is enough land 
and premises in business use and for appropriate action to be taken according to that 
research.  The Council have an evidence base that indicates that additional land is 
required and it is in contrast not for the Development Plan to defer decisions on the 
re-use of vacant (or indeed other buildings) to some future date but to use the Plan 
itself as the tool that will make decisions.  

The purpose of the Development Plan is to determine how much stock whether a 
premises or land, is required and to enable decisions to be made without delay 
(paragraph 14).  A lengthy marketing programme is therefore wholly contrary to the 
approach set out in the NPPF at paragraph 14 such an approach is also contrary to 
the NPPF’s approach at paragraphs 186 – 187). 

There is no need for the policy to refer to retail and town centre use proposals needing 
to be subject to other policies in the Plan.  

Policy PP 8: Tourism 

We support this policy.  The need to attract visitors to Tendring in order to reinforce 
the District’s economic growth is particularly important.  In that regard the second 
initiative to support “major new tourists’ attractions with good access to the A133 or 
A120, is supported”.   

Policy PPL 6: Strategic Green Gap 

We object to this policy which should be deleted.  

The Strategic Green Gap does not serve any purpose in terms of countryside 
protection. The single purpose of this policy is to maintain physical separation between 
settlements, however the Settlement Development Boundaries themselves provide 
policy protection against extending beyond the built limits. The needs for the various 
developments have been objectively assessed and the boundaries of the defined 
Settlement Development Boundaries throughout the district have been drawn to 
accommodate future growth throughout the planning period. As such the 
settlement boundaries already provide sufficient protection to prevent encroachment 
beyond the limits of these boundaries   

Furthermore, we consider that there is no support for other designations outside those 
defined in the NPPF (see at paragraphs 109-117) and NPPG and as such the 
designation of Strategic Green Gaps are not consistent with national policy.  Indeed, 
the Plan acknowledges at para 3.1.4.5 that the natural environment, including Local 
Wildlife Sites, meadowland, grasslands and ancient woodlands are already protected 
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by planning policy and accordingly there is no requirement for an additional policy 
designation which does not serve a necessary planning purpose.  

In addition, the Vision for Tendring District at paragraph 2.1 refers to a variety of 
important countryside designations in the district including wildlife areas and a diverse 
range of attractive historic settlements and landscapes and protected wildlife which 
will be conserved and enhanced.  However, the Strategic Green Gaps are not part of 
the tools necessary to secure or to the need for a specific policy to prevent the physical 
separation of settlements. 

On the basis of the above, we contend that the Strategic Green Gap policy is neither 
justified nor effective is inconsistent with national policy and is not positively prepared. 
The policy should be deleted. 

Policy PPL 7: Archaeology  

We consider that this policy is unduly onerous and where applications are submitted 
on sites where information indicates that there may be archaeological remains that a 
written scheme of investigation can be submitted following the grant of planning 
permission.  

The policy could be reworded to state ‘where the development is permitted on sites 
which may contain archaeological remains, any planning permission would be subject 
to a condition requiring a written scheme of investigation’.  

Policy SAMU 2: Development at Hartley Gardens, Clacton  

Our client owns land to the west of the mixed-use allocation shown on the Policies 
Map, a large part of which is now a commitment having been granted planning 
permission for mixed-use development including retail, leisure, business uses together 
with 200 residential dwellings and substantial enhancements to the Pickers Ditch 
recreational open space/route.  The land owned by our client is defined in terms of the 
field to the east of that mixed-use allocation but remaining within the defined 
settlement boundary which is coterminous with the A133, Little Clacton bypass.  As 
such the Policies Map correctly identifies the mixed-use allocation which is SAMU 2 
to which policy SAMU 2 refers.  Policy SAMU 2 cannot therefore relate to the balance 
of the land including the recently committed development.  Importantly we note that 
the 2016 Employment Land Study in Figure 6.16 shows our client’s site excluded from 
the wider allocation.  Any land within our client’s ownership that is outside the area 
now committed for development has been planned to be accessible from the existing 
commitment particularly in terms of transport and related infrastructure.  Our client 
understands that any land additional to the commitment is thus a site defined by 
paragraph 3.2.1 as an “…other suitable site within the Settlement Development 
Boundaries” rather than a site that is “specifically allocated or housing or mixed/use 
development”.  

Indeed, our clients also own land to the west of the Oakwood Park mixed-use 
allocation which is subject to Policy SAMU 3 (see below).  This land controlled by our 
client is described at paragraph 9.3.1 of the that policy and explains that the mixed-
use allocation is an “extension of a committed development site”.  Thus, the 
relationship between land owned by a developer that is in large part committed for 
development and thus not requiring to be the subject of a future allocation has been 
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correctly described within the text to Policy SAMU3 and the map relating to this in the 
Development Plan document correctly defines the area to be subject to the ensuing 
policy (SAMU 3).  The same approach needs to be taken to Map SAMU 2 – Hartley 
Gardens i.e. the boundary of the map area needs to follow the field boundary which is 
in fact already identified by the eastern extent of the blue coloured Mixed-Use 
Allocation shown there on the Policies Map.  We have attached an extract of Map 
SAMU 2 showing the area to be excluded from the allocation. 

It is clear that the mixed-use allocations relate to sites where there is intent by the 
developer(s) to deliver a site.  The NPPF states that to be considered deliverable sites 
should be available now, offer a suitable location for development now and be 
achievable with a realistic prospect that housing will be delivered on the site within five 
years and in particular that site is viable. 

On the basis that we have read the draft Development Plan correctly and that it is 
accepted that a minor change is made to the relevant boundary shown on map SAMU 
2 (to be consistent with similar circumstances as shown on Map SAMU 3) then we do 
not object to Policy SAMU 2.  However, we must reserve our right to make such 
objections should this minor change not be accepted which correctly defines the 
committed development proposals. 

Policy SAMU 3: Development at Oakwood Park, Clacton  

Our client owns land to the immediate west of the defined policy area which is the 
subject of a planning permission referred to at paragraph 9.3.1.  Negotiations are 
currently taking place with a housebuilder to take that site forward for the provision of 
250 homes.   

Our client has no objection to the mixed-use proposal on land to the east and has 
already provided the new roundabout access infrastructure referred to in criterion (i) 
of the Policy.   

We are willing to discuss the content of any of these representations in order to assist 
the Local Authority in the submission of the Plan to the Secretary of State and would like 
to reserve the right to appear at the Local Plan Examination.   

 

Yours sincerely, 

Martin Robeson 
martinrobeson@mrpp.co.uk  

mailto:martinrobeson@mrpp.co.uk


Introduction
Braintree District Council, Tendring District 
Council and Colchester Borough Council, have 
each published their own Publication Draft Local 
Plan for consultation. Section 1 is common to 
each plan. This response form can be used to 
respond to any part of the 3 Plans. It is important 
to specify which.

The 3 Plans have been published in order for 
representations to be made prior to submission 
of the documents to the Planning Inspectorate 
for examination. All representations will be 
examined by a Planning Inspector. The purpose 
of the examination is to consider whether the Plan 
complies with the legal requirements, the duty to 
co-operate and is sound. 

Each Local Plan has two parts:

Publication Draft Local Plan Section 1 - A set 
of strategic policies constructed in partnership 
between the three authorities and Essex 

County Council. This means that the Section 1 
policies are intended to apply across all three 
Local Authorities. These policies include those 
relating to Garden Communities, housing supply, 
employment, shopping and the environment. 
You can send your response to any one of the 
authorities as all responses to Section 1 will be 
collated. Only 1 response to the 3 authorities is 
required.

Publication Draft Local Plan Section 2 - relates 
to the specific district, contains more detailed 
policies and is used to determine planning 
applications. If you wish to comment on the 
Braintree Publication Draft Local Plan Section 
2 you should send your comments to Braintree 
District Council.

If you would like assistance in completing your 
representation or have any other questions 
about the Publication Draft Local Plan please 
contact the Planning Policy Team by email 
planningpolicy@braintree.gov.uk or by phone on 
01376 552525 and ask for Planning Policy.

GUIDANCE NOTES 
& RESPONSE FORM 
to accompany the Publication Draft Local Plan (2017) 

Braintree 
D i s t r i c t  
Counc i l

LOCAL

Shape your district
 2017-33 PLAN

Please read these guidance notes before completing the response form



Part A - Personal Details
Please note that it is not possible for 
representations to be considered anonymously. 
Representations will be published on the 
Council’s websites and included as part of the 
Publication Draft Local Plan submissions to 
the Inspector. Address and contact details will 
removed from published responses. (Village/town 
shown). 

The Council reserves the right not to publish or 
take into account any representations which it 
considers offensive or defamatory.  

Please supply an email address if you have one 
as it will allow us to contact you electronically. 
Everyone who submits a representation will be 
added to the relevant consultation database (if 
not already included) so that we can keep you 
up to date with the plan. If you do not wish to be 
contacted in this way please state this clearly on 
the form.  

If an agent or consultant has been engaged to act 
on your behalf please fill in both sets of details in 
full. Correspondence will be sent to the agent. If 
you are a landowner with an agent acting on your 
behalf, please ensure that your agent knows the 
site name and reference number which your site 
has been given.  

Part B - Representation
Please specify which section of the Publication 
Draft Local Plan your comments relate to, by 
choosing one of the following;  

Section 1 A response to this section will be 
reported to all 3 authorities. 

Section 2 Colchester       
Section 2 Tendring          
Section 2 Braintree

Which part of the plan are you responding to 
(please use one form per submission):

Paragraph:  for a representation on wording or  
paragraph content    

Policy: for a representation on the wording  
or inclusion or omission of a policy       

Other: for example a map inset number, 
site reference  or the wording or  
content of tables or appendices

Legal Compliance and Duty 
to Co-operate
If commenting on how the Publication Draft 
Local Plan has been prepared, it is likely that 
your comments will relate to a matter of legal 
compliance.  

The Inspector will check that the Plan meets the 
legal requirements  

You should consider the following before making 
a representation on legal compliance:

• The Plan should be included in the current
Local Development Scheme (LDS) and the
key stages should have been followed.

• The process of community involvement
for the Plan in question should be in general
accordance with the Statement of
Community Involvement (SCI).

• The Plan should comply with the Town
and County Planning (Local Planning)
(England) Regulations 2012 (the Regulations).
On publication, the LPA must publish the
documents prescribed in the Regulations;
making them available on its website and at
its principal offices. It must also notify the
Local Plan bodies (as set out in the
Regulations) and any persons who have
requested to be notified.

• The LPA must provide a Sustainability
Appraisal Report. This should identify
the process by which it has been carried out,
baseline information used to inform the
process and the outcomes of that process.

• LPAs will be expected to provide evidence of
how they have complied with the Duty to
Co-operate.

• Non-compliance with the duty to cooperate
cannot be rectified after the Plan’s
submission. Therefore the Inspector has no
power to recommend modifications in this
regard. Where the duty has not been
complied with, the Inspector has no choice
but to recommend non-adoption of the Plan.

These plans are 
specific to each 
authority.

}



Soundness 
Soundness is explained in National Planning 
Policy Framework (NPPF) paragraph 182. The 
Inspector has to be satisfied that the Plan is 
positively prepared, justified, effective and 
consistent with national policy.  

More details and further guidance on what is 
meant by the term ‘soundness’ can be found 
below and at; www.planningportal.gov.uk

Positively prepared 
This means that 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 reasonable alternatives, 
based  on a proportionate, robust and credible 
evidence base. 

Effective
The Plan should be deliverable over its period 
and based on effective joint working on cross-
boundary strategic priorities, sound infrastructure 
delivery planning and no regulatory or national 
planning barriers. It should be flexible to changing 
circumstances 

Consistent with national policy 
The Plan should be consistent with national 
policy. Departure must be clearly justified. 

If you think the content of the Plan is not sound 
because it does not include a policy where it 
should do, you should go through the following 
steps before making representations:  

• Is the issue with which you are concerned
already covered specifically by national
planning policy? If so it does not need to be
included?

• Is what you are concerned with covered by
any other policies in the Plan on which you
are seeking to make representations or in any
other Plan?

• If the policy is not covered, how is the Plan
unsound without the policy?

• If the Plan is unsound without the policy, what
should the policy say?

Using the spaces provided please give details of 
why you think the Publication Draft Local Plan is 
not ‘sound having regard to the legal compliance, 
duty to cooperate and the four requirements 
set out above. You should try to support your 
representation by evidence showing why the Plan 
should be modified. If your representation is
over 100 words please include a summary of 
its main points in the box provided.

It will be helpful if you also say precisely 
how you think the Plan should be modified. 
Representations should cover succinctly all 
information, evidence and supporting information 
necessary to support/justify the representation 
and suggested modification, as there will not 
normally be a further opportunity to make 
submissions based on the original representation 
made at publication.    

Where there are groups who share a common 
view on how they wish to see a Plan modified, 
it would be very helpful for that group to send 
a single representation which represents the 
view. In such cases the group should indicate 
how many people it is representing and how the 
representation has been authorised.  

All the formal representations received during this 
stage will be submitted to and considered by the 
appointed independent Planning Inspector at the 
public examination on the Plan. The process is 
likely to include public hearings. The Inspector 
will determine the most appropriate procedure to 
adopt to hear those who choose to participate at 
this stage. If you would like to appear and speak 
at the hearings, please state this and explain 
in the space provided why you consider it is 
necessary that you participate.  

Representations can be sent:

• Via the Council’s online consultation portal: 
www.braintree.gov.uk/
publicationdraftLP

• Via a representation form which can
be downloaded from the website and 
returned via email to
localplan@braintree.gov.uk

• or by post to:
Planning Policy,
Braintree District Council
Causeway House
Braintree
CM7 9HB 



Responses are encouraged via the council’s online consultation system available on the website,  
see www.braintree.gov.uk/newlp  However, this form can be returned electronically to  
localplan@braintree.gov.uk or in hard copy if necessary to:

Planning Policy, Braintree district Council, Causeway House, Bocking End, braintree, CM7 9HB 
The consultation runs from 9am Friday, 16th June to 5pm on Friday, 28th July 2017

This form has two parts: 
Part A - Personal Details and Part B - Your comments

Draft Local Plan 

RESPONSE FORM

1. Personal Details  

Title

First Name

Last Name

Organisation  
(Where relevant) 

Address Line 1 

Address Line 2 

Address Line 3 

Post Code 

E-mail Address 

Telephone  
Number 

2. Agent’s Details (if applicable) 
Title 

First Name

Last Name

Organisation

Address Line 1 

Address Line 2 

Address Line 3 

Post Code 

E-mail Address 

Telephone  
Number

PART A

For internal Use only          ID:         Rep No: Braintree 
D i s t r i c t  
Counc i l

LOCAL

Shape your district
 2017-33    PLAN

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



REPRESENTATION FORM
Please Note: If your representation relates to Section One of the North Essex Strategic Plan / Garden 
Communities you only need to respond to one of the Local Authorities. All representations received by 
Braintree, Colchester and Tendring relating to Section One of the Plan(s) will be submitted together.

You do not need to return this form if you have completed a response using any of the Council’s online 
systems for this consultation. Duplicates will not be considered

Please specify which section of the Publication Draft Local Plan your comments relate to by 
choosing one of the following: 

  Section 1        Section 2 Colchester        Section 2 Tendring         Section 2 Braintree 

Which part of the section are you responding to? 

e.g. Paragraph/Policy/Map/Other

Do you consider the Local Plan is Legally compliant? 
  Yes        No

Does it comply with the Duty to Co-operate? 
  Yes        No

Do you consider the Local Plan is Sound? 
  Yes        No

If you do not consider the Local Plan is sound, please specify on what grounds: 
  Positively prepared        Justified        Effective        Consistent with National Policy

Enter your full representation here: 

PART B

Continue onto next page



If your representation is more than 100 words, please provide a brief summary here:



Please specify the changes needed to be made to make the Plan sound / legally compliant

Do you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination? 
  Yes        No

If Yes - you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you 
consider this to be necessary

Please note the inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear 
those who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

Did you raise the matter that is the subject of your representation with the LPA earlier  
in the process of the preparation of the Local Plan 

  Yes        No

If yes which stage 
  Issues and Options        Preferred Options

Do you wish to be notified? 

  When the document is submitted for independent examination? 

  When the Inspectors Report is published? 

  When document is adopted?

Braintree & Tendring: Return by 5pm 28th July 2017 
(responses to section 2 Braintree and Tendring will not be accepted after this date. After 

this date responses to Section 1 should be sent to Colchester Borough Council)

Colchester: Return by 5pm 11th August 2017
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                   PERSIMMON HOMES ESSEX 
10 Collingwood Road 

Witham  
Essex 

CM8 2EA 
Tel: 01376 518811 Fax: 01376 521145 
DX: 33421 Witham 

www.persimmonhomes.com Planning Policy Manager  Tendering District Council Council Offices  Thorpe Road  Weeley Clacton-On-Sea  Essex CO16 9AJ 28th July 2017  Dear Sir/ Madam 
 
Response by Persimmon Homes to the Tendring Draft Local Plan 
 
Thank you for consulting Persimmon Homes on the Tendring Draft Local Plan. We support the Local 
Plan and want to continue to work with the Borough to deliver their housing targets. 
 
 
Shared Strategic Plan: North Essex Authorities Strategic Part 1 for Local Plans 
 
Duty to Co-operate 
 
It is clear that Tendring, Braintree and Colchester have been working closely in the preparation of 
their Local Plans. The shared approach to meet housing need across the Housing Market Area (HMA) 
set out in ‘Part 1’ of each Local Plan shows a real commitment from to addressing the strategic and 
cross boundary issues facing the housing market area.  
 

1. Comment - Policy SP3 (Meeting Housing Needs) (p35) 
 
Persimmon Homes are a member of the House Builders Federation (HBF) and wish to refer you to 
their representations on the Draft Local Plan, partially with reference to their evidence on OAHN’s 
and the Council’s 5yr Housing Supply, we want you to consider those carefully before the next 
version of the Plan is produced with a view to ensuring that the plan going forward is sound.  
 
We note and welcome Policy SP3 commitment for each authority to maintain a five year housing 
land supply. This is especially important given the significant uncertainties and technical challenges 
that remain regarding the delivery of the three garden communities and the undesirable socio-
economic implications if delivery is delayed.  
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‘Each authority will maintain a sufficient supply of deliverable sites to provide for at least five 
years’ worth of housing and will work proactively with applicants to bring forward sites that 
accord with the overall spatial strategy and relevant policies in the plan’. 

 
The extract from draft Policy SP3 above does not mention that this should be judged against the 
housing requirement within the Local Plan or that there needs to be an appropriate buffer (i.e. 5% 
or 20%). The wording of SP3 should reflects para 47 of the NPPF and as such should be amended to 
read;  

 
‘Each authority will maintain a sufficient supply of deliverable sites sufficient to provide for 
at least five years’ worth of housing against their housing requirements with an additional 
buffer and will work proactively with applicants to bring forward sites that accord with the 
overall spatial strategy and relevant policies in the plan’. 

 
Notwithstanding this, it is not clear from Policy SP3 as to what actions the Council will take in the 
event of a persistent under delivery against housing requirements within the plan. As detailed 
above, the garden community is very ambitious and there remains significant risk that the 
timescales for delivery will slip. In the event of persistent under delivery, the Local Plan should set 
out what actions they shall take. Actions could include a partial review of the plan and allocation of 
additional housing sites.  
 
 

2. Objection - Policy SP5 Infrastructure and Connectivity (p44)  
 
Whilst it is agreed that development must be supported by the provision of infrastructure, services 
and facilities, a significant amount of the items identified rely upon third parties (including public 
and statutory bodies) or wider investment decisions (such as those made by Network Rail, Highways 
Agency, Broadband Providers). Policy SP5 should be amended to recognise the role the Council’s 
have in terms of influencing, co-ordinating and delivering infrastructure and connectivity. Policy SP5 
should also be amended to recognise the role that obligations through s106 or Cil should make in 
addressing infrastructure needs arising from the new development.  
 
It is important that the totality of costs to be borne by the proposed level of development is 
adequately assessed. In light of Para 173 of the NPPF, ‘the sites and the scale of development 
identified in the plan should not be subject to such a scale of obligations and policy burdens that 
their ability to be developed viably is threatened’.  
 
 

3. Objection - Policy SP6 – Place Shaping Principles (p39) 
 
The NPPF (para 8) recognises that ‘well-designed buildings and places can improve the lives of 
people and communities’. The NPPF Core Planning Principles (para 17) is to ‘always seek to secure 
high quality design’. Para 57 refers to ‘It is important to plan positively for the achievement of high 
quality and inclusive design for all development’.  
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The draft Policy SP6 requires ‘All new development must meet the highest standards of urban and 
architectural design’. This requires every development to achieve the ‘highest standard’, which 
would require the achievement of a constant escalation of standards to be the ‘highest’. The 
‘highest’ is a more onerous test than ‘high quality and inclusive design’ within the NPPF. It is 
considered that this constant escalation to achieve the ‘highest’ possible standard would be unduly 
onerous and could threaten development viability. In light of this, SP6 should be amended to read;  
 

‘All new development must be of a high standard of urban and architectural design.’  
 
It is considered that not all of the ‘principles’ stated would be applicable to every development. For 
instance;  

- ‘Where possible, provide a mix of land uses, services and densities…’. It may be possible but 
not desirable to provide a mix of uses in a development.  

- ‘Provide an integrated network of multi-functional public open space’ – a development may 
not be of a scale to achieve this or functionally require it in the event of existing adequate 
provision.  

In light of the above, SP6 should be amended to read;  
 
 ‘All new development should, where applicable, reflect the following principles;  
 
Garden communities 
 

4. Support – SP7 (Development & Delivery of New Garden Communities in North Essex) (p50)  
 
In terms of SP7, Persimmon Homes supports the creation of three new garden communities.  
 
Cross boundary new settlements will require significant degrees of co-operation and joint delivery 
arrangements.  Whilst acknowledging the work done to date, there remains a significant risk that 
the scale and complexity of the planning and the delivery of the Garden Communities will delay 
their anticipated delivery. It will be important that the Council appropriately resources and 
facilitates the timely delivery of the Development Plan Document for the Garden Community.  
 
 

5. Objection 4;   
 Policy SP8 (Tendring/Colchester Borders Garden Community) (p53)  

Policy SP 9 (Colchester/Braintree Boarders Garden Community)(p56) 
Policy SP 10 (West of Braintree Garden Community)(p60) 

 
Persimmon Homes support the creation of the Tendring / Colchester Garden Community.  
 
Policy SP7 (v) has an absolute target of 30% affordable housing. However, Policies SP8 Part B, SP9 
and SP10 states ‘including a minimum of 30% affordable housing’. Persimmon Homes object to 
Policies SP8 Part B, SP9 and SP10 reference to the affordable housing target being a ‘minimum’. The 
Local Plan must set out clearly the target it is seeking to achieve and, in line with Para 173 of the 
NPPF, assess the implications for development viability having regard to the scale of obligations and 
policy burdens of the development plan as a whole.  
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It is considered that an uncapped target does not provide certainty and could place a policy burden 
that would threaten viability. The market and purchasing decisions factor in policy requirements and 
not having clarity would give rise to significant uncertainty that would not assist delivery.  
 
Local Plan Part 2 
 

6. Support - Policy SPL1 (Managing Growth) (p91)  
 
Persimmon Homes supports the proposed settlement hierarchy and the inclusion of Clacton-on-Sea 
as a Strategic Urban Settlement.  
 

7. Support – Policy SPL2 (Settlement Development Boundaries)(p92) 
 
Persimmon Homes are promoting the land at Rouses Farm, west of Jaywick Lane and south of 
St.John’s Road, Clacton-on-Sea for a mix of residential development, community facilities and public 
open space. The settlement boundary as detailed on Map SAMU4 (p200) and the SE Tendring inset 
map is supported.  
 

8. Comment - Policy SPL3 Sustainable Design (p93)  
 
Part B: Practical Requirements 
 
Sub-section (a) – the policy refers to development ‘not lead to an unacceptable increase in 
congestion’. The Policy should refer to mitigation and the residual and cumulative impacts in line 
with NPPF Para 32 which states ‘improvements can be undertaken within the transport network 
that cost effectively limit the significant impacts of the development. Development should only be 
prevented or refused on transport grounds where the residual cumulative impacts of development 
are severe’. It is therefore recommended that part B(a) be amended to read;  
 

a. access to the site is practicable and the highway network, post mitigation, will be able to 
safely accommodate the additional traffic the proposal will generate and not lead to a 
severe residual cumulative impact on the highway network; 

 
Sub-section (s) ‘the applicant/developer can demonstrate how the proposal will minimise the 
production of greenhouse gases and impact on climate change as per the current regulations and 
policies in this plan’; 
 
It is not clear what regulations are referred to and as such this is too ambiguous.  
 
Notwithstanding the above, it is not clear whether the reference to ‘current’ refers to regulations in 
force at the time of adoption of the plan and any subsequent regulations coming into force during 
the plan period.   
 
In accordance with para 173 of the NPPF, ‘Pursuing sustainable development requires careful 
attention to viability and costs in plan-making and decision-taking. Plans should be deliverable. 
Therefore, the sites and the scale of development identified in the plan should not be subject to such 
a scale of obligations and policy burdens that their ability to be developed viably is threatened’. 
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Given that the plan cannot assess the burden arising from (unspecified) regulations, it is considered 
that the plan should (a) specify the regulations to which it seeks adherence and (b) consider the 
implications of existing regulations.  
 
In light of the above, Part B sub-section d should read;  
 

d. the applicant/developer can demonstrate how the proposal will minimise the production 
of greenhouse gases and impact on climate change as per the Building Regulations 
prevailing at the time and policies in this plan; 

 
The footnote to Part C of this policy will require housing developers to consider the use of 
renewable energy and the reduction of emissions. However, the Government have been clear 
through both the Written Ministerial Statement dated the 25th March 2015 and Planning Practice 
Guidance that it considers improvements in energy efficiency and carbon reduction will be achieved 
through Building Regulations with only a limited number of optional technical standards that can be 
required through a Local Plan where there is sufficient evidence to support their implementation. 
There is no need for the Council, through the Local Plan, to ask for consideration to be given to such 
measures. Such policies cannot be implemented or monitored and as such are ineffective and this 
element of the policy should be deleted. 
 
 

9. Support - Policy HP1 (Improving Health and Wellbeing) (p98)  
 
Persimmon Homes supports Policy HP1. We note that the policy seeks mitigation. Persimmon 
Homes are promoting the land at Rouses Farm, west of Jaywick Lane and south of St.John’s Road, 
Clacton-on-Sea for a mix of residential development, community facilities and public open space. As 
part of this development, Persimmon Homes are proposing that the site accommodate a local 
medical facility.  The exact disposition of the healthcare facility will be determined in consultation 
with the Council and the Clinical Commissioning Group as the planning process moves forwards. 
There is an opportunity for the health facility on this site to be of a scale to support the additional 
growth within this area and address the current shortfall in facilities (the area exceeds the 
recommended pupil to GP ratio).   
 

10. Support – Policy HP2 (Community Facilities) (p101)  
 
Persimmon Homes supports Policy HP2. We note that the policy seeks mitigation. Persimmon 
Homes are promoting the land at Rouses Farm, west of Jaywick Lane and south of St.John’s Road, 
Clacton-on-Sea for a mix of residential development, community facilities and public open space. As 
part of this development, Persimmon Homes are proposing that the site accommodate community 
facilities.   
 

11. Comment – Policy HP5 (Open Space, Sports and Recreation Facilities)(p106) 
 
It is useful that the Policy quantifies the percentage of gross site area that should be open space.  
 
It is considered that the threshold for the scale of ‘open space’ being no less than 0.15ha is not 
conducive to delivery or good site planning;  
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(a) Major developments of less than 1.5ha would either not qualify to provide open space or 
would have to deliver a higher proportion of open space in order to meet the 0.15ha 
minimum, which may in tern threaten viability.  

(b) Under the Policy, a ‘usable’ open space would need to be 1500sq.m. The beyond six acre 
standards seek 100sq.m Local Areas of Play, 400sq.m for Local Equipped Areas of Play, 
800sq.m for Neighbourhood Areas of Play.  Therefore, if play space is provided within a 
development without the inclusion of a substantial proportion of associated open space, 
such play area(s) would count towards the ‘usable’ open space for the purposes of the 
policy. This is considered to be flawed as provision for children and young people should be 
encouraged and provided in accessible locations within a development.   

 
It is recommended that the Policy is amended to state;  
 

Based on trends and the 2007 Adopted Local Plan, Policy COM6, 10% of the gross site area 
should be open space. On sites over 1.5ha development should ensure that areas of open space 
are usable and seek to include open space parcel(s) not less than 0.15 hectares. 

 
12. Comment - Part 5 Living Places (p114)  

 
Table LP2 ‘Local Plan Housing Allocations’ details total housing numbers. In relation to Rouses Farm, 
the table states ‘850’. In the associated policy, this number is stated as a minimum. Persimmon 
Homes have undertaken public consultation, extensive technical studies and Master planning of the 
Rouses Farm site to support the emerging allocation. The Environmental Statement submitted to 
the Council alongside the proposals for Rouses Farm demonstrates that the site can satisfactorily 
accommodate 950 homes together with the associated education, health and community facilities. 
The quantum of development supports the total number of homes required within the plan. 
Furthermore, it would support ongoing delivery during the plan period, assisting the Council with 
maintaining a five year land supply and resisting development on sites not envisaged within the 
Development Plan.  This should also be seen in light of the present uncertainty regarding when the 
garden communities will begin to make a meaningful contribution and the potential for slippage 
given the ambitious nature of the Garden Community.  
 

13.  Objection –  
Policy LP3 (Housing Density and Standards) (p120) &  
LP4 (Housing Layout) 

 
Policies L3 & LP4 seek to adopt the new ‘National Technical Housing Standards’ to all new 
development.  
 
National Context 
 
In 2013, The Housing Standards Review (the Review) was launched which sought to simplify and 
rationalise the raft of housing standards which local authorities applied to development. At the 
heart of the Review was a desire to reduce developer costs and create attractive conditions to 
significantly boost housing delivery. The industry was heavily involved in the Review.  
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The outcome of the Review was the establishment via Building Regulations of mandatory baseline 
standards which apply nationwide to all developments. The Government also created a series of 
enhanced Optional Standards relating to access and water, along with a new optional national 
standard on internal space. All of these are implemented through planning but access and water are 
optional Building Regulations and Space Standards are planning only.  
 
Initially the industry had concerns that the enhanced standards would be applied by Local 
Authorities as their starting point. Application of the enhanced standards has the potential to have 
significant implications in terms of product range, build cost, affordability and consumer choice, 
cumulative policy burden, viability and ultimately housing delivery.  
 
In response, the Government confirmed that the enhanced standards were intended to be optional 
and that they would only be needed and viable in certain local circumstances. Otherwise, they 
would have been made mandatory in Building Regulations across the country.  
 
The enhanced standards were introduced on a ‘need to have’ rather than on a ‘nice to have’ basis 
and policy safeguards were put in place.  
 
The standards could only be introduced via a new Local Plan and to do so, clear evidence of need 
had to be demonstrated and impact upon viability had to be considered. It was recognised that EIP 
could be the only forum to properly debate whether development should be subject to such 
enhanced standards.  
 
New Regime and Policy Context  
 
The new regime was launched by a Ministerial Statement dated 25th March 2015 and the creation of 
a new section on optional technical standards in the National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG). 
This was also underpinned by existing policy within the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).  
 
Paragraphs 174 and 177 of the NPPF make it clear that via the Local Plan process LPAs should assess 
the cumulative impact of policy burden, including housing standards, to ensure that it does not put 
implementation of the plan at serious risk.  
 
The new Ministerial Statement stated the following: “The optional new national technical standards 
should only be required through any new Local Plan policies if they address a clearly evidenced need, 
and where their impact on viability has been considered, in accordance with the National Planning 
Policy Framework and Planning Guidance.” 
 
Accompanying this, Paragraph 001 Reference ID:56-001-20150327 of the NPPG made it clear that 
LPAs will need to gather evidence to determine whether there is a need for additional standards in 
their area and justify setting appropriate policies in their Local Plans. Paragraph 002 Reference ID 
56-002-20160519 of the NPPG confirms that LPAs should consider the impact of using these 
standards as part of their Local Plan viability assessment. 
 
The new NPPG section provided substantial guidance in terms of the implementation of the new 
regime including specific advice on the individual standards which are discussed below.  
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As referred to above, via Policy LP3 and LP4, Tendring are seeking to apply the optional national 
space standard along with the optional accessibility and adaptability standards.  
 
Nationally Described Space Standards (NDSS) 
 
NPPG sets out clear criteria which Councils must satisfy in order to adopt optional NDSSs over and 
above the requirements of Building Regulations.  
Where a need for internal space standards is identified, local planning authorities should provide 
justification for requiring internal space policies. Local planning authorities should take account of 
the following areas: 

 need – evidence should be provided on the size and type of dwellings currently being built in 
the area, to ensure the impacts of adopting space standards can be properly assessed, for 
example, to consider any potential impact on meeting demand for starter homes. 

 viability – the impact of adopting the space standard should be considered as part of a plan’s 
viability assessment with account taken of the impact of potentially larger dwellings on land 
supply. Local planning authorities will also need to consider impacts on affordability where a 
space standard is to be adopted. 

 timing – there may need to be a reasonable transitional period following adoption of a new 
policy on space standards to enable developers to factor the cost of space standards into 
future land acquisitions. 

The guidance effectively sets out three stages which must be overcome to ensure the NDSSs are 
only applied where needed and impacts are fully considered. We have considered Policy LP37 below 
with these policy hurdles firmly in mind.  

 NEED  
First and foremost a local authority must demonstrate clearly evidenced needs to require the 
NDSSs. The Council have not presented sufficient evidence to demonstrate need for the optional 
enhanced housing standard above what is established as nationally suitable in Building Regulations.  
 
What is currently being built?  
 
The point to note here is that all new housing clearly must comply with Building Regulations which 
allows flexibility in terms of footprint, room size, circulation space etc. This can be considered 
carefully by the housing market in determining product choice to meet the needs and demands of 
customers. This in turn allows for build refinement in relation to internal fit out. Finally this results in 
whole range of supply chain and construction efficiencies which are crucial to reducing cost, driving 
affordability and reducing build time to increase production. None of this appears to have been 
considered by the Council.  
 
Current sales / Need for market intervention  
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The industry is firmly of the view that current sales rates confirm that current product range is fully 
suitable for those wanting to buy properties. The industry knows its customers and what they want. 
Sales rates in the district are strong.  
 
When establishing need, we would expect Tendring to consider market indicators such as quality of 
life impacts or reduced sales rates with consumer information sighting the inadequacy of housing 
stock in the local area. This does not appear to have been provided to justify application of the 
enhanced standard and market intervention. The Inspector should not endorse the policy without 
this being demonstrated.  
 
The Council must demonstrate why there is a need to impose the NDSS via Policy LP3 and LP4.  
 
Existing Stock / Second Hand Market  
 
Whilst not directly referenced in the NPPG, it is sensible to consider the existing stock. The borough 
has a wide range and choice of second hand properties, ranging from flats and terraced housing 
stock to larger suburban properties. New housing forms only a part of the overall housing market. 
Consumers can choose whether to buy new build or second hand. Those who want to buy 
properties of a larger size than the market is currently building can choose a different offer from the 
second hand market.  
 
Meeting Needs and Impacts on Affordability  
 
A key part of the national guidance is considering the affordability implications of adopting the 
enhanced national space standards. Delivering new housing to assist with affordability is an 
important consideration. It is clear from the emerging plan’s evidence base that affordability in 
Braintree is already a key issue. Indeed, the affordability gap is such that there is a need to boost 
overall housing numbers to seek to combat this. To adopt the enhanced standards we would have 
expected a clear need to have been identified by the SHMA. However, this has not been the case 
and conversely the main issue has been the need to address affordability pressures.  
 
The increase in size increases build cost. Increases in sales prices can have a very negative impact on 
the level of accessibility to market dwellings based upon mortgage rates. 
 
Clearly inclusion of the NDSS would have an adverse impact upon affordability and would be 
contrary to the plan’s own objectives. The implications of applying the NDSS is that it increases build 
cost, which in turn increases sales price and this undermines delivery of the plans objectives. We 
note that no assessment has been undertaken as to how many more families will be pushed into 
affordable need as they can no longer afford a NDSS compliant home.  
 
Strategic Housing Market Area  
 
Purchasers of new homes have a choice of where and what to buy. They make their choice based on 
a range of factors which includes what they can afford. Adoption of the standard will have an 
adverse impact on the affordability of new homes. Based on this impact, purchasers could choose or 
be forced to live elsewhere potentially having significant impacts on the assumptions and objectives 
of the plan. 
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VIABILITY  
Only once a clear need has been demonstrated should the local authority consider testing if the 
enhanced standards are viable, bearing in mind cumulative policy burden. It is not clear from the 
Councils evidence that it has suitably assessed the viability implications of applying the NDSS’s 
alongside all other policy requirements of the plan. The ‘Tendring Economic Viability Study,  
Three Dragons and Troy Planning + Design, July 2017’ seeks to factor in NDSS. However, this 
assessment uses low Benchmark Land Values (p65) as detailed in the table below that are far too 
low and are not representative of the market. In light of this, it is considered that the ‘Tendring 
Economic Viability Study’ is not a sound assessment of the viability implications of applying NDSS.  
 

 Efficient use of Land  
 
The Council should be ensuring that new development maximises the efficient use of land.   
 
Implications on Affordability   
 
Sales price increases would have a significant impact on affordability in an area where the gap is 
widening. Applying the NDSSs will increase the price of a starter home making it markedly harder for 
people to get on the housing ladder.  
 
Viability of Sites  
 
Adoption of the NDSS on 100% of housing will have a significant impact on the viability of sites. It is 
also not a case of simply increasing build cost - increased housing sizes will result in less efficient use 
of land and thus a relative increase in infrastructure burden per plot.  
 
Implications for Brown Field sites  
 
The space standard will have a disproportionate effect on sites in lower value areas and those which 
are brown field. These sites often have remediation costs associated with them + current use value 
which further compound issues with achieving minimum benchmark land values.  
 
TIMING  
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Based on the above, Persimmon Homes is expecting that the NDSS requirement will be dropped 
from Policy LP3 and LP4 however in the event that it is retained, transitional arrangements must be 
suitably addressed as required by NPPG. A transitional period would allow developers to factor in 
the additional cost associated with this policy into future land deals. 
 
The land deals which underpin the majority of identified sites for this plan period will have already 
been secured and as such the proposed transitional arrangements will not provide adequate time 
for the cost to be factored in to the contracts for those sites. Nevertheless, if Tendring is minded to 
retain the NDSS requirement then we recommend a transitional arrangement of a minimum of 3 
years to allow those sites to move through the planning system before the requirements are 
enforced. Therefore NDSS would apply to site to which permission is granted after 2020.  
 
Clarity should be included within the policy to ensure that NDSSs cannot be applied to any approval 
(outline or detailed) prior to the specified date and that where development is approved prior to 
this date all housing built pursuant to the approval under Reserved Matters applications will not be 
subject to the increased space standard. It also needs to be made clear that the cut-off date is based 
upon the time at which planning approval is secured, not when development commences as the 
implications of enhanced standards cannot be factored in so late in the development process.  
 
Taking the above into account and the consequential effect of the transitional policy, the removal of 
the NDSS requirement altogether would appear much more logical thus providing clarity for all.  
 
Housing White Paper – ‘Fixing our broken housing market’  
 
In the recently Housing White Paper the Government have confirmed their view that the 
fundamentals of the Building Regulations system remain sound and that important steps were taken 
in the last Parliament.  
 
In relation to Space Standards, paragraph 1.55 states that “the use of minimum space standards for 
new development is seen as an important tool in delivering quality family homes. However the 
Government is concerned that a one size fits all approach may not reflect the needs and aspirations 
of a wider range of households. For example, despite being highly desirable, many traditional mews 
houses could not be built under today’s standards. We also want to make sure the standards do not 
rule out new approaches to meeting demand, building on the high quality compact living model of 
developers such as Pocket Homes. The Government will review the Nationally Described Space 
Standard to ensure greater local housing choice, while ensuring we avoid a race to the bottom in the 
size of homes on offer.” 
 
The above confirms the Government’s intentions to review NDSSs. This does not have any 
immediate impact upon Tendring’s emerging plan. However, it does demonstrate the Government’s 
unease with a one size fits all approach and its desire to ensure greater local housing choice. 
Unfortunately, introduction of the NDSSs would narrow the choice available at the expense of 
affordability and viability.  
 

14. Comment - Policy LP4 (Housing Layout) 
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Persimmon supports the desire to create a sense of place. There seems to be a conflict between 
criteria (e) and (f) when it comes to the approach to density.  
 

15. Comment - Policy LP5 (Affordable and Council Housing) 
 
The draft version of the Plan considered by the Local Plan Committee on Monday 12th June 2017 is 
set out in the Committee Papers. The version of the Local Plan considered by Members specified a 
target of 25% affordable housing under Policy LP5 and clearly ‘struck through’ the reference to 30%. 
The report on item 7 ‘publication draft local plan’ makes no reference to affordable housing. The 
minute of the meeting does not detail any amendment to the plan in relation to the percentage of 
affordable housing.  
 
The report to the 15th June Council meeting to endorse the plan makes no reference to an 
amendment to the plan in relation to the percentage of affordable housing. The draft local plan 
appended as ‘A1 – Appendix A’ also specifies a target of 25% affordable housing. The draft minute of 
the meeting does not detail any amendment to the plan in relation to the percentage of affordable 
housing. Members endorsed the publication of the consultation draft which includes a target of 25% 
affordable housing. Notwithstanding this, the published consultation draft includes a target of 30%.  
 
In light of the above, the draft plan produced by Officers and considered by Members and to which 
they endorsed for consultation purposes includes a target of 25% affordable housing. The plan was 
drafted having regard to the evidence base. It is unclear why the consultation draft includes a higher 
percentage of affordable housing than endorsed by Members. It is important that the totality and 
scale of obligations and policy requirements within the plan does not threaten development 
viability. The ‘Tendring Economic Viability Study, Three Dragons and Troy Planning + Design, July 
2017’ seeks to factor in affordable housing. However, this assessment uses very low Benchmark 
Land Values (p65) that are far too low and are not representative of the market. In light of this, it is 
considered that the ‘Tendring Economic Viability Study’ is not a sound assessment of the viability 
implications of applying a requirement of 30% affordable housing alongside all the other 
requirements.  
 
There is a need to increase housing delivery within the Country as a whole and within the District. It 
is considered that this would be hampered if the Policy burdens placed upon developers are too 
great. It is considered that the Member endorsed 25% requirement would be more representative 
of what developments can viably achieve.  
 
The forward to the Policy should make clear what is meant by ‘Council Housing’ and the mechanism 
by which such properties are transferred to the Council.  
 
Para 5.5.1 implies that there is limited control upon occupations of Affordable Housing provided by 
Registered Providers. Registered Providers of social housing have a mandatory statutory and 
regulatory obligation to assist local authorities in the discharge of their duties under Part VII of the 
Housing Act 1996. Furthermore, many authorities when grant planning permission include within 
the associated legal agreement (s106) a requirement for the Registered Provider to enter into a 
Nominations Agreement with the Council. A Nominations Agreement is a contract under which 
Councils can place those in housing need into housing association homes as they become available. 
In areas where affordable housing is in short supply Councils usually seek the right to nominate all 
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new housing association tenants. Therefore, there is a mechanism so Tendring can ensure that new 
affordable housing provided by a Registered Provider can be prioritised to those who qualify and are 
in the greatest need based upon their own housing register.  
 
The draft Policy seeks either (i) 30% of new dwellings as affordable housing or as an alternative (ii) 
10% as Council Housing plus a commuted sum.  The Policy by virtue of the different percentages 
sought seeks to recognise the significant increase in costs to the developer associated with providing 
‘Council Housing’.  
 
The second paragraph should make it clear that the 30% referred to relates to Affordable Housing 
and not a (unspecified) proportion of affordable housing and a (unspecified) proportion of ‘Council 
Housing’.  The proposed change is detailed below;  
 

‘For development proposals outside of the Tendring Colchester Borders Garden Community, 
involving the creation of 11 or more (net) homes, the Council will expect 30% of new 
dwellings, (including conversions) to be made available to Tendring District Council (subject 
to viability testing) or its nominated partner(s) to acquire at a proportionate discounted 
value for use as affordable or council housing.  
Places 
As an alternative, the Council will accept a minimum 10% of new dwellings, (including 
conversions) to be made available to Tendring District Council or its nominated partner(s) to 
acquire at a proportionate discounted value for use as council housing alongside a financial 
contribution towards the construction or acquisition of property for use as council housing 
equivalent to delivering the remainder of the 30% requirement’. 

 
Paragraph 5 states that the ‘size and type of council housing will be specified by the Council on a 
case-by-case basis having regard to the latest housing needs register and will be the subject of 
negotiation between the Council and the developer or applicant’. It is not clear as worded whether 
this statement also refers to ‘Affordable Housing’.  
 
Notwithstanding the above, Para 5 purely refers to the Housing Needs Register. The Strategic 
Housing Market Assessment (Jan 2016) includes an assessment of ‘additional units required to meet 
housing need in Tendring’ and ‘Size and type of affordable home required by those in need (per 
annum) in Tendring’ (see Tables 5.13d AND 5.14d, p145, SHMA 2016). The Council has therefore 
assessed the need for the size and type of affordable homes required over the plan period. It is 
considered that in assessing the housing need purely on the Housing Needs Register would not be 
fully representative of need, particularly the need for intermediate housing products.  
 
The Economic Viability Study (2017) makes an assumption regarding the split between Affordable 
Rented Units and Intermediate Tenures (para 2.25). The assessment recognises that there may be 
scenarios whereby the tenure mix needs to be flexed to have regard to development viability.  
 
The size of units will also be informed by the nature of the scheme. For instance, a scheme of 
predominantly apartments may struggle to include four bedroom houses and this should be 
recognised.  
 



 

Persimmon Homes Essex is a trading division of Persimmon Homes Limited Registered Office: Persimmon House, Fulford, York YO19 4FE 
Registered in England No. 4108747. A subsidiary of Persimmon plc Page 14 

In light of the above, it is considered that the size and tenure should be determined having regard to 
the most robust available data including the most recent SHMA, the Housing Needs Register, 
development viability and the nature of the development. In light of the above, paragraph 5 should 
be amended to read;  
 

The size and type of Affordable and / or Council Housing within a qualifying  development 
shall be assessed on a case-by-case basis having regard to the most recent Strategic Housing 
Market Assessment, latest housing needs register, development viability and the nature of 
the scheme and will be the subject of negotiation between the Council and the developer or 
applicant. 

 
 

16. Support - Policy PP3 (Village and Neighbourhood Centres) (p143) 
 
The policy encourages small-scale retail development to serve day-to-day needs. The Policy 
identifies a proposed neighbourhood centre at ‘Rouses Farm Garden Suburb’. Persimmon Homes 
supports Policy PP2. Persimmon Homes are promoting the land at Rouses Farm, west of Jaywick 
Lane and south of St.John’s Road, Clacton-on-Sea for a mix of residential development, community 
facilities and public open space. As part of this development, Persimmon Homes are proposing that 
the site accommodate a neighborhood centre which would include provision for a medical facility 
and retail opportunity.   The scale of the facility seeks to meet local day-to-day needs and not exceed 
to the ‘local impact threshold in PP4’ and as such would not threaten the viability or vitality of 
existing centres.   
 

17. Support - Policy PP12 (Improving Education and Skills)  
 
Persimmon Homes support the need to mitigate the impact of development on education.  
Persimmon Homes are promoting the land at Rouses Farm, west of Jaywick Lane and south of 
St.John’s Road, Clacton-on-Sea for a mix of residential development, community facilities and public 
open space. As part of this development, the Masterplan includes provision for a new Primary 
School and early years facility.  
 

18. Support – Policy SAMU4 (Development at Rouses Farm, Jaywick Lane, Clacton) 
 
Persimmon Homes supports Policy SAMU4. Persimmon Homes are promoting the land at Rouses 
Farm, west of Jaywick Lane and south of St.John’s Road, Clacton-on-Sea for a mix of residential 
development, community facilities and public open space. As part of this process, Persimmon 
Homes have engaged with the local community and other stakeholders to seek their views as 
evidenced in the Statement of Community Involvement submitted to Tendring Council (July 2017).  
 
As part of the Preferred Options Consultation, Persimmon Homes submitted a ‘Site Deliverability 
Statement, September 2016). This sets the site and policy context. As set out in the Deliverability 
Statement, Persimmon Homes commissioned a specialist consultant team to produce various 
technical assessments as part of an Environmental Statement. The findings of this technical work 
had informed the Deliverability Statement and the associated Masterplan.  
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Since the production of the Site Deliverability Statement, the technical assessments and associated 
Masterplan work and pre-application engagement has continued. Persimmon Homes have formally 
advanced proposals for the development of the site for up to 950 residential units (including 
affordable housing) with a new neighborhood centre comprising a local healthcare facility of up to 
1,500 sq.m and up to 700sq.m for shops, food and drink and community centre. In addition, the 
proposal includes a 2.1ha site for a new primary school and associated roads, open space, drainage 
landscaping and other associated infrastructure.  
 
The proposal includes a Masterplan and a series of Parameter Plans which detail how the proposed 
development can be satisfactorily provided on-site and create an attractive community. The 
planning application was submitted in July 2017 and is supported by an Environmental Statement 
which is underpinned by the detailed technical studies undertaken.  
 
The development would make a substantial contribution towards the delivery of both market and 
affordable housing, including provision for bungalows. It supports the plan and assist the Council 
maintain an adequate supply of housing land during the initial part of the plan period.  
 
The site forms a sustainable extension to Clacton, with the ability to meet infrastructure thresholds 
for education and healthcare provision. The allocation supports the Council’s spatial strategy in 
focusing a proportionate amount of growth to existing settlements to meet housing need and to 
support employment opportunities.  
 
In terms of part (a) of the Policy, this seeks at least 850 new homes including affordable housing. 
This is supported. As detailed above, the Master planning and technical assessments demonstrate 
that the site and associated infrastructure can successfully accommodate a mixed use development 
including 950 homes.  
 
In terms of part (b) and (k) of the Policy, this seeks a new primary school on-site. As detailed above, 
the Masterplanning and technical evidence demonstrates that this can be accommodated and 
successfully integrated into the new neighborhood.  
 
In terms of part (c) and (d), Persimmon support the delivery of a new neighborhood centre and 
healthcare facilities on this site. Persimmon Homes have had ongoing discussions with NHS England 
with regards the type of facility to meet the needs within the area and this has informed the 
proposals for this site.  
 
In terms of part (e), (f) and (g), Persimmon Homes have engaged throughout the plan making 
process and have evolved a Masterplan having regard to the Council’s objectives for this site, 
community consultation and various detailed technical assessments. The Masterplan would deliver 
the objectives of SAMU4, including the quantum of open space sought and the access arrangements 
as specified.  
 
In terms of parts (i), (j), (m), Persimmon Homes consider that these are sensible stipulations to 
which the proposed Masterplan has had regard.  
 

19. Policy CP3 Improving the telecommunications network (p188) 
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Whilst paragraphs 43 to 46 of the NPPF establishes that local planning authorities should seek 
support the expansion of electronic communications networks it does not seek to prevent 
development that does not have access to such networks. By stating all, new dwellings must be 
served by super-fast broadband potentially allows the Council to refuse a development without such 
provision or impose a Grampian condition preventing a development from being occupied until such 
networks are provided. The provision of super-fast broadband is not in the control of the developer 
who requires a third party provider for such infrastructure. It is also the case that the house building 
industry is fully aware of the benefits of having their homes connected to super-fast broadband and 
what their customers will demand. 
 
We are also concerned that no additional costs have been included in the viability study for such 
provision. The study sets out in appendix 2 that these costs are incorporated into standard 
assumptions on development costs. However, we consider it essential that this policy is properly 
costed within the viability study. In particular the cost of such a policy on smaller developments in 
more rural communities could be significant and should be considered separately. Without this 
additional evidence there is clearly no justification to support this policy. In seeking to extend 
broadband to homes the Council should work proactively with telecommunications providers to 
extend provision and not rely on the development industry to provide for such infrastructure. 
 
The fourth bullet point following part d) of this policy should therefore be deleted. 
 
Conclusion 
 
Persimmon Homes welcomes the opportunity to comment. We support the Council’s ongoing Plan 
making process and the broad thrust of the Local Plan. We hope these representations are of 
assistance in taking the plan forward to the next stage of plan preparation and examination.  
 
 
 
Yours sincerely 

 David Moseley,  
Planning Manager,  
Persimmon Homes Essex 
 
  



Introduction
Braintree District Council, Tendring District 
Council and Colchester Borough Council, have 
each published their own Publication Draft Local 
Plan for consultation. Section 1 is common to 
each plan. This response form can be used to 
respond to any part of the 3 Plans. It is important 
to specify which.

The 3 Plans have been published in order for 
representations to be made prior to submission 
of the documents to the Planning Inspectorate 
for examination. All representations will be 
examined by a Planning Inspector. The purpose 
of the examination is to consider whether the Plan 
complies with the legal requirements, the duty to 
co-operate and is sound. 

Each Local Plan has two parts:

Publication Draft Local Plan Section 1 - A set 
of strategic policies constructed in partnership 
between the three authorities and Essex 

County Council. This means that the Section 1 
policies are intended to apply across all three 
Local Authorities. These policies include those 
relating to Garden Communities, housing supply, 
employment, shopping and the environment. 
You can send your response to any one of the 
authorities as all responses to Section 1 will be 
collated. Only 1 response to the 3 authorities is 
required.

Publication Draft Local Plan Section 2 - relates 
to the specific district, contains more detailed 
policies and is used to determine planning 
applications. If you wish to comment on the 
Braintree Publication Draft Local Plan Section 
2 you should send your comments to Braintree 
District Council.

If you would like assistance in completing your 
representation or have any other questions 
about the Publication Draft Local Plan please 
contact the Planning Policy Team by email 
planningpolicy@braintree.gov.uk or by phone on 
01376 552525 and ask for Planning Policy.

GUIDANCE NOTES 
& RESPONSE FORM 
to accompany the Publication Draft Local Plan (2017) 

Braintree 
D i s t r i c t  
Counc i l

LOCAL

Shape your district
 2017-33 PLAN

Please read these guidance notes before completing the response form



Part A - Personal Details
Please note that it is not possible for 
representations to be considered anonymously. 
Representations will be published on the 
Council’s websites and included as part of the 
Publication Draft Local Plan submissions to 
the Inspector. Address and contact details will 
removed from published responses. (Village/town 
shown). 

The Council reserves the right not to publish or 
take into account any representations which it 
considers offensive or defamatory.  

Please supply an email address if you have one 
as it will allow us to contact you electronically. 
Everyone who submits a representation will be 
added to the relevant consultation database (if 
not already included) so that we can keep you 
up to date with the plan. If you do not wish to be 
contacted in this way please state this clearly on 
the form.  

If an agent or consultant has been engaged to act 
on your behalf please fill in both sets of details in 
full. Correspondence will be sent to the agent. If 
you are a landowner with an agent acting on your 
behalf, please ensure that your agent knows the 
site name and reference number which your site 
has been given.  

Part B - Representation
Please specify which section of the Publication 
Draft Local Plan your comments relate to, by 
choosing one of the following;  

Section 1 A response to this section will be 
reported to all 3 authorities. 

Section 2 Colchester       
Section 2 Tendring          
Section 2 Braintree

Which part of the plan are you responding to 
(please use one form per submission):

Paragraph:  for a representation on wording or  
paragraph content    

Policy: for a representation on the wording  
or inclusion or omission of a policy       

Other: for example a map inset number, 
site reference  or the wording or  
content of tables or appendices

Legal Compliance and Duty 
to Co-operate
If commenting on how the Publication Draft 
Local Plan has been prepared, it is likely that 
your comments will relate to a matter of legal 
compliance.  

The Inspector will check that the Plan meets the 
legal requirements  

You should consider the following before making 
a representation on legal compliance:

• The Plan should be included in the current
Local Development Scheme (LDS) and the
key stages should have been followed.

• The process of community involvement
for the Plan in question should be in general
accordance with the Statement of
Community Involvement (SCI).

• The Plan should comply with the Town
and County Planning (Local Planning)
(England) Regulations 2012 (the Regulations).
On publication, the LPA must publish the
documents prescribed in the Regulations;
making them available on its website and at
its principal offices. It must also notify the
Local Plan bodies (as set out in the
Regulations) and any persons who have
requested to be notified.

• The LPA must provide a Sustainability
Appraisal Report. This should identify
the process by which it has been carried out,
baseline information used to inform the
process and the outcomes of that process.

• LPAs will be expected to provide evidence of
how they have complied with the Duty to
Co-operate.

• Non-compliance with the duty to cooperate
cannot be rectified after the Plan’s
submission. Therefore the Inspector has no
power to recommend modifications in this
regard. Where the duty has not been
complied with, the Inspector has no choice
but to recommend non-adoption of the Plan.

These plans are 
specific to each 
authority.

}



Soundness 
Soundness is explained in National Planning 
Policy Framework (NPPF) paragraph 182. The 
Inspector has to be satisfied that the Plan is 
positively prepared, justified, effective and 
consistent with national policy.  

More details and further guidance on what is 
meant by the term ‘soundness’ can be found 
below and at; www.planningportal.gov.uk

Positively prepared 
This means that 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 reasonable alternatives, 
based  on a proportionate, robust and credible 
evidence base. 

Effective
The Plan should be deliverable over its period 
and based on effective joint working on cross-
boundary strategic priorities, sound infrastructure 
delivery planning and no regulatory or national 
planning barriers. It should be flexible to changing 
circumstances 

Consistent with national policy 
The Plan should be consistent with national 
policy. Departure must be clearly justified. 

If you think the content of the Plan is not sound 
because it does not include a policy where it 
should do, you should go through the following 
steps before making representations:  

• Is the issue with which you are concerned
already covered specifically by national
planning policy? If so it does not need to be
included?

• Is what you are concerned with covered by
any other policies in the Plan on which you
are seeking to make representations or in any
other Plan?

• If the policy is not covered, how is the Plan
unsound without the policy?

• If the Plan is unsound without the policy, what
should the policy say?

Using the spaces provided please give details of 
why you think the Publication Draft Local Plan is 
not ‘sound having regard to the legal compliance, 
duty to cooperate and the four requirements 
set out above. You should try to support your 
representation by evidence showing why the Plan 
should be modified. If your representation is
over 100 words please include a summary of 
its main points in the box provided.

It will be helpful if you also say precisely 
how you think the Plan should be modified. 
Representations should cover succinctly all 
information, evidence and supporting information 
necessary to support/justify the representation 
and suggested modification, as there will not 
normally be a further opportunity to make 
submissions based on the original representation 
made at publication.    

Where there are groups who share a common 
view on how they wish to see a Plan modified, 
it would be very helpful for that group to send 
a single representation which represents the 
view. In such cases the group should indicate 
how many people it is representing and how the 
representation has been authorised.  

All the formal representations received during this 
stage will be submitted to and considered by the 
appointed independent Planning Inspector at the 
public examination on the Plan. The process is 
likely to include public hearings. The Inspector 
will determine the most appropriate procedure to 
adopt to hear those who choose to participate at 
this stage. If you would like to appear and speak 
at the hearings, please state this and explain 
in the space provided why you consider it is 
necessary that you participate.  

Representations can be sent:

• Via the Council’s online consultation portal: 
www.braintree.gov.uk/
publicationdraftLP

• Via a representation form which can
be downloaded from the website and 
returned via email to
localplan@braintree.gov.uk

• or by post to:
Planning Policy,
Braintree District Council
Causeway House
Braintree
CM7 9HB 



Responses are encouraged via the council’s online consultation system available on the website,  
see www.braintree.gov.uk/newlp  However, this form can be returned electronically to  
localplan@braintree.gov.uk or in hard copy if necessary to:

Planning Policy, Braintree district Council, Causeway House, Bocking End, braintree, CM7 9HB 
The consultation runs from 9am Friday, 16th June to 5pm on Friday, 28th July 2017

This form has two parts: 
Part A - Personal Details and Part B - Your comments

Draft Local Plan 

RESPONSE FORM

1. Personal Details  

Title

First Name

Last Name

Organisation  
(Where relevant) 

Address Line 1 

Address Line 2 

Address Line 3 

Post Code 

E-mail Address 

Telephone  
Number 

2. Agent’s Details (if applicable) 
Title 

First Name

Last Name

Organisation

Address Line 1 

Address Line 2 

Address Line 3 

Post Code 

E-mail Address 

Telephone  
Number

PART A

For internal Use only          ID:         Rep No: Braintree 
D i s t r i c t  
Counc i l

LOCAL

Shape your district
 2017-33    PLAN

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



REPRESENTATION FORM
Please Note: If your representation relates to Section One of the North Essex Strategic Plan / Garden 
Communities you only need to respond to one of the Local Authorities. All representations received by 
Braintree, Colchester and Tendring relating to Section One of the Plan(s) will be submitted together.

You do not need to return this form if you have completed a response using any of the Council’s online 
systems for this consultation. Duplicates will not be considered

Please specify which section of the Publication Draft Local Plan your comments relate to by 
choosing one of the following: 

  Section 1        Section 2 Colchester        Section 2 Tendring         Section 2 Braintree 

Which part of the section are you responding to? 

e.g. Paragraph/Policy/Map/Other

Do you consider the Local Plan is Legally compliant? 
  Yes        No

Does it comply with the Duty to Co-operate? 
  Yes        No

Do you consider the Local Plan is Sound? 
  Yes        No

If you do not consider the Local Plan is sound, please specify on what grounds: 
  Positively prepared        Justified        Effective        Consistent with National Policy

Enter your full representation here: 

PART B

Continue onto next page



If your representation is more than 100 words, please provide a brief summary here:



Please specify the changes needed to be made to make the Plan sound / legally compliant

Do you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination? 
  Yes        No

If Yes - you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you 
consider this to be necessary

Please note the inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear 
those who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

Did you raise the matter that is the subject of your representation with the LPA earlier  
in the process of the preparation of the Local Plan 

  Yes        No

If yes which stage 
  Issues and Options        Preferred Options

Do you wish to be notified? 

  When the document is submitted for independent examination? 

  When the Inspectors Report is published? 

  When document is adopted?

Braintree & Tendring: Return by 5pm 28th July 2017 
(responses to section 2 Braintree and Tendring will not be accepted after this date. After 

this date responses to Section 1 should be sent to Colchester Borough Council)

Colchester: Return by 5pm 11th August 2017
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Tendring District Council (Regulation 19) Draft Local Plan  

Land South of London Road, Mistley.  

 

1. These representations are submitted by Strutt & Parker LLP on behalf of Tendring Farms Ltd, who 

are actively promoting residential and employment development on land south of Long Road, 

West of Clacton Road, Mistley (site reference UE4.3).  

2. A plan showing this site is provided as Appendix 1 to this submission. 

3. Site UE4.3 is within the proposed settlement boundary for Mistley, Manningtree and Lawford as 

set out in the Proposal Map. Development within the site would therefore be subject to the 

general Policies of the proposed Local Plan including: SP1; SP3; SP6; PPL6; LP1; LP3; LP4; PP7. 

4. We are of the view that the inclusion of site UE4.3 within the settlement boundary, such that it 

would be suitable for residential development and for 2ha of employment land, is sound.   

5. However, there are aspects of the TDC Local Plan which render it unsound as currently drafted. 

The subject of our objections can be considered in four elements;  

a. The OAHN for Tendring has not been properly established;  

b. There is a clear east/west divide in Tendring, where sites in the West are more likely 

to be deliverable (particularly in the short term);  

c. The Green Gap Policy should not be extended across the front of site No. UE4.3. 

d. There is an over reliance on Garden Communities as opposed to established locations 

to meet housing growth; The Colchester Fringe should not be included within the 

highest tier of settlement at this time; 

6. The reasons why these issues render the Local Plan as currently worded unsound is explained 

within this Supporting Statement.  We also set out the changes that should be made to the PDLP 

in order to make the Local Plan sound. 

OAHN for Tendring District 

7. We have significant concerns that Policy SP3 (Meeting Housing Needs) and Policy LP1 (Housing 

Supply) have not been positively prepared.  
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8. The NPPF is clear that Local Plans should seek to meet objectively assessed housing needs in full. 

9. Policy SP3 states that the authorities will identify sufficient deliverable sites in accordance with 

the table in SP3 (which for Tendring is 11,000 dwellings between 2013-33); and that each authority 

will maintain a five year supply of deliverable sites.  

10. It is considered that the OAHN for Tendring District is greater than 11,000 dwellings. While it is 

recognised that this is a minimum, in setting the Total Supply at 11,000 and the annual housing 

need at 550dpa, Policy SP3 fails to meet the objectively assessed housing need for the district. 

11. The Draft Local Plan (DLP) explains at paragraph 5.1.3 that the figure of 550 dwellings per annum 

is taken from the Objectively Assesses Housing Needs Study that was produced for Colchester 

Borough Council, Braintree District Council and Chelmsford City Council in 2015 and most recently 

updated in November 2016. 

12. It should be noted that November 2016 study (the OAHNS 2016) confirms at paragraph 8.35 that 

a range of between 500 and 600 dwellings per annum was identified as being the objectively 

assessed need for Tendring District.  Prior to this, the 2015 study had identified a housing need 

range of between 597 and 705 dwellings per annum based on the period 2013-2037. 

13. Given that the NPPF calls for the full, objectively assessed housing needs for market and affordable 

housing to be met, where an objectively assesses housing need range has been identified as being 

between 500 and 600, it is considered that 600 should be used for the purposes of plan-making if 

the Local Plan is to be consistent with national policy and positively prepared. 

14. There are a number of further concerns with the approach to determining objectively assessed 

housing need for the Local Plan which indicate the OAHN is greater than 600dpa. 

15. Government guidance confirms1 that the starting point for determining objectively assessed 

needs is the sub-national household projections (SNHP) – the household projections published by 

the Department for Communities and Local Government. 

16. Government guidance explains that, as household projections do not reflect unmet housing need, 

whilst official projections should be used as a starting point the consequences of past under 

delivery should be accounted for. 

                                                           
1 The Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) Paragraph: 015 Reference ID: 2a-015-20140306 
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17. Notwithstanding the above guidance, Tendring District Council have not used official projections 

as a starting point in the calculation of objectively assessed housing need.  Instead, the Council 

has identified an alternative ‘demographic starting point’, and applied a market uplift to this 

figure. 

18. The alternative ‘demographic starting point’ identified by the Council is 480 dwellings per annum 

for the period 2013-2037.  This is considerably lower than the starting point if one were to use the 

official projections, with the sub-national household projections suggesting 625 additional 

households per year in the District over the same time period. 

19. Within the OAHNS (2016) itself it is stated that the revised demographic starting point: 

“Should be treated with great caution because the size of the UPC made all demographic 

analysis potentially subject to large error”. (Paragraph 8.34. Emphasis added). 

And: 

“For now, our analysis of the latest demographic data suggests that the correct ‘demographic 

starting point’ remains 480dpa, with a large potential error.” (Paragraph 8.37. Emphasis 

added). 

20. It is clear that there is substantial doubt as to whether the revised ‘demographic starting point’ of 

480 dwellings is appropriate. 

21. Given this uncertainty, the fact that the approach taken departs from Government guidance, and 

that it results in a substantially lower figure than the official projections suggest at a time where 

the NPPF calls for needs to be met in full and for there to be a significant boost in housing land 

supply, it is considered wholly inappropriate to use a figure of 480 dwellings per annum as the 

demographic starting point. 

22. In the absence of an alternative figure, and having regard to Government guidance, the most 

appropriate figure to use as a starting point for the assessment of housing need would be 625 

dwellings per annum – based on the sub-national household projections. At present, Section 1 of 

the North Essex Authorities Local Plan and Section 2 of the TDC Local Plan are purposefully seeking 

to deliver fewer homes than are required across the Market Area. This is prior to considering any 

other factors such as migration from London or the inclusion of Chelmsford within the Market 

Area.  It is considered that there are sufficient suitable sites submitted to the council in order for 
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the full OAN to be met, and that failure to deliver against the full OAN would lead to an unsound 

Plan. 

23. Policy SP3 also confirms that the Council will maintain a five year supply of deliverable sites.   

24. The council’s January 2016 OAN Update Report by PBA has guided the Local Plan decisions in 

relation to housing supply. Paragraphs 7.75 – 7.81 confirm that TDC has consistently failed to meet 

the OAN set under various Plans. The Structure Plan period (1996-2011) resulted in an 

undersupply of 385 dwellings; the East of England RSS (2001- 2011) resulted in a shortfall of 781 

dwellings; the Replacement Local Plan (2004-2011) has a shortfall of 228 dwellings. Following a 

‘reset’ of the housing supply based on a new SHMA in 2012/13, the council had under-delivered 

by 929 dwellings. With a more accurate OAHN of 625dpa, the council is considered to have under-

delivered by some 1,244 dwellings.  The PBA report also makes clear the link between planning 

for the delivery of land for housing and the influence of market signals at paragraph 7.94: 

Thirdly in Tendring the lack of plan coverage make it very difficult to conclude that market 

signals were not influenced by the lack of development land being made available. Should 

more land have been made available development may have been higher. 

25. Paragraph 17 states that Plans should take account of market signals, such as affordability, when 

allocating land.  The NPPG explains at paragraph 019 (Reference ID: 2a-019-20140306) how 

Market Signals should be taken into account, including:  

House Prices - Mix adjusted house prices (adjusted to allow for the different types of houses 

sold in each period) measure inflation in house prices. Longer term changes may indicate an 

imbalance between the demand for and the supply of housing. The Office for National 

Statistics publishes a monthly House Price Index at regional level. The Land Registry also 

publishes a House Price Index and Price Paid data at local authority level. 

26. We are aware of significant house price increases of around 20% between 2013-2017, indicating 

that demand is increasing and not decreasing, contrary to the council’s approach which is to 

reduce its annual housing supply to a mid-point between OAHN estimates.  It is considered that 

in setting its housing supply, the Council have not fully considered market signals.  

27. In addition, a report prepared by Lichfields and attached at appendix 2 to this representation 

raises similar concerns regarding the OAHN and highlights further the difficulties with the 

Council’s approach to identifying an OAHN. 
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28. TDC cannot currently identify a five year supply of land as the Plan does not allocate a sufficient 

variety of sites to provide for the housing need, plus a considerable undersupply. We estimate the 

housing supply to be approximately 3.4yrs. In addition, land would need to be brought forward 

from later periods in the plan to provide a buffer for the delivery of housing land in accordance 

with paragraph 47 of the NPPF. At present, it is not clear how the allocated sites in the plan would 

be capable of delivering the homes needed within the first five years, in accordance with Policy 

SP3.  It is considered that additional sites will need to be identified within the Plan in order to 

provide sufficient variety of sites to deliver the homes needed.   

29. For TDC The target of delivering 11,000 dwellings should be increased to a minimum of 12,278 

dwellings to 2033, or 625dpa for the period 2013-37. Combined with a lack of supply in earlier 

periods, the five year supply is substantially greater than 550dpa.   

30. Accordingly, we agree with paragraph 1.39 that ‘Provision of sufficient housing is critical to meet 

the needs of a growing population and for the effective functioning of local economies.’ It is 

therefore concerning that for Tendring District, Section 1 of the LP identifies too few homes to be 

delivered over the plan period. It is therefore considered that Policy SP3 and LP1 are unsound as 

presently drafted. 

The West of the District Provides More Viable Sites  

31. There is a clear east/west divide in Tendring District.  This is recognised by a search on Zoopla 

where the average value of properties in Manningtree is £307,000, whereas in Clacton it is 

£222,000. This indicates a potential 30% variation in property values across the district from West 

to East. 

32. In identifying sites that would assist with the five year supply and the delivery of homes over the 

Plan Period, there is a clear indication that sites within the West of the district are far more 

deliverable and therefore have a greater chance of providing the housing need for the district. 

However, this is a factor that the local plan has not acknowledged, with SPL1 focusing growth on 

Clacton and Harwich and a long-term delivery at the Colchester Boarders Garden Community 

(CBGC). 

33. In a district with such variance in values it is important for the Local Plan to focus growth on more 

desirable higher value areas where they can be delivered. As such, it is our view that more growth 

should be directed at Manningtree, Lawford and Mistley, as well as the more desirable villages. 
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This will help ensure that the required levels of housing provision are delivered, which is of the 

utmost importance in a district that has consistently undersupplied over the last 15 years. 
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Green Gap Policy PPL6 

34. Local Plan proposals map for Mistley identifies a proposed extension of the Green Gap along the 

northern boundary of site UE4.3.  Policy PPL6 – Strategic Green Gaps – states that development 

will not be permitted within these areas ‘which would result in the joining of settlements or 

neighbourhoods, or which would erode their separate identities by virtue of their closer proximity.’ 

35. We are concerned that in determining the extent of the Green Gap in Mistley and setting out a 

restrictive policy for development within the Green Gap, the Council have not sought to justify 

extending the designation onto the northern part of the site.  

36. The supporting paragraphs state that ‘the primary purpose of this designation is to maintain an 

appropriate degree of physical separation between nearby settlements or neighbourhoods’ (para. 

7.6.1).  The extended gap in Mistley is presumably intended to secure a separation between 

Mistely and Lawford, which boarder each other.   

37. The site is subject to an approval for 300 dwellings and 2ha of employment space. The application 

respects the Green Gap to the north of the site as this was identified in emerging plans.  However, 

the inclusion of the open space to the north of the site should not be considered as supporting 

the proposed Green Gap.  

38. It is considered that the separation secured by the proposed Green Gap is essentially meaningless 

and has a negative impact on the ability of the site to provide both an appropriate frontage to the 

site along Long Road and a more meaningful area of useable open space within and throughout 

the site, in accordance with good design. This is particularly relevant towards the southern 

boundary where the site adjoins the countryside.  The restriction imposed by the green gap 

prevents the residential development from being arranged in a more attractive and functional 

form, linking together the two disconnected sets of buildings along Long Road, with a more 

continuous street frontage.  

39. In determining the extent of the Green Gap in Mistley, it is considered that the Council have 

applied the proposed policies from earlier drafts of the Local Plan, when development was not 

anticipated on land to the south of Long Road, and have not justified the designation of this part 

of the Green Gap. 

40. Given the large-scale removal of Green Gap in other parts of the Plan in order to meet housing 

need, the extension of the designation onto this site is considered to be erroneous.  
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Over-Reliance on Garden Communities.  

41. Notwithstanding the general concerns with Policy SPL1, that is does not provide clarity on how a 

planning application would be determined, we have specific comments on the inclusion of the 

Colchester Boarders Garden Community (CBGC) in the highest tier of the Policy.  

42. It is considered that the Tendring Colchester Boarders Garden Community (together with the 

other garden Communities) does not yet justify the status of Strategic Urban Settlement as it does 

not yet exist.  It is considered that this area should be within a separate category to the established 

settlements that are listed in the Policy.  

43. Paragraphs 3.2.1.1.1-5 provide a working definition for the Strategic Urban Settlements. These 

state that:  

‘Strategic Urban settlements’ have the larger populations and a wide range of existing 

infrastructure and facilities, making them the most sustainable locations for growth’.   

44. Almost by definition, this cannot be applied to the CBGC. It therefore warrants its own category 

within the DLP and the Settlement Hierarchy included in SPL1.  

45. The importance of this amendment is in the application of policy to any development proposals 

over the plan period. The need for a separate category is emphasised with reference to Strategic 

Policy SP2. This sets out the spatial strategy for North Essex, confirming that ‘Each local authority 

will identify a hierarchy of settlements where new development will be accommodated according 

to the role of the settlement, sustainability, its physical capacity and local needs. 

46. It is considered that, in identifying the Colchester Boarders Garden Community in the highest tier 

of settlement, the Council have not applied the criteria in SP2.  The ‘role’ of the Garden Community 

is expected to grow over the Plan Period but at present it does not provide the same scale of 

facilities and services to be comparable to Clacton or Harwich, or even the Smaller Urban 

Settlements. Indeed, even by the end of the Plan Period the CBGC is anticipated to consist of no 

more than 1,250 dwelling. 

47. The purpose of including Colchester Boarders GC in the top tier of the hierarchy is presumably to 

be able to direct development towards the new community.  However, it is considered that there 

is a sufficient focus on the new GC for it to be delivered in a predictable fashion as infrastructure 

and services are made available, in accordance with the Council’s masterplanning proposals. 

Accordingly, development that is not already anticipated to be delivered at the GCs should be 
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directed towards established towns and settlements as these are, currently, the most sustainable 

locations, in accordance with SP1 and SP2.  

48. To rectify this matter, the Council should isolate the Colchester Boarders GC from the settlement 

hierarchy as a separate, fledgling or emerging settlement. Given that Garden Communities are 

specifically referenced in Policy SP2, it would appear logical to place the Colchester Boarders GC 

in a separate category and that development proposals should be directed to the established 

towns and settlements, particularly over the early period of the Plan, and not towards the CBGC.   

49. This matter was raised at Preferred Options stage by our client and has not been addressed in the 

DLP. 

Additional Concerns with Local Plan Policies 

50. Policy SPL2 needs to be re-worded as it states that each of the settlements ‘listed below’ are 

defined within a settlement development boundary.  The settlements are not listed.  

51. Paragraph 3.2.3.2 does not appear to relate properly to Policy SPL2 or SPL1 (as stated within the 

paragraph) as it states that: ‘Within the plan period new residential development in these 

settlements identified in Policy SPL1 will be limited to small infill sites within Settlement 

Development Boundaries’.  This approach does not appear to be consistent with the aims of the 

DLP and confuses how SP1 will be applied when determining planning applications.   

52. Policy LP3 – Housing Density requires further clarity. Paragraph 3.15 of the council’s 2014 SHLAA 

states that: ‘The general approach for sites within existing urban areas has been to apply a density 

multiplier of 30 dwellings per hectare.  Because one of the Council’s top priorities is to deliver a 

lower density of development that provides spacious, more aspirational, properties with larger 

gardens and wider streets, the general approach to calculating potential density on a large, typical 

greenfield site is to apply a density multiplier of 25 dwellings per hectare to 90% of the 

developable site area (to allow for the provision of open spaces and other infrastructure) around 

the district’s larger urban settlements (Clacton, Colchester Fringe, Harwich and Frinton/Walton) 

and a density multiplier of 20 dwellings per hectare around the smaller urban areas of 

Manningtree, Lawford and Mistley, Brightlingsea and the villages. 

53. It is not clear within the Plan how the housing densities have been applied to individual sites, or 

whether the land allocated for development at the above densities will be sufficient to meet the 

needs of the district. 
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54. More crucially, it is considered that the density of development should be considered in relation 

to the character of a settlement and the need to make full and effective use of land. 

55. There is considered to be a need for greater clarity as to how the Strategic Polices in Section 1 of 

the DLP and the Local Policies set out in Section 2 will be applied to planning applications.  There 

is a risk that competing Policies do not seek to achieve the same aims.  For example, Policy SP6 – 

Place Shaping Principles requires: ‘All new development must meet the highest standards of urban 

and architectural design.’ While policies LP2, LP3 and LP4 provide specific standards for Tendring, 

which could be incompatible with the high bar set out in Policy SP6. For example, these policies 

include: 

• Support will also be given to innovative development proposals 

• subject to consideration of other Local Plan policies.  

• must achieve an appropriate housing density;  

• national minimum internal floor-space standards 

• regard to the character of development; 

• ensure a positive contribution towards the District’s ‘sense of place’, 

• respect the character of Tendring District by delivering housing development at densities 

more in keeping with the semi-rural nature of parts of the District; 

• delivering housing development at densities in keeping with the urban nature of parts 

of the District and: 

• In determining planning applications, the Council will also refer to the guidance provided 

in the Essex Design Guide for Residential & Mixed-Use Developments, ‘Building for Life’ 

and the ‘Manual for Streets’ and as  superseded. 

56. It is considered that the above list is not necessarily compatible with Policy SP6 and that there 

should either be a clear separation in which policies will apply to development in different 

locations, or an amendment to SP6 to remove the high bar for standards of architectural design. 

As currently drafted, SP6 is not consistent with National Policy.  

57. Equally, the Council explicitly seeks to embrace Garden City Principles within all development in 

the District (paragraph 5.4.2). it is considered that Garden City Principles will not be appropriate 

in all situations and that this approach may result in an inefficient use of land, particularly around 

transport hubs and the most sustainable settlements. While there is an exception for Town 

Centres, these are a narrow set of locations compared to the urban extent of the district. An 
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approach that favours one type of layout over another is not considered to fully embrace the 

emphasis in SP6 or the expectations of paragraph 65 of the NPPF.  

58. We support the allocation of employment uses set out in Policy PP7. 
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Draft Tendring District Local Plan: 2013-2033 
and Beyond –Policy SP3: Meeting Housing Needs 
 

Issued July 2017 

1.0 Introduction 

1.1 Policy SP3: Meeting Housing Needs, identifies the level of housing growth that Tendring 

District Council [TDC] considers is necessary to meet the District’s objectively assessed housing 

needs [OAHN].  This is identified in the Policy as 550 dwellings per annum [dpa], with the total 

minimum housing supply in the 20-year Plan Period (2013-2033) equating to 11,000.  The 550 

dpa target is underpinned by housing evidence produced by a variety of consultants since 2015, 

with the most recent OAHN evidence contained within Peter Brett Associate’s [PBA’s] 

“Objectively Assessed Housing Needs Study Update” (November 2016). 

2.0 Consideration of Policy SP3 

2.1 The National Planning Policy Framework [NPPF, §47] is clear that local authorities should use 

their evidence base to ensure that their Local Plans meet the full, objectively assessed needs for 

market and affordable housing in the housing market area.  Furthermore, the scale, mix and 

range of tenures identified should take into account up-to-date household and population 

projections, factoring in migration and demographic change [§159]. 

2.2 TDC’s most recent OAHN report, dated November 2016, provides an assessment of housing 

need for Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester and Tendring.  It updates previous OAHN studies 

and concludes that: 

“The 2014-based official projection sets a ‘demographic starting point’ for Tendring of 675 dpa. 

This is very close to the 705 in the same version of the projections.  Our technical audit shows 

that the 2014 projections are affected by the same errors as the 2012 ones, and hence they 

overstate housing need in the same way. The ONS is currently reviewing mid-year population 

estimates for the years since the 2011 Census, in order to eliminate these systematic errors. But 

the results will only become available in 2017. 

For now, our analysis of the latest demographic data suggests that the correct ‘demographic 

starting point’ remains 480 dpa, with a large potential error. Our analysis of past provision 

and market signals shows that Tendring’s position has not changed, so we still consider that a 

market signals uplift to 550 dpa is justified. As before, Experian’s analysis suggests that there 

is no need for ‘future jobs’ uplift.  

2.3 In summary, our best assessment of housing need for Tendring over the plan period remains 

550 dpa.” [paragraphs 8.36-8.38] 

2.4 City & Country has serious concerns with the methodology adopted by the Council and their 

consultants, and ultimately the justification behind the 550 dpa housing target.  We reserve the 

right to provide further evidence at the EiP stage by preparing an independent assessment of 

housing needs. 
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2.5 At this time we raise the following initial concerns regarding the robustness of the Council’s 550 

dpa housing target. 

Evolution of the OAHN and the demographic starting point 

2.6 The process by which Tendring District Council’s OAHN has been derived is unorthodox and 

does not robustly align with either the NPPF or the Planning Practice Guidance [PPG] on the 

subject.  In particular, the PPG states that the household projections prepared by CLG (and 

based upon ONS’s SNPP) should form the starting point for estimating of housing needs, but 

that these may require adjustment to reflect future changes and local demographic factors that 

are not captured in the projections1.  Any such adjustments must be properly evidenced and 

robustly justified2. 

Unattributable Population Change 

2.7 The Council’s OAHN evidence fails to accord with the PPG methodology as it does not use the 

SNPP/SNHP as a baseline position.  Instead, PBA applies an adjusted 10 year migration trend 

that makes a very substantial adjustment for Unattributable Population Change [UPC]. 

2.8 UPC is the result of either misrecording of the total population at the 2001 and/or 2011 

censuses, misrecording of migration, or a combination of these factors.  The definitive source is 

unknown, and ONS excluded this from both the 2012-based SNPP and the subsequent 2014-

based iteration3 on the grounds that it could not be demonstrated that UPC measured a bias in 

the trend data that would continue in the future. 

2.9 The 2014-based SNPP is based on trends (in births, deaths and migration) observed over the 5-6 

preceding years.  ONS’s report on UPC4 states that migration errors are likely to have a bigger 

impact in the early 2000s due to improvements in estimating migration over time.  Hence, 

although UPC between the 2001 and 2011 Censuses was relatively large in Tendring District, the 

2014-based SNPP draws trends from a period where methods of estimation were improved 

(rather than the early 2000s) and are likely to remain a robust and suitable starting point for 

projecting population growth. 

2.10 Furthermore, the Council’s evidence also makes an error of judgement when it seeks to place all 

of the blame for the population discrepancy on international and internal migration.  The ONS’s 

UPC data tool (published in July 2015) indicates that rolling forward the population estimates 

from the 2001 Census was at least partly to blame for the discrepancy in the Mid-Year 

Population Estimates [MYE]. 

2.11 Given the significant uncertainties concerning what caused the UPC error in the 

first place; when it occurred between 2001 and 2011; and whether it is still 

happening in the future (for which there is no robust evidence), it is entirely 

inappropriate to base the District’s Local Plan housing strategy on this scenario.  

Moreover, unless this is done on a consistent basis within and between HMAs, 

such UPC adjustments will lead to significant unintended consequences. 

                                                             
1 ID: 2a-015-20140306 
2 ID: 2a-017-20140306 
3ONS (January 2014): 2012-based SNPP: Report on Unattributable Population Change 
4ibid 
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2.12 It should be noted that adjustments for UPC have previously been considered by Local Plan 

Inspectors, and the notion of adjusting or correcting migration to address UPC has been 

comprehensively rejected for both the Eastleigh Local Plan5 and the Vale of Aylesbury Plan 

Strategy6. 

Recent Population Growth 

2.13 The Council’s housing consultants consider that for Tendring District the official ONS SNPP and 

CLG SNHP are not robust and over-state levels of growth due to UPC mis-recording net 

migration.  The passage of time since the SNPP base date means that new MYE data is now 

available by which the SNPP can be verified and updated to reflect the actual population.  The 

PPG requires this information to be taken into consideration when adjusting household 

projection-based estimates of OAHN7. 

2.14 The 2016 MYE indicate that the total population of Tendring District was approximately 1,400 

higher than projected by both the 2012-based and 2014-based SNPPs.  Furthermore, the rate of 

growth between 2013 and 2016 has been significantly higher than either of the SNPPs projected, 

whilst the contribution of net migration to population growth has been between c.1,610 and 

c.1,980 higher than the SNPPs projected. 

2.15 This not only provides justification for applying a level of growth that is above that anticipated 

by either the 2012- or 2014-based SNPPs (since these projections have already been significantly 

exceeded in the first three years); it also very clearly demonstrates that the SNPPs have not 

over-estimated potential population growth and that no downward adjustment is 

therefore required to take account of UPC. 

Household Formation Rates 

2.16 Lower levels of household formation rates between 2001 and 2011 (which informed both the 

2014- and 2012-based SNHPs) are likely to reflect recent constraints on housing availability and 

affordability (both through supply-side factors such as house building and demand-side factors 

such as mortgage availability and household incomes) which have unduly suppressed household 

formation.  Any rate of household formation which continues to perpetuate such suppressed 

household formation rates is essentially suppressing a household’s ability to form in the future 

(thereby reducing estimates of need). 

2.17 This has not been taken into account by the Council’s housing consultants in their OAHN 

modelling.  Future scenarios should seek to accelerate headship rate formation to 

better reflect longer term trends, particularly for younger age groups. 

Realistic Assessment of Job Growth 

2.18 The PPG requires an assessment of likely job growth to be undertaken, looking at past trends in 

job growth and/or economic forecasts, whilst also considering growth in the working age 

population8.  We have significant concerns regarding the robustness of the approach used to 

help justify the 550 dpa, and particularly the extent to which a bespoke Experian projection 

relies on Hollis’s UPC-modified data inputs to generate a much younger age profile.  We are also 

                                                             
5Eastleigh Borough Local Plan, Inspector’s Report, February 2015 
6Vale of Aylesbury Plan Strategy Examination, Inspector’s Report on DtC and Soundness Tests, January 2014 
7 ID: 2a-017-20140306 
8 ID: 2a-018-20140306 
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concerned about the increasing reliance on unusual assumptions concerning unemployment 

and economic activity and the resultant peculiarities in the resultant Experian modelling.  All of 

these points risk under-estimating the number of new homes required to align 

with future employment growth in Tendring. 

Meeting London’s Unmet Needs 

2.19 The London Plan has an unmet need of between 9,000 and 20,000 homes per annum.  This 

unmet need may manifest itself in Local Authority areas accessible to London, such as Tendring.  

Recognising this, the NPPF requires such needs to be met in accordance with the duty to 

cooperate, with surrounding areas having to meet London’s unmet needs. 

2.20 PBA makes no addition to Tendring’s OAHN to meet any of London’s unmet needs.  Based on 

relative migration and commuting analysis, TDC should be accepting a suitable 

proportion of London’s unmet housing needs in addition to the District’s own 

OAHN. 

Affordable Housing Needs 

2.21 An understanding of the level of affordable housing need that exists in a local area represents an 

important element in the assessment of the OAHN.  City & Country has significant concerns 

regarding the robustness of some of the SHMA’s assumptions underpinning the resultant need 

of 163 affordable units annually in Tendring, including the decision to remove all single person 

households aged under 35 from the revised calculation of affordable housing need if they can 

afford the LHA shared room rate.  This and other non-standard adjustments risk 

under-estimating the true level of affordable housing need, which could 

necessitate an uplift to the 550 dpa. 

Summary 

2.22 In summary, against the requirements of The Framework, City & Country considers that the 

Council’s assessment of objectively assessed need is flawed and fails to cater fully for demand.  

TDC’s housing consultants have failed to correctly use the latest SNHP as the starting point in 

assessing housing needs; they have made erroneous adjustments to past migration trends to 

address UPC (around which there is considerable uncertainty); more recent population 

estimates and accelerated headship rates suggest that the SNHP could actually be under-

estimating future household growth; and there are no suitable adjustments for addressing 

affordable housing need, economic growth or the wider unmet needs of Greater London. 

2.23 Much of the work done by TDC’s housing consultants since the 2015 Edge Analytics report has 

simply been to back-fill and retrospectively justify the 480 dpa figure (with a 15% uplift for 

market signals to get to 550 dpa) by using a supply-led approach.  We consider that this 

approach does not accord with the PPG or recent High Court Judgements on the matter. 

2.24 The 550 dpa target in Policy SP3 falls well short of the demographic starting point of 614 hpa 

between 2013 and 2033 (625 hpa between 2013 and 2037), which would rise to 662 dpa (674 

dpa to 2037) following the application of a suitable allowance9 for vacant units/second homes.  

The application of a 15% market signals uplift would raise this figure still further, to 761 dpa 

                                                             
9An overall vacancy rate of 7.2% for Tendring District was used by Edge Analytics in their work on the OAHN calculation in The Greater 
Essex Demographic Forecasts 2013-2037 Phase 7 Main Report (2015) 
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(775 dpa to 2037).  This is 38% higher than the Council’s adjusted housing target before any of 

the other suggested adjustments are made for accelerated headship rates, economic growth 

needs, affordable housing requirements, London Plan unmet need contributions and so forth. 

3.0 Recommended Changes 

3.1 In order to address the conflicts above and ensure that the policy criteria set out within Policy 

SP3 are sound, it is requested that TDC: 

1 Updates its housing evidence to meet objectively assessed development requirements. 

There is a need to undertake a more robust, evidence-based, approach to assessing the need 

for housing in TDC over the period 2013-2033, using the CLG’s latest household projections 

as the starting point. 

2 Amends Policy SP3 to ensure the delivery of sufficient levels of housing to meet demand in 

the LPA area. 

3.2 City & Country reserves the right to provide more detailed representations (including an 

independent assessment of housing needs) on Tendring District Council’s OAHN during the 

next stage of the Local Plan. 
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The 3 Plans have been published in order for 
representations to be made prior to submission 
of the documents to the Planning Inspectorate 
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examined by a Planning Inspector. The purpose 
of the examination is to consider whether the Plan 
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co-operate and is sound. 
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Publication Draft Local Plan Section 1 - A set 
of strategic policies constructed in partnership 
between the three authorities and Essex 
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required.
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policies and is used to determine planning 
applications. If you wish to comment on the 
Braintree Publication Draft Local Plan Section 
2 you should send your comments to Braintree 
District Council.
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about the Publication Draft Local Plan please 
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planningpolicy@braintree.gov.uk or by phone on 
01376 552525 and ask for Planning Policy.
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Part A - Personal Details
Please note that it is not possible for 
representations to be considered anonymously. 
Representations will be published on the 
Council’s websites and included as part of the 
Publication Draft Local Plan submissions to 
the Inspector. Address and contact details will 
removed from published responses. (Village/town 
shown). 

The Council reserves the right not to publish or 
take into account any representations which it 
considers offensive or defamatory.  

Please supply an email address if you have one 
as it will allow us to contact you electronically. 
Everyone who submits a representation will be 
added to the relevant consultation database (if 
not already included) so that we can keep you 
up to date with the plan. If you do not wish to be 
contacted in this way please state this clearly on 
the form.  

If an agent or consultant has been engaged to act 
on your behalf please fill in both sets of details in 
full. Correspondence will be sent to the agent. If 
you are a landowner with an agent acting on your 
behalf, please ensure that your agent knows the 
site name and reference number which your site 
has been given.  

Part B - Representation
Please specify which section of the Publication 
Draft Local Plan your comments relate to, by 
choosing one of the following;  

Section 1 A response to this section will be 
reported to all 3 authorities. 

Section 2 Colchester       
Section 2 Tendring          
Section 2 Braintree

Which part of the plan are you responding to 
(please use one form per submission):

Paragraph:  for a representation on wording or  
paragraph content    

Policy: for a representation on the wording  
or inclusion or omission of a policy       

Other: for example a map inset number, 
site reference  or the wording or  
content of tables or appendices

Legal Compliance and Duty 
to Co-operate
If commenting on how the Publication Draft 
Local Plan has been prepared, it is likely that 
your comments will relate to a matter of legal 
compliance.  

The Inspector will check that the Plan meets the 
legal requirements  

You should consider the following before making 
a representation on legal compliance:

• The Plan should be included in the current
Local Development Scheme (LDS) and the
key stages should have been followed.

• The process of community involvement
for the Plan in question should be in general
accordance with the Statement of
Community Involvement (SCI).

• The Plan should comply with the Town
and County Planning (Local Planning)
(England) Regulations 2012 (the Regulations).
On publication, the LPA must publish the
documents prescribed in the Regulations;
making them available on its website and at
its principal offices. It must also notify the
Local Plan bodies (as set out in the
Regulations) and any persons who have
requested to be notified.

• The LPA must provide a Sustainability
Appraisal Report. This should identify
the process by which it has been carried out,
baseline information used to inform the
process and the outcomes of that process.

• LPAs will be expected to provide evidence of
how they have complied with the Duty to
Co-operate.

• Non-compliance with the duty to cooperate
cannot be rectified after the Plan’s
submission. Therefore the Inspector has no
power to recommend modifications in this
regard. Where the duty has not been
complied with, the Inspector has no choice
but to recommend non-adoption of the Plan.

These plans are 
specific to each 
authority.

}



Soundness 
Soundness is explained in National Planning 
Policy Framework (NPPF) paragraph 182. The 
Inspector has to be satisfied that the Plan is 
positively prepared, justified, effective and 
consistent with national policy.  

More details and further guidance on what is 
meant by the term ‘soundness’ can be found 
below and at; www.planningportal.gov.uk

Positively prepared 
This means that 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 reasonable alternatives, 
based  on a proportionate, robust and credible 
evidence base. 

Effective
The Plan should be deliverable over its period 
and based on effective joint working on cross-
boundary strategic priorities, sound infrastructure 
delivery planning and no regulatory or national 
planning barriers. It should be flexible to changing 
circumstances 

Consistent with national policy 
The Plan should be consistent with national 
policy. Departure must be clearly justified. 

If you think the content of the Plan is not sound 
because it does not include a policy where it 
should do, you should go through the following 
steps before making representations:  

• Is the issue with which you are concerned
already covered specifically by national
planning policy? If so it does not need to be
included?

• Is what you are concerned with covered by
any other policies in the Plan on which you
are seeking to make representations or in any
other Plan?

• If the policy is not covered, how is the Plan
unsound without the policy?

• If the Plan is unsound without the policy, what
should the policy say?

Using the spaces provided please give details of 
why you think the Publication Draft Local Plan is 
not ‘sound having regard to the legal compliance, 
duty to cooperate and the four requirements 
set out above. You should try to support your 
representation by evidence showing why the Plan 
should be modified. If your representation is
over 100 words please include a summary of 
its main points in the box provided.

It will be helpful if you also say precisely 
how you think the Plan should be modified. 
Representations should cover succinctly all 
information, evidence and supporting information 
necessary to support/justify the representation 
and suggested modification, as there will not 
normally be a further opportunity to make 
submissions based on the original representation 
made at publication.    

Where there are groups who share a common 
view on how they wish to see a Plan modified, 
it would be very helpful for that group to send 
a single representation which represents the 
view. In such cases the group should indicate 
how many people it is representing and how the 
representation has been authorised.  

All the formal representations received during this 
stage will be submitted to and considered by the 
appointed independent Planning Inspector at the 
public examination on the Plan. The process is 
likely to include public hearings. The Inspector 
will determine the most appropriate procedure to 
adopt to hear those who choose to participate at 
this stage. If you would like to appear and speak 
at the hearings, please state this and explain 
in the space provided why you consider it is 
necessary that you participate.  

Representations can be sent:

• Via the Council’s online consultation portal: 
www.braintree.gov.uk/
publicationdraftLP

• Via a representation form which can
be downloaded from the website and 
returned via email to
localplan@braintree.gov.uk

• or by post to:
Planning Policy,
Braintree District Council
Causeway House
Braintree
CM7 9HB 



Responses are encouraged via the council’s online consultation system available on the website,  
see www.braintree.gov.uk/newlp  However, this form can be returned electronically to  
localplan@braintree.gov.uk or in hard copy if necessary to:

Planning Policy, Braintree district Council, Causeway House, Bocking End, braintree, CM7 9HB 
The consultation runs from 9am Friday, 16th June to 5pm on Friday, 28th July 2017

This form has two parts: 
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REPRESENTATION FORM
Please Note: If your representation relates to Section One of the North Essex Strategic Plan / Garden 
Communities you only need to respond to one of the Local Authorities. All representations received by 
Braintree, Colchester and Tendring relating to Section One of the Plan(s) will be submitted together.

You do not need to return this form if you have completed a response using any of the Council’s online 
systems for this consultation. Duplicates will not be considered

Please specify which section of the Publication Draft Local Plan your comments relate to by 
choosing one of the following: 

  Section 1        Section 2 Colchester        Section 2 Tendring         Section 2 Braintree 

Which part of the section are you responding to? 

e.g. Paragraph/Policy/Map/Other

Do you consider the Local Plan is Legally compliant? 
  Yes        No

Does it comply with the Duty to Co-operate? 
  Yes        No

Do you consider the Local Plan is Sound? 
  Yes        No

If you do not consider the Local Plan is sound, please specify on what grounds: 
  Positively prepared        Justified        Effective        Consistent with National Policy

Enter your full representation here: 

PART B

Continue onto next page



If your representation is more than 100 words, please provide a brief summary here:



Please specify the changes needed to be made to make the Plan sound / legally compliant

Do you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination? 
  Yes        No

If Yes - you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you 
consider this to be necessary

Please note the inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear 
those who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

Did you raise the matter that is the subject of your representation with the LPA earlier  
in the process of the preparation of the Local Plan 

  Yes        No

If yes which stage 
  Issues and Options        Preferred Options

Do you wish to be notified? 

  When the document is submitted for independent examination? 

  When the Inspectors Report is published? 

  When document is adopted?

Braintree & Tendring: Return by 5pm 28th July 2017 
(responses to section 2 Braintree and Tendring will not be accepted after this date. After 

this date responses to Section 1 should be sent to Colchester Borough Council)

Colchester: Return by 5pm 11th August 2017
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INTRODUCTION 

1.1 These representations have been prepared by Strutt & Parker on behalf of Ray Chapman 

Associates and relate to the Draft Local Plan consultation by the North Essex Authorities 

(Section 1) and Tendring District Council (Section 2). 

1.2 We consider the proposed Plan to be unsound.  The Plan has not been positively prepared 

to the extent that it does not seek to meet the Objectively Assessed Housing Needs for the 

Market Area, particularly in relation to the housing supply (including five year supply) for 

Tendring District.   

1.3 We are concerned that aspects of the plan are not justified, including the selection of some 

sites. 

1.4 We have significant concerns that the Plan is not legally compliant as it does not follow the 

SA/SEA procedures in relation to site selection. 

SP3 and LP1 – Meeting Housing needs & OAHN 

1.5 Household projections from CLG, Table 406, indicate a household growth of 12,280 

dwellings will be needed in Tendring between 2013-2033, equal to 613dpa for 20yrs. Taking 

the Council’s period of 2013-37 for annual growth, this is 625dpa. 

1.6 We are concerned that the housing supply set out in SP3 will not be sufficient to deliver the 

OAHN for the District.  Accordingly, the proposed housing development should be increased 

to meet the OAHN and additional sites should be identified in sustainable locations to meet 

the full OAHN as required by the NPPF paragraph 47. Land south of Centenary Way has 

been identified through the evidence base as being more sustainable than allocated sites 

and, for the plan to be considered sound, must be allocated 

1.7 Policy SP3 identifies an OAN for Tendring District of 550dpa. In a document referred to as 

‘Methodology for the Five-Year Housing Supply and Prediction for 31 March 2017 Housing 

Land Supply’ the Council explains how it reached this position.  Whilst it is stated within the 

report itself that it does not represent the ‘official’ five-year housing land supply, TDC are 

utilising its findings for the purposes of plan making an decision-taking.  

1.8 The OAN is disputed and it is considered that the starting point for calculating the OAN is 

625dpa. Accounting for the significant deficit of homes not delivered in the current plan 

period and a 20% buffer in accordance with the NPPF, the five year housing requirement in 
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Tendring is 5,243 dwellings. Taking the council’s indicated supply, with adjustments for 

lapse rates, a total of 3,105 dwellings is identified. Added to a windfall allowance of 500 

dwellings, it is calculated that the Council can identify a best-case scenario of providing 

3.4yrs supply of land for housing.     

1.9 The Council have determined that they will pursue an OAN of 550dpa for the emerging Local 

Plan (2013 – 2033). The overall need over the 20yrs is therefore calculated by TDC to be 

11,000 dwellings (Policy SP3). The unorthodox calculation of OAN will need to be tested.  

1.10 The Council’s OAN Report by PBA, updated in January 2016, has guided the Local Plan 

decisions in relation to housing supply.  Paragraphs 7.75 – 7.81 confirm that TDC has 

consistently failed to meet the OAN set under various Plans.  The Structure Plan period 

(1996-2011) resulted in an undersupply of 385dwellings; the East of England RSS (2001-

2011) resulted in a shortfall of 781 dwellings; the Replacement Local Plan (2004-2011) has 

a shortfall of 228 dwellings. Following a ‘reset’ of the housing supply based on a new SHMA 

in 2012/13, the Council has under-delivered by -929 dwellings. 

1.11 The Report also makes clear the link between planning for the delivery of land for housing 

and the influence of market signals at paragraph 7.94:  

Thirdly in Tendring the lack of plan coverage make it very difficult to conclude that 

market signals were not influenced by the lack of development land being made 

available. Should more land have been made available development may have been 

higher. 

1.12 It is noted that TDC have persistently under delivered against the OAN, including in the most 

recent monitoring period (2015/16) when just 245 dwellings were delivered. While the 

Council have estimated that 640 dwellings have been delivered in 2016/17, this has not 

been confirmed in an AMR. Irrespective, in relation to the Council’s estimated five-year need 

of 884dpa, the council is still failing to deliver the homes required in accordance with the 

NPPF. 

1.13 Table 406 of the Household Projections by CLG should provide the starting point for 

identifying housing need. The Local Plan aims to deliver 11,000 dwellings over the Plan. For 

the above reasons, it is considered that the Local Plan will therefore fail to meet its 

objectively assessed need for housing, in conflict with the NPPF.  
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1.14 Policies SP3 and LP1 should be amended to increase the housing supply accordingly. Our 

client’s site would provide a sustainable site (see TDC 2016 SA), that is suitable and 

available (see TDC SHLAA) to accommodate a portion of the additional need.  

1.15 In addition to the above, we are concerned that the Council’s site allocations will not be able 

to deliver the housing proposed in Policy LP1. The Council’s Reg 18 Draft Local Plan stated 

that 2,780 dwellings would be delivered in Clacton On Sea.  Although sites have been 

removed from the Local Plan since that time, and a low density standard applied, the number 

of dwellings to be provided has remained the same.  There is therefore some doubt and a 

lack of clarity as to how the Council intend to deliver the numbers of dwellings indicated 

within the sites allocated. 

Windfall Allowance 

1.16 In addition, the Council is relying on the delivery of 1,399 dwellings from windfall sites (Policy 

LP1 – Small sites with planning consents and trend based completions). Paragraph 48 of 

the NPPF states that: 

“Local planning authorities may make an allowance for windfall sites in the five-year 

supply if they have compelling evidence that such sites have consistently become 

available in the local area and will continue to provide a reliable source of supply. 

Any allowance should be realistic having regard to the Strategic Housing Land 

Availability Assessment, historic windfall delivery rates and expected future trends, 

and should not include residential gardens” (emphasis added). 

1.17 The Draft Local Plan places significant reliance on windfall to meet housing need, with 12% 

of the total to be delivered through windfall development. 

1.18 By definition, there is considerable uncertainty as to how much of a contribution windfall will 

be able to make towards delivery housing. It is far from clear that it will be able to make the 

level of contribution that LP1 assumes. The scale of windfall development is presumably 

based on the assumption that historic levels of windfall provision will continue, but provides 

no evidence as to why this is the case, certainly nothing that can be considered “compelling” 

as required by the NPPF.  

1.19 While the Council may be able to demonstrate a consistent historic windfall for the purposes 

of its five year supply, there is no rationale for concluding that this will continue to provide a 

reliable source of supply. Historic windfall will have been achieved during a period when the 

Council had an out of date Local Plan and as such sustainable sites not identified in the 

2007 Local Plan will have been delivered.  
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1.20 The Local Plan 2013-33 should seek to meet the full OAHN by allocating sufficient land for 

housing. If the council rely on a significant windfall allowance to meet the OAHN, without 

clear justification in accordance with Paragraph 48 of the NPPF, the Plan will be unsound.  

1.21 The glossary to the NPPF confirms that Windfall Sites are those that: ‘have not been 

specifically identified as available in the Local Plan process. They normally comprise 

previously-developed sites that have unexpectedly become available’.  Relying on a high 

level of windfall is contrary to the definition of windfall and should be avoided, so that these 

sites provide a genuine boost above the identified need.   

1.22 Further, the Council’s evidence base indicates that it is able to identify a sufficient number 

of available, suitable and achievable sites in sustainable locations to meet the full OAHN.  

To rely on windfall sites, which are by definition those not identified in a local plan, may result 

in the Plan being unjustified and unsound.   

1.23 Additional sites should be identified to deliver the 1,399 dwellings indicated to be achieved 

through Windfall, such as site UE1.8. 

Policy SPL2 – Settlement Development Boundaries & Map B.6 - Clacton   

1.24 Policy SPL2 is implicitly connected with the Policies Map and Local Maps set out in a later 

section of the Local Plan.  Our objection relates to the boundaries proposed around Clacton 

and the rejection of demonstrably sustainable locations at a late stage in the Plan without 

justification in relation to the LP evidence base or National Planning Policy.  

1.25 The development boundaries have been created without full regard to the sustainability 

appraisal, which considered an earlier form of the Plan to represent a Sustainable approach 

to development and not the current version being consulted upon.  

1.26 The details relating to the removal of an otherwise sustainable site from the LP process are 

well recorded. The site is UE1.8 in the SHLAA and CL9 in the August 2016 Sustainability 

Appraisal (SA). The site appears to be CL10 in the June 2017 SA report, which is in itself 

confusing and not transparent. The site was removed as a result of a Planning Committee 

decision to refuse planning permission for a specific scheme of 175 dwellings. The planning 

committee decision was taken in-between two Local Plan decisions: the first being the Local 

Plan Committee which approved the contents of the LP Consultation, to include the above 

site; and the second being a Full Council meeting that removed the site from the 

Consultation.  It is considered that the proper process of establishing the most suitable and 

sustainable approach to delivering growth in Tendring has not therefore been undertaken.   
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1.27 In this single example, the Council made a decision to remove an otherwise sustainable site 

from the Local Plan process in conflict with its own evidence to date, that the site is a suitable 

location for development and required to make up the housing delivery sought.  We are 

uncertain how many other sites may have been removed for the same, or other, reasons at 

a late stage and without justification.  

1.28 The local plan is an evidence based process. Paragraph 158 of the NPPF sets out that each 

LPA should ensure the Local Plan is based on adequate, up-to-date and relevant evidence 

and that Local Plans are justified, that is, the plan should be the most appropriate strategy, 

when considered against the reasonable alternatives, based on proportionate evidence 

(paragraph 182).  Paragraph 14 of the PPG (ID:12-014-20140306) expands on this, stating 

that ‘The evidence needs to inform what is in the plan and shape its development rather 

than being collected retrospectively’. 

1.29 Paragraph 155 states that: Early and meaningful engagement and collaboration with 

neighbourhoods, local organisations and businesses is essential. A wide section of the 

community should be proactively engaged, so that Local Plans, as far as possible, reflect a 

collective vision and a set of agreed priorities for the sustainable development of the area, 

including those contained in any neighbourhood plans that have been made’. Paragraph 

157 expects Local Plans to: be based on co-operation with neighbouring authorities, public, 

voluntary and private sector organisations.  

1.30 Accordingly, our client’s site had been considered by the Council over a number of stages 

to represent a site that, on the basis of its evidence, is a sustainable location for residential 

growth. The merits of the site are set out elsewhere in this representation. With regards to 

the evidence, the site was supported by the Local Plan Committee in its final consideration 

of sites on Thursday 9th June 2016, which followed from continual assessment from July 

2014. The inclusion of the Site was based on relevant evidence and was justified in 

accordance with paragraph 182. 

1.31 The removal of the site from the spatial strategy, on the basis of a specific application, is 

considered to be incompatible with the objective and democratic plan making process 

outlined within the NPPF. Further, the removal of the site at a late stage is unlikely to be 

justified in relation to the evidence base, which up to that point supported the delivery of our 

client’s site. While the site is a single example of the Council’s failure to fully consider its 

evidence when finalising the DLP, we are concerned that its approach will have been 

replicated elsewhere, undermining the plan-making and democratic process. This could 

represent a critical failure of the Local Plan if explored in detail at examination.   
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1.32 These matters were raised at Regulation 18 stage. We are not aware of any response to 

these matters and therefore they are required to be raised again.  

1.33 To resolve this objection, the Council should consider the SA/SEA and the evidence base 

with a view to including those sites found to be sustainable, including Land South of 

Centenary Way, for residential development. It should amend the boundaries of the Local 

Map accordingly. This would reflect the preparation stages of the local plan and be justified 

in relation to the evidence.  At the least, the Council should repeat the consultation process 

and include all sustainable sites identified in the evidence base in order to enable the public 

and stakeholders to determine a collective vision and set of agreed priorities for the 

sustainable development of the district.  

Conflict between Evidence Base and Allocations 

1.34 The 2014 SHLAA informs the spatial distribution of development in the Local Plan. Two 

components of Hartley Gardens were considered with the SHLAA indicating that Land North 

of Cann Hall could deliver 2,205 dwellings and that Land West of Little Clacton Road could 

deliver 1,912 dwellings.  However, the SHLAA notes a ‘potential for development post 2031 

but significant upfront infrastructure investment would be required’.  

1.35 The council has not confirmed how the significant up front infrastructure will be delivered, or 

how the initial appraisal that development would deliver post-2031 has been brought forward 

sufficiently in order to anticipate its contribution towards the delivery of homes in Clacton 

within the Plan period.  The Plan must be capable of delivering the homes and infrastructure 

required.  It is concerning that the Council may have allocated a site that has significant 

infrastructure requirements in favour of sustainable sites that could deliver homes in the 

short and medium term, such as Land South of Centenary Way, Clacton (UE1.8).    

1.36 Similarly, it is not clear how the Plan aims to deliver the required homes on the identified 

sites.  There is a lack of information on the proposed density of strategic sites in order to 

understand whether the current allocations are likely to be able to deliver the homes sought.  

This is particularly important given the Council’s approach to housing density in LP3 - 

Housing Density – which requires further clarity.  

1.37 Paragraph 3.15 of the council’s 2014 SHLAA states that: ‘The general approach for sites 

within existing urban areas has been to apply a density multiplier of 30 dwellings per hectare.  

Because one of the Council’s top priorities is to deliver a lower density of development that 

provides spacious, more aspirational, properties with larger gardens and wider streets, the 

general approach to calculating potential density on a large, typical greenfield site is to apply 
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a density multiplier of 25 dwellings per hectare to 90% of the developable site area (to allow 

for the provision of open spaces and other infrastructure) around the district’s larger urban 

settlements (Clacton, Colchester Fringe, Harwich and Frinton/Walton) and a density 

multiplier of 20 dwellings per hectare around the smaller urban areas of Manningtree, 

Lawford and Mistley, Brightlingsea and the villages. 

1.38 It is not clear within the Plan how the housing densities have been applied to individual sites, 

or whether the land allocated for development at the above densities will be sufficient to 

meet the needs of the district. 

1.39 More crucially, it is considered that the density of development should be considered in 

relation to the character of a settlement and the need to make full and effective use of land. 

We are therefore not convinced that the Plan is effective in regards to paragraph 182 of the 

NPPF. 

Legal Compliance - Suitability of Site UE1.8 and SA/SEA 

1.40 The Site has been assessed through the SA process as CL9 – Land between London Road 

and Centenary Way for 175 dwellings as a ‘Preferred Site Allocation’ (Table 62; p.173 TDC 

SA Part 2 (August 2016)). This appears to have changed to CL10 in the recent update. 

Table 63 of the SA provides an appraisal of each of the Preferred and non-preferred sites, 

in which CL9 scores well.  The fact that CL9 is a Preferred Site highlights the unjustified 

removal of the site from the 2016 Reg.18 Consultation at a very late stage, and the failure 

of a corresponding re-assessment of the SA to establish whether the Plan still reflects the 

evidence prepared and the most sustainable option.  

1.41 The updated SA for Section 2 of the LP includes appendix 1 – appraisal of site allocations 

and reasonable alternatives for Strategic Mixed Use Sites (SMUS). This appendix identifies 

the dwelling capacities of site allocations in the DLP. Importantly, SAMU2 – Hartley 

Gardens, was submitted for 800-1,000 new homes (Table 64).  Table 66 identifies this site 

as ‘CL43’ which is assessed ‘as per the submission for SAMU2’, and ‘The subsequent 

appraisal of these areas forms the rest of the section‘.  

1.42 CL43 is an allocated site in the DLP, as Hartley Gardens and is proposed to deliver 1,700 

dwellings.  However, it is difficult to understand or identify whether there has been an 

assessment of the impact of a 1,700 dwellings development at this site, as distinct from the 

submitted quantum. Failure to fully consider the impact of development through an SA/SEA 

would fail the test of legal compliance. Further, it is not evident that the SA has guided the 

local plan process.  
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1.43 It is interesting to note that our client’s site is (presumably) identified as CL10, for 675 

dwellings. This is an earlier submission which has been updated to 175 dwellings through 

the recent submissions and consultation processes, since 2014. The failure to update this 

element of the SA assessment is concerning. 

1.44 Irrespective, CL43 (allocated) and CL10 (not allocated) receive identical assessments, with 

one exception, for which CL10 scores more favourably: 

a. Distance to secondary school (CL43 (-); CL10 (+) 

1.45 Given this position in the SA Assessment, it is difficult to understand the Council’s choice 

for allocating CL43 and not allocating CL10.  

1.46 Site CL10 was identified as a preferred site in earlier stages of the Local Plan preparation 

and was removed only following the refusal of application 15/01720/OUT by the Planning 

Committee.  That decision is the subject of an appeal.  Simultaneously, the site was removed 

from the preferred allocations of the Local Plan.  

1.47 The removal of the site (along with others) as the result of refusal of a specific application is 

considered to highlight the flawed approach with the Local Plan process. CL10 was 

demonstrated through the SA/SEA to be a sustainable location for development in both the 

Council’s evidence and the supporting reports of a planning application. Its removal is 

problematic for the justification of the Plan.  

1.48 Paragraph 182 of the NPPF states that to be justified the Plan ‘should be the most 

appropriate strategy, when considered against the reasonable alternatives, based on 

proportionate evidence’. The Draft Local Plan is not justified as it is not the most appropriate 

strategy.  Sustainable sites have not been allocated in the plan while sites that are 

dependent on significant infrastructure investment, including new settlements, have been 

identified to meet housing needs throughout the Plan period. The removal of sites appears 

to be solely due to the refusal of specific planning applications, which is not considered to 

be an appropriate approach for Local Plan decision making, which is an evidence based 

process.   

1.49 Accordingly, while the aim of achieving sustainable development is supported, we have 

concerns that the Council has not followed its evidence base in order to identify a 

sustainable strategy for the District.  The Sustainability Appraisal Part 2 does not assist with 

understanding whether the Council’s approach is the most appropriate as there are 

concerns with some of the conclusions within the scoring.  For example, Table 5 outlines 
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the scoring for Expanded Settlements and Garden Villages but there are significant 

concerns that Questions 2 and 6 do not appropriately consider the impact of new settlements 

and are artificially marked as ‘N/A’ for Garden Suburbs when these should be negative. 

Legal Compliance - SA Objectives 

1.50 The SA Objectives are considered in section 4.8 of the SA. SA1 seeks to provide decent 

and affordable homes for all concludes that, for LP1: 

Policy LP1 Reason for Selection – The Policy has been selected as it responds 

to the recommended housing supply figure emanating from the OAN Report 

(2015). In addition, the figure represents the most appropriate quantum for 

development in regard to the most suitable, available, deliverable and developable 

sites that were explored within the plan-making process.  

1.51 Given the significant concerns with the OAHN, and the date of the OAN report assessed 

within the SA, the assessment of LP1 in the SA is considered to be unsuitable for 

understanding the impact of the policy on the district.  

Policy PPL6 - Green Gap Policy 

1.52 The Local Plan proposals map for Clacton identifies the inclusion of a strategic Green Gap 

between Clacton and Little Clacton, subject to Policy PPL6.   

1.53 Policy PPL6 – Strategic Green Gaps – states that development will not be permitted within 

these areas ‘which would result in the joining of settlements or neighbourhoods, or which 

would erode their separate identities by virtue of their closer proximity’ and that  

‘Planning permission may be granted where 

…  

b. the development would not compromise the open setting between settlements or 

neighbourhoods; and  

c. the development would involve the creation of Green Infrastructure which would 

support the continuing function of the Strategic Green Gap. ‘  

1.54 We consider the Green Gap Policy between Little Clacton and Clacton to be entirely 

redundant and are concerned that both the restrictive nature of the Policy and the extent of 

the Green Gap on the proposals map, are not justified. The continued existence of this policy 

from the 2007 Local Plan has the following problems: 
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a. The purpose of the Policy in this location has been entirely eroded by allocation 

of significant areas of Green Gap (as defined in 2007) for development, including 

Hartley Gardens, Rouses Farm and land north of Centenary Way; 

b. The policy provides a mechanism for permitting development within a Green Gap 

that can be entirely managed through the application of Policies LP3 and LP4; 

c. The policy will have the effect of sterilising land that is otherwise found to be 

highly sustainable for residential development through the Council’s SA process, 

while releasing larger areas of Green Gap that were assessed as being less 

sustainable and less deliverable.    

1.55 The supporting paragraphs state that ‘the primary purpose of this designation is to maintain 

an appropriate degree of physical separation between nearby settlements or 

neighbourhoods’ (para. 7.6.1).     

1.56 It is considered that the separation secured by the proposed Green Gap is essentially 

meaningless and has a negative impact on the ability of the Council to deliver a range of 

suitable sites for development.   

1.57 In determining the extent of the Green Gap in Clacton, it is considered that the Council have 

applied the proposed policies from the earlier Local Plan and have not justified the 

designation of this part of the Green Gap. It is also considered that in not giving suitable 

reasons for not amending the Green Gap in accordance with the recommendations of the 

SA, the Plan is not justified.  

1.58 Given that the DLP includes the release of a significant area of Green Gap as identified in 

the 2007 Local Plan, the decision not to include Site UE1.8, which requires little 

infrastructure, is well located to meet most daily needs nearby, scoring highly in the 2016 

SA, is troubling.   

1.59 The site has been the subject of a full range of technical work to support a planning 

application that was recommended for approval by officers. We are therefore able to 

demonstrate a full range of benefits of the site, including meeting the objectives of the Green 

Gap and enhance the site’s biodiversity by improving the LoWS. As identified by the LPA in 

its Local Plan preparation and evidence base, the site provides a catalogue of benefits that 

accord with PPL6 including: 

• A publically accessible Green Gap with enhanced landscaping along Centenary Way; 

• An improved gateway to northern Clacton; 
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• Greater protection and enhancement of ecology features and wildlife including LOWS; 

• Improved surface water drainage management; 

• Improvements to the highway network, including the removal of the car boot sale, 

which can frustrate traffic movement in the area; 

• Contribute good quality housing in a suitable location that can deliver homes quickly. 

1.72. Without an allocation, or removal of the Green Gap Policy, the existing car boot sale will 

continue and likely intensify. The current use is popular but is not beneficial to the sites’ 

condition and can cause local traffic problems. The car boot sale has a harmful impact on 

the important species of flowering plant by inhibiting growth through regular use of the site 

by vehicles.  The boot sale has also caused traffic queues on London Road and Centenary 

Way and results in parking on Centenary Way, including along the grass verge. In addition, 

the site is one of the first visual entrances to Greater Clacton from the strategic network.  It 

does not currently provide an attractive entrance to the area, being a large empty field. With 

the boot sale operating it becomes a large, busy car park. There is an opportunity to provide 

strategic leadership through the Local Plan to improve this entrance to Clacton with 

attractive housing and landscaping in a sustainable location.  The development would also 

resolve the traffic problems from the boot sale and secure improved habitat. 

1.73. Few sites in Clacton are as well located as UE1.8, or in the right condition, to immediately 

deliver a reasonable number of dwellings to meet the council’s aims as set out in the DLP.  

1.74 To resolve the failings of the Plan to identify sustainable sites, UE1.8, Land South of 

Centenary Way, should be included within the Settlement Boundary, subject to development 

control policies in accordance with the August 2016 SA/SEA. 

Local Wildlife Sites and net gains to Biodiversity  

1.75 Within Appendix C of the DLP, the correct name for Te92 is ‘White Lodge Meadow’ and not 

‘Burcarts Meadow’ as stated. We expect this name has become common usage due to the 

car boot sale. 

1.76 The 2008 Tendring Local Wildlife Site Review by EECOS confirmed that the site was 

important for its population of Corky-Fruited Water Dropwort and Adders Tongue Fern. The 

Report confirmed that:  ‘The current commercial use of the main field is likely to be to the 

detriment of the interesting flora, although this will depend on the frequency and intensity of 

use’. 

1.77 The Use of the site for car boot sales has increased. The use is not restricted by planning 

controls and can be undertaken 7 days a week. It has increased since the 2008 Survey by 
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EECOS.  The Glossary confirms that a LOWS is: Non-statutory designation for a site of 

county-wide significance for wildlife or geology that is afforded special protection through 

the Local Plan. 

1.78 A botanical assessments carried out by JBA in 2015 confirmed that the Corky-Fruited Water 

Dropwort was not thriving and the Adders Tongue Fern was not present during the 

assessment.  

1.79 The Council are fully aware of the conditions of the site and the impact on the LoWS of the 

current use.  By failing to identify a method of providing net gains to biodiversity of the site, 

the Council are inconsistent with National Policy in relation to paragraph 109 of the 

Framework. On the basis of the detailed botanical assessment submitted to the LPA, and 

its own evidence, the site will not be considered to be of County Wide significance unless 

the existing Flora can be preserved and its conditions improved.  Before the dropwort is lost 

completely from the site, part of the site should be allocated for development, with part 

retained for open space and enhancement of the condition for the important flora so it can 

be protected over the Plan period to 2033. This would deliver the objectives of PPL4 and 

PPL6 of the DLP.  Without investment to allow for the enhancement of the site, the Plan in 

its current form may cause, or at least allow, the complete loss of the Dropwort and the 

Adders Tongue Fern from this LOWS.  

Policy SP1 – Principle in Favour of Sustainable Development 

1.60 We support the presumption in favour of sustainable development as set out in Policy SP1. 

The approach is consistent with national policy and is an appropriate strategy to deliver 

development that meets the needs of a growing population over the long term.   

1.61 Given the presumption, which is the first policy articulated in the Plan and sets the tone of 

the document, the absence of a number of demonstrably sustainable sites from Section 2 

the Draft Local Plan (DLP) is particularly problematic.  

1.62 As a single example, our client’s site (Ref.UE1.8 - Assessment Area 4: North Clacton - 2014 

TDC SHLAA) was assessed as able to accommodate 175 dwellings, and considered to be 

suitable, available and achievable. The SHLAA also provides an indicative phasing for 

35dpa from 2021. Following the SHLAA publication, our client was encouraged to prepare 

technical assessments to support an application.  

1.80 The technical assessments for the site confirm that residential development of the site would 

provide a socially sustainable location for new dwellings, an economically beneficial 

development close to employment destinations, and significant qualitative and quantitative 
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improvement to biodiversity, not least of all by safeguarding Local Wildlife Site 92 (LoWS). 

The LoWS is present on the site but heavily degraded due to its current use as a car boot 

sale that occupies half of the site, and could be markedly improved through new 

development.  

SPL1 – Managing Growth & SPL2 – Settlement Development Boundaries 

1.81 We would support aspects of the Council’s Settlement Hierarchy relating to the Strategic 

Urban Settlements (SUS). The SUS are considered to accurately recognise the main 

Settlements of the District.  

1.82  However, we are concerned that Policy SPL1 provides no actual basis for decision making 

without the benefit of SPL2, which in itself does not clarify how SPL1 will be applied to 

development proposals.  SPL1 is therefore ineffective. 

1.83 It should be acknowledged that The Colchester Boarders Garden Community (CBGC) does 

not, at this time, exist and may therefore be better represented as an alternative category of 

settlement, subject to its ongoing delivery. In particular the CBGC does not meet the 

description in paragraph 3.2.1.1.1 that ‘Strategic Urban settlements’ have the larger 

populations and a wide range of existing infrastructure and facilities, making them the most 

sustainable locations for growth’.  

1.84 By definition the CBGC does not meet this working definition.  Accordingly, it would be 

appropriate to separate the established settlements of Clacton, Harwich and Dovercourt 

from the proposed settlement of Colchester Fringe, which does not currently meet the 

description set out for SUS’s in the Plan, except as an extension to Colchester.  

1.85 The importance of this amendment is in the application of policy to any development 

proposals over the plan period. The need for a separate category is emphasised with 

reference to Strategic Policy SP2. This sets out the spatial strategy for North Essex, 

confirming that ‘Each local authority will identify a hierarchy of settlements where new 

development will be accommodated according to the role of the settlement, sustainability, 

its physical capacity and local needs. 

1.86 It is considered that, in identifying the Colchester Boarders Garden Community in the highest 

tier of settlement, the Council have not applied the criteria in SP2.  The ‘role’ of the Garden 

Community is expected to grow over the Plan Period but at present it does not provide the 

same scale of facilities and services to be comparable to Clacton or Harwich, or even the 

Smaller Urban Settlements. Indeed, even by the end of the Plan Period the CBGC is 

anticipated to consist of no more than 1,250 dwelling. 
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1.87 The purpose of including Colchester Boarders GC in the top tier of the hierarchy is 

presumably to be able to direct development towards the new community.  However, it is 

considered that there is a sufficient focus on the new GC for it to be delivered in a predictable 

fashion as infrastructure and services are made available, in accordance with the Council’s 

masterplanning proposals. Accordingly, development that is not already anticipated to be 

delivered at the GCs should be directed towards established towns and settlements as these 

are, currently, the most sustainable locations, in accordance with SP1 and SP2.  

1.88 To rectify this matter, the Council should isolate the Colchester Boarders GC from the 

settlement hierarchy as a separate, fledgling or emerging settlement. Given that Garden 

Communities are specifically referenced in Policy SP2, it would appear logical to place the 

Colchester Boarders GC in a separate category and that development proposals should be 

directed to the established towns and settlements, particularly over the early period of the 

Plan, and not towards the CBGC.   

1.89 This matter was raised at Preferred Options stage by our client and has not been addressed 

in the DLP. 

1.90 We have concerns with other aspects of how the hierarchy has been determined in relation 

to the consistency of scoring services and facilities available in individual settlements. 

However, these concerns do not relate directly to this representation. 

Greater Clarity between Section 1 and Section 2 

1.63 There is considered to be a need for greater clarity as to how the Strategic Polices in Section 

1 of the DLP and the Local Policies set out in Section 2 will be applied to planning 

applications.  There is a risk that competing Policies do not seek to achieve the same aims.  

For example, Policy SP6 – Place Shaping Principles requires: ‘All new development must 

meet the highest standards of urban and architectural design.’ While policies LP2, LP3 and 

LP4 provide specific standards for Tendring, which could be incompatible with the high bar 

set out in Policy SP6. For example, these policies include: 

• Support will also be given to innovative development proposals 

• subject to consideration of other Local Plan policies.  

• must achieve an appropriate housing density;  

• national minimum internal floor-space standards 

• regard to the character of development; 
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• ensure a positive contribution towards the District’s ‘sense of place’, 

• respect the character of Tendring District by delivering housing development at 

densities more in keeping with the semi-rural nature of parts of the District; 

• delivering housing development at densities in keeping with the urban nature of 

parts of the District and: 

• In determining planning applications, the Council will also refer to the guidance 

provided in the Essex Design Guide for Residential & Mixed-Use Developments, 

‘Building for Life’ and the ‘Manual for Streets’ and as superseded. 

1.64 It is considered that the above list is not necessarily compatible with Policy SP6 and that 

there should either be a clear separation in which policies will apply to development in 

different locations, or an amendment to SP6 to remove the high bar for standards of 

architectural design. As currently drafted, SP6 is not consistent with National Policy.  

1.65 Equally, the Council explicitly seeks to embrace Garden City Principles within all 

development in the District (paragraph 5.4.2). it is considered that Garden City Principles 

will not be appropriate in all situations and that this approach may result in an inefficient use 

of land, particularly around transport hubs and the most sustainable settlements. While there 

is an exception for Town Centres, these are a narrow set of locations compared to the urban 

extent of the district. An approach that favours one type of layout over another is not 

considered to fully embrace the emphasis in SP6 or the expectations of paragraph 65 of the 

NPPF.  

Summary 

1.66 It is considered that Section 1 of the DLP is unsound with specific reference to the housing 

supply identified for Tendring Council. The plan has not been positively prepared. The 

supply should be increased significantly in order to meet both the objectively assessed 

housing need and to provide a five year supply of homes as expressed in Policy SP3. 

1.67 It is considered that Section 2 is not legally compliant as it has not been prepared in 

accordance with the findings of the SA/SEA. It is unclear whether the SA/SEA has assessed 

the proposals within the plan, with particular regard to the capacity of specific sites or 

whether a consistent approach has been taken to individual assessments such as UE1.8, 

which is variously assessed as CL9 or CL10.  The lack of clarity prevents a transparent 

assessment of whether, and how, the SA has influenced the Plan making process.  There 
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are concerns over whether SA Objectives have been assessed against the most recent 

evidence and version of the DLP, with specific regard to LP1 and OAHN.  

1.68 Section 2 for TDC is considered to be unsound as it has not been positively prepared in 

relation to meeting the full OAHN for the district.  The assessment of windfall is considered 

to be inconsistent with the Framework and national guidance. 

1.69 The Plan is considered to be unsound as it is not clear that the DLP will be effective at 

delivering the homes required in respect of windfall, housing density and the distribution of 

sites over the plan period.  There are insufficient medium sites identified to deliver a 

consistent rate of homes in accordance with the policies of the plan. 

1.70 The Plan is considered to be unjustified in relation to allocation and distribution of sites as it 

has not following the most appropriate strategy in relation to the conclusions of the SA/SEA 

and reasonable alternatives. 

1.71 There are specific factors concerning the continued application of Green Gap to land 

between Clacton and Little Clacton that need to be addressed in reflection of the removal of 

significant areas of Green Gap compared to the 2007 LP. It is considered that the continued 

application of Green Gap (PPL6) has not been fully assessed or justified by TDC. Further, 

policy PPL6 does not provide any clear guidance that would assist a decision maker in 

determining a development proposal and other Policies in the plan can be relied upon to 

ensure development is appropriate in these locations.  The Policy should therefore be 

removed. 

1.72 The plan is unsound as it is inconsistent with the Framework in relation to making net gains 

to biodiversity. The Council are fully aware of the degredation of LoWS 92a and the ability 

of development to secure net gains but has failed to provide any supporting policies to 

secure the important species identified.  

1.73 Greater clarity is required on how policies in Section 1 and Section 2 will be applied to 

development proposals.  As currently drafted the Plan is considered to be ineffective and 

inconsistent with the Framework as there are conflicts between the policies in each Section 

and it is therefore unclear how policies will be weighed in relation to development in Tendring 

district.    

1.74 For the above reasons the Plan should be considered unsound and not legally compliant. 
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RCA – July 2017 
Land South of Centenary Way, Clacton 

 

19 

 

 
Richard Clews 
Planning Associate 

 

STRUTT 
-PARKER 



� �



� � � � � �

� 	 � 
 � �  � �  � � � � � �  � �	 � 	 � �  � �  � � � �  � � � �	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �  � � � �	 �  � � � �  � �  ! � � � � � � � �
� � 
 " � � � � � # � � $ � � � � � � � � � � � � � % �� � 	 & ! ' � % � � � � � � # � ( � � �  � � 
 ) � � � � � � � � * �  � � (  � � + � � � ! � � � � � 	 , � � � � � � � � -  % � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � . � � � � ) � # �  � � � � % � � � � �  & � � � � �  % � / � � � � � �  � � 0 � % � �  � � � � -  % � � � � � � �1 � 
 * � � � � � � � � � � � �1 � 	 * � � � � � � , ( � � % � �1 � � * � � � � � � � � � � � � �1 �  * � � � � � � 2  � � � �1 � 1 3 # # � � �  ! � �  � � , � � � % � � * � � � � � �1 � 4 0 � �  � 5 6 % � � � � � � � � � � �1 � 7 � � � # 8 � � � � � * � � � �1 � 9 �  % : �  � � 0 � � � � � � � �  � � � � � � � � � � � �1 � ; $ �  � � � � � � � � � � �1 � 
 < ,  � �  � � 3 � � � � � � � 2 � � � � �1 � 
 
 * � � � � � � � = � � � � � � � & % % � �  � � � �

> ?



� � � � @ �

4 � 
 � � � � � � � � � � 0 � �  � �4 � 	 0 � �  � � * � � �  � % ( �4 � � 2 � %  � ) � �  % � $ ( � � � ( � � �4 �  $ � � � � � � � $ � A � , � � � � �4 � 1 � � � � � � � � � � 5 % � � � � � % � � � � � � � � � �4 � 4 $ � � � � � � / 2 � � � � � �  � � * � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �4 � 7 * � � � �  � �  � : � / ,  � � � � �  � � ,  �  �  � � � � �4 � 9 ) � � � � � � � � 5 � � %  � � � �  � � � : � � � �4 � ; 0 � �  � 5 % � � � � �4 � 
 < � � � � � � � � 3 � �  � # � � 0 � � � � � �  � � � �
7 � 
 � � � � � � � � � � �  � � - � � � � 0 � � :7 � 	 , �  � �  � � � � � � % � � � �7 � � $ ( � 0 � �  � 2  � � � %  � �7 �  � � � � � � � � � � � �  � � . � � � � � � � � � � �7 � 1 +  � � � , � � � � � �  � � � � / � �  � �  � �  � � � � A � �  � �7 � 4 � � �  � � � � % . � � � � .  � �7 � 7 , � � � � �  � * � � � �  � � B , � � � � � �  � � � � 3 � �  � / 2 � � � � � � � � � � � � � �  � �3 � % (  � � � � � �7 � 9 5 �  ! � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �7 � ; 0 � � � A  ! � � 5 � � � � � . � � � �  � � � �7 � 
 < $ ( � 3 � � � � � � 3 � �  � # � � � % �  � , (  �  % � � � / - � � � � � �7 � 
 
 $ ( � .  � � � � � 3 � �  � # � � � % �  � , (  �  % � � � / , �  % � � �7 � 
 	 3 � � � � � � ( 0 � � � � � � � � ,  � % ( � � � � 3 � � 7 � 
 � �  # � � �  � � � � � � # , � � � � $ � % ( � � %  � � � � �9 � 
 � � � �  � �  ! � � $ �  � � � � � �  � � 3 % % � � � � ! � � � � �9 � 	 ) � � � � � � � � � ( � $ �  � � � � � � C � � A � � :9 � � ) � � � � � � � � � ( � $ � � � % � � � � � � %  � � � � � C � � A � � :

3 � . � � � �  � �� � , � � � � � �  � � � � D � � � � �  : � �, � 2 � %  � =  � �
> �



� � � � E F �

G H I J H K L M N O P Q R S T R T U V W S N K S X G N M Q V R T V Y Z L [ L W L Z S P O L T Q\ ] L T ^ S T M R _ L K R T ` _ L W L Z S P O L T Q P K S P S M V Z M Q ] L a S ^ V Z H Z V T T R T `b N Q ] S K R Q R L M c R Z Z Q V d L V P S M R Q R W L V P P K S V ^ ] Q ] V Q K L X Z L ^ Q M Q ] L P K L M N O P Q R S TR T X V W S N K S X M N M Q V R T V Y Z L _ L W L Z S P O L T Q ^ S T Q V R T L _ R T Q ] L e V Q R S T V ZH Z V T T R T ` H S Z R ^ f U K V O L c S K d g h ] L f c R Z Z V Z c V f M c S K d P K S V ^ Q R W L Z f c R Q ]V P P Z R ^ V T Q M i S R T Q Z f Q S X R T _ M S Z N Q R S T M c ] R ^ ] O L V T Q ] V Q P K S P S M V Z M ^ V T Y LV P P K S W L _ c ] L K L W L K P S M M R Y Z L j V T _ Q S M L ^ N K L _ L W L Z S P O L T Q Q ] V Q R O P K S W L MQ ] L L ^ S T S O R ^ j M S ^ R V Z V T _ L T W R K S T O L T Q V Z ^ S T _ R Q R S T M R T Q ] L V K L V gG N M Q V R T V Y Z L _ L W L Z S P O L T Q R T e S K Q ] k M M L l c R Z Z _ L O S T M Q K V Y Z f ^ S T Q K R Y N Q LQ S Q ] L M Q K V Q L ` R ^ V T _ Z S ^ V Z W R M R S T V T _ S Y i L ^ Q R W L M V T _ c R Z Z V ^ ^ S K _ c R Q ] Q ] LP S Z R ^ R L M R T Q ] R M a S ^ V Z H Z V T m V T _ j c ] L K L K L Z L W V T Q j c R Q ] P S Z R ^ L M R TT L R ` ] Y S N K ] S S _ P Z V T M n g [ L W L Z S P O L T Q Q ] V Q ^ S O P Z R L M c R Q ] Q ] L H Z V T R TQ ] R M K L ` V K _ c R Z Z Y L V P P K S W L _ c R Q ] S N Q _ L Z V f j N T Z L M M O V Q L K R V Z^ S T M R _ L K V Q R S T M R T _ R ^ V Q L S Q ] L K c R M L g\ ] L K L Q ] L K L V K L T S P S Z R ^ R L M K L Z L W V T Q Q S Q ] L V P P Z R ^ V Q R S T S K K L Z L W V T QP S Z R ^ R L M V K L S N Q S X _ V Q L V Q Q ] L Q R O L S X O V d R T ` Q ] L _ L ^ R M R S T Q ] L T Q ] Lo S N T ^ R Z c R Z Z ` K V T Q P L K O R M M R S T N T Z L M M O V Q L K R V Z ^ S T M R _ L K V Q R S T M R T _ R ^ V Q LS Q ] L K c R M L p Q V d R T ` R T Q S V ^ ^ S N T Q c ] L Q ] L K qr s t u v w x y z x { | } u ~ � z � � � y u s � { s � } x y | { z z { � s � � � � v z { � s { � { ~ u s � � tu s v v x | � s z � y u � � t � � � � x { � � � � x � x s x � { � z � � � x s u z z x z z x v u � u { s z �� � x } � � { ~ { x z { s � � x � u � { � s u � � � u s s { s � � � � { ~ t � y u | x � � y � � u � x s u zu � � � � x � � y� } x ~ { � { ~ } � � { ~ { x z { s � � u � � y u | x � � y � � y � � x � � u s � � u � { s v { ~ u � x � � u �v x w x � � } | x s � z � � � � v � x y x z � y { ~ � x � �

� �



� � � � � � �

� � � � � � � � � �   � ¡     � ¢ � £ � ¤ ¥ � ¡ � � � ¦ � � ¢ � � ¤ � ¢ § ¨ ¤ � © £ £ ¤ ¤ ¥ £ � £ £ ª � �   § ¦ � � « � � ¦ ¬ � ¬ ¡ ¨ § ¤ � � �§ � ª   � � ¤ ¥ £ £     £ ¢ ¤ � � £   ¡ � ¢ ¤ � � � � � ¦ �   ¨ � ¢ § ¨ £ ¢ � � � © � £ � ® ¥ £ ¯ � � ¤ ¥ ° � � £ ± § ¡ ¤ ¥ � � � ¤ � £ � § � £ ¢ � © © � ¤ ¤ £ ª ¤ � ¬ ¨ § � ¬ � � � ¤ � � £ ¨ ²   � � � £ « ¥ � © £ � § � ª ¤ �� � ¦ � �   � ¢ § � ¤ ¨ ² ³ � � � ¤ ¤ ¥ £ � ¡ ¬ ¬ ¨ ² �   ¥ � ¡ � � � ¦ ¤ � © £ £ ¤ ¤ ¥ £ � £ £ ª � �   ¤ ¥ £ § � £ §  ® � © £ £ ¤ ¤ ¥ £� £ ´ ¡ � � £ © £ � ¤ � �   � § ¤ � � � § ¨ ¬ � ¨ � ¢ ² ¤ � £ � ¤ § ³ ¨ � � ¥ ¤ ¥ £ � ¡ © ³ £ � § � ª ¤ ² ¬ £ �   � £ « ¥ � © £ � µ ¤ ¥ £§ ¡ ¤ ¥ � � � ¤ � £ � ¢ � © © � � � � � � £ ª � £ ¤ £ � ¶ � £ ¤ ¤ · � � � ¢ � § ¤ £ � ¤ � ¬ � � ª ¡ ¢ £ § � ¸ ¹ º » ¼ ½ ¾ ¿ » À ÁÂ Ã Ã » Ã Ã » Ä Å Æ Ç Ã ¾ È É Ê » » Ä Ë ½ Ç Ä Á Ì Í Î Ï Ð Î Ñ Ò Ó Ñ Ô Õ Ö Ï Î Ô Ö × Ó Ö Ø Ù Ú Û Î Ü × Õ Ü Ý Î Ö Ü Þ ß Í Ì Ï Î Ü Û Ô Ð Î Ñà Í Ï á â ã ä å Õ Ñ Ð Í ß Ð Õ Þ Ô Ð Î Ñ à Õ Ñ Í Õ Ö á â ã ä æ Ù ç Þ è Ô Ô Þ Ü Þ Û Ô Ö Ô é Í Î Ö Ô è Ô Ñ Þ Ü Ó Ý Þ Û Ô ê ë ë ì Þ Óß Ö Ô ß Õ Ö Ô Õ í Þ Ö Õ Þ Ô Ò Î î ï Ó Í Ü Î Ñ Ò ð Õ Ö Ø Ô Þ ñ Ü Ü Ô Ü Ü è Ô Ñ Þ ò í ï ð ñ ó Ùô Ô Þ Õ Î Ï Ô Ð Õ Ñ Õ Ï á Ü Î Ü Î Ñ Þ Û Ô Ö Ô ß Ó Ö Þ Ü Í Ò Ò Ô Ü Þ Ü Þ Û Õ Þ Õ ï Ó Í Ü Î Ñ Ò ð Õ Ö Ø Ô Þ ñ Ö Ô Õ î Ó è ß Ö Î Ü Î Ñ Òõ Ö Õ Î Ñ Þ Ö Ô Ô ö ÷ Ó Ï î Û Ô Ü Þ Ô Ö ö ÷ Û Ô Ï è Ü Ý Ó Ö Ð Õ Ñ Ð Ú Ô Ñ Ð Ö Î Ñ Ò ÷ Ó Í Ñ î Î Ï Õ Ö Ô Õ Ü Ý Ó Ö è Ü Õ Ü Ó Í Ñ Ð Ì Õ Ü Î ÜÝ Ó Ö Õ Ü Ü Ô Ü Ü Î Ñ Ò Û Ó Í Ü Î Ñ Ò Ñ Ô Ô Ð Ùô Ô è Ó Ò Ö Õ ß Û Î î ß Ö Ó ø Ô î Þ Î Ó Ñ Ü Õ Ö Ô Þ Û Ô Ü Þ Õ Ö Þ Î Ñ Ò ß Ó Î Ñ Þ Ý Ó Ö Õ Ü Ü Ô Ü Ü Î Ñ Ò Û Ó × è Í î Û Û Ó Í Ü Î Ñ Ò × Î Ï ÏÌ Ô Ö Ô é Í Î Ö Ô Ð Õ î Ö Ó Ü Ü Õ Ñ Õ Ö Ô Õ Ù õ Õ Ü Ô Ð Ó Ñ â ã ä â Ñ Õ Þ Î Ó Ñ Õ Ï ß Ö Ó ø Ô î Þ Î Ó Ñ Ü î Ó ù Ô Ö Î Ñ Ò Þ Û Ô ß Ô Ö Î Ó Ðâ ã ä ú Þ Ó â ã ú û ö Ü Ó è Ô ü ö ý ä ã è Ó Ö Ô ß Ô Ó ß Ï Ô × Î Ï Ï Ì Ô Ï Î ù Î Ñ Ò Î Ñ Þ Û Ô Õ Ö Ô Õ Ô Õ î Û á Ô Õ Ö Ù Ú Û Î ÜÞ Ö Õ Ñ Ü Ï Õ Þ Ô Ü Þ Ó â ö å þ ý Õ Ð Ð Î Þ Î Ó Ñ Õ Ï Û Ó Í Ü Ô Û Ó Ï Ð Ü ß Ô Ö á Ô Õ Ö ö × Û Î î Û Ò Ô Ñ Ô Ö Õ Þ Ô Ü Õ Ñ Ô Ô Ð Ý Ó Ö Õ ÑÕ Ð Ð Î Þ Î Ó Ñ Õ Ï â ö æ ý ä Ñ Ô × Û Ó è Ô Ü Ô Õ î Û á Ô Õ Ö Ùñ Ñ Õ Ï á Ü Î Ü Ó Ý Ô î Ó Ñ Ó è Î î Ý Ó Ö Ô î Õ Ü Þ Ü Ö Ô ù Ô Õ Ï Ü Þ Û Õ Þ Þ Ó Ü Í ß ß Ó Ö Þ Þ Û Ô Ô ÿ ß Ô î Þ Ô Ð ø Ó Ì Ü Ò Ö Ó × Þ Û× Ó Í Ï Ð Ö Ô é Í Î Ö Ô ú ö ã ý ã Ñ Ô Þ Ñ Ô × Û Ó è Ô Ü ß Ô Ö á Ô Õ Ö Ù Ú Û Î Ü Ö Ô ß Ö Ô Ü Ô Ñ Þ Ü Õ Ñ Í ß Ï Î Ý Þ Ó Ý ú ý ýÕ Ð Ð Î Þ Î Ó Ñ Õ Ï Û Ó è Ô Ü ö Ó Ö ä å � ö Ó ù Ô Ö Þ Û Ô Ð Ô è Ó Ò Ö Õ ß Û Î î Õ Ï Ï á ß Ö Ó ø Ô î Þ Ô Ð Ñ Ô Ô Ð Ö Ô Ý Ô Ö Ö Ô Ð Þ ÓÕ Ì Ó ù Ô Ù Ú Û Ô Ö Ô ß Ó Ö Þ î Ó Ñ î Ï Í Ð Ô Ü Þ Û Õ Þ Þ Û Î Ü ä å � � Ý Í Þ Í Ö Ô Ô è ß Ï Ó á è Ô Ñ Þ � Í ß Ï Î Ý Þ Ó ù Ô Ö Þ Û Ô × Û Ó Ï Ôï ð ñ × Î Ï Ï î Ó ù Ô Ö Õ Ñ á � è Õ Ö Ø Ô Þ Ü Î Ò Ñ Õ Ï Ü � Õ Ð ø Í Ü Þ è Ô Ñ Þ Þ Û Õ Þ î Õ Ñ Ö Ô Õ Ü Ó Ñ Õ Ì Ï á Ì Ô ø Í Ü Þ Î Ý Î Ô Ð Ù ç ÞÕ Ï Ü Ó è Õ Ø Ô Ü Õ Ñ Õ Ï Ï Ó × Õ Ñ î Ô Ý Ó Ö Õ Ð Ð Î Þ Î Ó Ñ Õ Ï � Ó Ñ Ð Ó Ñ Ö Ô Ï Õ Þ Ô Ð è Î Ò Ö Õ Þ Î Ó Ñ ÙÚ Û Ô î Ó Ñ î Ï Í Ü Î Ó Ñ Ö Ô Õ î Û Ô Ð Î Ü Þ Û Õ Þ Þ Û Ô Ó Ì ø Ô î Þ Î ù Ô Ï á Õ Ü Ü Ô Ü Ü Ô Ð Ñ Ô Ô Ð Õ î Ö Ó Ü Ü Þ Û Ô ï Ó Í Ü Î Ñ Òð Õ Ö Ø Ô Þ ñ Ö Ô Õ Î Ü ú ö ã ý ã Ñ Ô × Û Ó è Ô Ü Õ á Ô Õ Ö Ó ù Ô Ö Þ Û Ô ß Ô Ö Î Ó Ð â ã ä ú � â ã ú û Ù Ú Û Î Ü Î Ü Þ Û ÔÑ Í è Ì Ô Ö Ó Ý Ñ Ô × Û Ó è Ô Ü Ñ Ô Ô Ð Ô Ð Þ Ó ß Ö Ó ù Î Ð Ô Ü Í Ý Ý Î î Î Ô Ñ Þ Ï Õ Ì Ó Í Ö Þ Ó è Ô Ô Þ Þ Û Ô Ñ Í è Ì Ô Ö Ó ÝÝ Ó Ö Ô î Õ Ü Þ ø Ó Ì Ü Ù Ú Û Ô Þ Ó Þ Õ Ï Ö Ô é Í Î Ö Ô è Ô Ñ Þ Õ î Ö Ó Ü Ü Ñ Ó Ö Þ Û � Ü Ü Ô ÿ ö Ô ÿ î Ï Í Ð Î Ñ Ò ÷ Û Ô Ï è Ü Ý Ó Ö Ð ÷ Î Þ á÷ Ó Í Ñ î Î Ï � Ü Õ Ö Ô Õ ö Î Ü â ö ú ä å Ñ Ô × Û Ó è Ô Ü ß Ô Ö á Ô Õ Ö ÙÚ Û Ô ¸ ¹ º » ¼ ½ ¾ ¿ » À Á Â Ã Ã » Ã Ã » Ä Å Æ Ç Ã ¾ È É Ê » » Ä Ë ½ Ç Ä Á Õ Ñ Ð í ï ð ñ Í ß Ð Õ Þ Ô Ü Ô Ô Ø Þ Ó Ô Ü Þ Õ Ì Ï Î Ü ÛÕ Ì Õ Ï Õ Ñ î Ô Ì Ô Þ × Ô Ô Ñ ø Ó Ì Ü Õ Ñ Ð Û Ó è Ô Ü Õ î Ö Ó Ü Ü Þ Û Ô Õ Ö Ô Õ ö Õ Ï Þ Û Ó Í Ò Û Þ Û Ô Ö Ô Î Ü Ü Ó è ÔÍ Ñ î Ô Ö Þ Õ Î Ñ Þ á Î Ñ Ö Ô Ï Õ Þ Î Ó Ñ Þ Ó Þ Û Î Ü Õ Ö Î Ü Î Ñ Ò Ý Ö Ó è Í Ñ Õ Þ Þ Ö Î Ì Í Þ Ô Ð ß Ó ß Í Ï Õ Þ Î Ó Ñ î Û Õ Ñ Ò Ô ò � ë ÷ ó× Î Þ Û Î Ñ Ú Ô Ñ Ð Ö Î Ñ Ò Ù å å ã Ð × Ô Ï Ï Î Ñ Ò Ü Õ á Ô Õ Ö Î Ü Ü Í Ò Ò Ô Ü Þ Ô Ð Õ Ü Þ Û Ô Î Ñ Ð Î î Õ Þ Î ù Ô Ó Ì ø Ô î Þ Î ù Ô Ï áÕ Ü Ü Ô Ü Ü Ô Ð Ñ Ô Ô Ð Ý Ó Ö Ú Ô Ñ Ð Ö Î Ñ Ò Ì Ô î Õ Í Ü Ô Õ Þ Þ Û Î Ü Ï Ô ù Ô Ï Ó Ý ß Ö Ó ù Î Ü Î Ó Ñ Õ Ý Ý Ó Ö Ð Õ Ì Ï Ô Ñ Ô Ô Ð î Õ ÑÌ Ô è Ô Þ Ù Ú Û Î Ü Ö Ô Õ Ü Ó Ñ Õ Ì Ï Ô Ö Ó Í Ñ Ð Ô Ð Ý Î Ò Í Ö Ô ö × Û Î î Û Ü Û Ó Í Ï Ð Ì Ô Ø Ô ß Þ Í Ñ Ð Ô Ö Ö Ô ù Î Ô × ö Î Üî Ó Ñ Ü Î Ð Ô Ö Ô Ð Õ Ñ Õ ß ß Ö Ó ß Ö Î Õ Þ Ô Ö Ô Ü ß Ó Ñ Ü Ô Þ Ó Þ Û Ô Í Ñ î Ô Ö Þ Õ Î Ñ Þ á Õ Ö Î Ü Î Ñ Ò Ý Ö Ó è Þ Û Ô � ë ÷ Ù
� �



	 
 � �  � �

� ù Î Ð Ô Ñ î Ô Ó Ñ Ó ù Ô Ö Õ Ï Ï Ï Ô ù Ô Ï Ü Ó Ý Õ Ý Ý Ó Ö Ð Õ Ì Ï Ô Û Ó Í Ü Î Ñ Ò ß Ö Ó ù Î Ü Î Ó Ñ Õ Ñ Ð Þ Û Ô Ö Ô é Í Î Ö Ô è Ô Ñ Þ Ü Ó Ý� á ß Ü Î Ô Ü Õ Ñ Ð Ú Ö Õ ù Ô Ï Ï Ô Ö Õ Ñ Ð Ú Ö Õ ù Ô Ï Ï Î Ñ Ò í Û Ó × ß Ô Ó ß Ï Ô Õ î î Ó è è Ó Ð Õ Þ Î Ó Ñ × Î Ï Ï Ì Ô Ü Ô Þ Ó Í Þ Î Ñè Ó Ö Ô Ð Ô Þ Õ Î Ï × Î Þ Û Î Ñ Þ Û Ô Î Ñ Ð Î ù Î Ð Í Õ Ï � Ó î Õ Ï ë Ï Õ Ñ Ü ö Ì Í Þ Õ Ý Î Ò Í Ö Ô Ó Ý ú ã � Ó Ý Õ Ý Ý Ó Ö Ð Õ Ì Ï ÔÛ Ó Í Ü Î Ñ Ò Õ î Ö Ó Ü Ü Þ Û Ô Ñ Ô × Ò Õ Ö Ð Ô Ñ î Ó è è Í Ñ Î Þ Î Ô Ü Î Ü Ü Í ß ß Ó Ö Þ Ô Ð Ì á Þ Û Ô Ô ù Î Ð Ô Ñ î Ô Ì Õ Ü Ô Ù

ñ Ü Þ Û Ô Ý Ó Í Ö Þ Û Ï Ó î Õ Ï Õ Í Þ Û Ó Ö Î Þ á Î Ñ Þ Û Ô Û Ó Í Ü Î Ñ Ò è Õ Ö Ø Ô Þ Õ Ö Ô Õ ö ÷ Û Ô Ï è Ü Ý Ó Ö Ð ÷ Î Þ á ÷ Ó Í Ñ î Î ÏÛ Õ ù Ô Ì Ô Ô Ñ Î Ñ ù Ó Ï ù Ô Ð Õ Þ Ô ù Ô Ö á Ü Þ Õ Ò Ô Ó Ý Þ Û Ô × Ó Ö Ø Ó Ñ Ó Ì ø Ô î Þ Î ù Ô Ï á Õ Ü Ü Ô Ü Ü Ô Ð Ñ Ô Ô Ð Õ Ñ ÐÕ Ý Ý Ó Ö Ð Õ Ì Ï Ô Û Ó Í Ü Î Ñ Ò Ñ Ô Ô Ð × Û Î î Û × Ô Ö Ô Õ Ï Ï î Ó è è Î Ü Ü Î Ó Ñ Ô Ð ø Ó Î Ñ Þ Ï á Ù Ú Û Ô ÷ Ó Í Ñ î Î Ï Î Ü Õ × Õ Ö ÔÓ Ý Õ Ñ Ð Ü Í ß ß Ó Ö Þ Î ù Ô Ó Ý Þ Û Ô Õ ß ß Ö Ó Õ î Û Õ Ñ Ð Þ Û Ô Û Ó Í Ü Î Ñ Ò Ñ Í è Ì Ô Ö Ü Þ Û Õ Þ Õ Ö Ô Ü Ô Þ Ó Í Þ Î Ñ Þ Û ÔÞ Õ Ì Ï Ô Õ Ì Ó ù Ô ö Û Ó × Ô ù Ô Ö Ð Í Ô Þ Ó Õ è Î Ü è Õ Þ î Û Ì Ô Þ × Ô Ô Ñ Þ Û Ô Þ Î è Ô Þ Õ Ì Ï Ô Ü Ó Ý Þ Û Ô � Ó î Õ Ï ë Ï Õ Ñ ö× Ô Ö Ô Ñ Ó Þ Õ Ì Ï Ô Þ Ó Ì Ô ß Õ Ö Þ Ó Ý Þ Û Ô Ü Þ Ö Õ Þ Ô Ò Î î ß Ï Õ Ñ Ù � Þ Þ Ï Ô Ü Ý Ó Ö Ð ô Î Ü Þ Ö Î î Þ ÷ Ó Í Ñ î Î Ï Õ Ñ Ð Ó Þ Û Ô ÖÑ Ô Î Ò Û Ì Ó Í Ö Î Ñ Ò Õ Í Þ Û Ó Ö Î Þ Î Ô Ü Õ Ö Ô Ñ Ó Þ ß Õ Ö Þ Ó Ý Þ Û Ô í Þ Ö Õ Þ Ô Ò Î î ï Ó Í Ü Î Ñ Ò ð Õ Ö Ø Ô Þ Õ Ñ Ð × Î Ï Ï Ì ÔÏ Ó Ó Ø Î Ñ Ò Þ Ó è Ô Ô Þ Þ Û Ô Î Ö Ó × Ñ Ñ Ô Ô Ð Ü × Î Þ Û Î Ñ Þ Û Ô Î Ö Ó × Ñ Û Ó Í Ü Î Ñ Ò è Õ Ö Ø Ô Þ Õ Ö Ô Õ Ùñ Ø Ô á Ó Ì ø Ô î Þ Î ù Ô Ý Ó Ö Þ Û Ô Õ Ö Ô Õ Î Ü Þ Ó Ü Þ Ö Ô Ñ Ò Þ Û Ô Ñ Õ Ñ Ð Ð Î ù Ô Ö Ü Î Ý á Ï Ó î Õ Ï Ô î Ó Ñ Ó è Î Ô Ü Þ Ó ß Ö Ó ù Î Ð Ôè Ó Ö Ô ø Ó Ì Ü � Õ Ñ Ð Þ Ó Õ î Û Î Ô ù Ô Õ Ì Ô Þ Þ Ô Ö Ì Õ Ï Õ Ñ î Ô Ì Ô Þ × Ô Ô Ñ Þ Û Ô Ï Ó î Õ Þ Î Ó Ñ Ó Ý ø Ó Ì Ü Õ Ñ Ð Û Ó Í Ü Î Ñ Ò ö× Û Î î Û × Î Ï Ï Ö Ô Ð Í î Ô Þ Û Ô Ñ Ô Ô Ð Þ Ó Þ Ö Õ ù Ô Ï Õ Ñ Ð ß Ö Ó è Ó Þ Ô Ü Í Ü Þ Õ Î Ñ Õ Ì Ï Ô Ò Ö Ó × Þ Û Ù

� � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �  ! � � � � " � � � � # $  � # # � � � � � � " � � � % � � � & � �  � � �  � � & � � � " � � � � � � � �  # � � � � � � � � �  � � � � � % � � � � � � � � � � " ' � � � � �  � � � �� � ( � � � � ) � � � � � � � � � � & � � & � � � ! *+ � � � � � � � � � � � $ ! � � � ) � � � � � � � �  � # # � � � � � �  � � � � $ � # " � � � % � � � & � �  � � �  � �� � � % � " � � � � � �  � # � % � $ � � �  , ! � � � � � # � � �  � � � - � � " ! � � � ! � � . � � � � � � � % � � $! � � � � � � � � � � � �  � � & � � � � # � � ! � � "  � � �  � � � � � � � � � " ! � � � � � � � % � � � � � � � � � � �  � � � � � � $ � � " � � � � % � � � � � � � � � �  � � � � � � � � � */ 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 4 : 1 8 8 6 : 6 7 2 1 08 ; 4 0 0 6 2 < = 3 4 51 2 2 > ? @ 6 2 6 ? > ? 2 4 :1 8 8 6 : 6 7 2 1 0A 7 ? 4 = 6 2 : A 4/ 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8B 5 1 6 2 : 5 4 4 C D E F G C D H H I J K E J L H F KM 7 0 N A 4 = : 4 5 C D E H O C D H H P C D E I L J D DQ 4 2 8 5 6 2 < C D E H G C D H H K K D E E L D D D9 7 5 : A R = = 4 S T U V W X

Y Z



[ \ ] ^ _ ` a

b c d e f g h f i c j f k f l m n o f c p g c j q h f m r e f c f s g t l f f c f e u v w g h h f f c p w f i c h p g l l g p i m c m rt m p w m r r g c j m c x h w m e f s i c j r g e o h i c p w f y i h p e i d p z { w f y m c u | c f e u v } q c r l f f p ~ g c j h� � p q e t i c f � r r x h w m e f � i c j � g e o w g h p w f d g n g d i p v p m n e m k i j f g n n e m � i o g p f l v � � � � � � �w m o f h s i p w � d l f g c f l f d p e i d i p v � i c p w f v f g e h p m d m o f o g � i c u g d m c h i j f e g t l f e f j q d p i m ci c � g e t m c y i m � i j f f o i h h i m c h z { w f s i c j r g e o i h o g i c p g i c f j g c j m n f e g p f j r e m o g t g h fi c � e i u w p l i c u h f g z { w f � p q e t i c f m c x h w m e f � i c j � g e o g p | g e l h � g l l w g h p w f d g n g d i p v p mu f c f e g p f � d l f g c f l f d p e i d i p v � r m e g n n e m � i o g p f l v � � � � � w m o f h g c j s i l l e f j q d f � g e t m cy i m � i j f f o i h h i m c h t v � � � � � � p m c c f h n f e v f g e z � n n e m k g l w g h g l h m t f f c u i k f c r m e~ m l g e � g e o h i c � i � g c j � e g j r i f l j s w i d w p m u f p w f e s i l l w g k f p w f d g n g d i p v p m u f c f e g p f� d l f g c f l f d p e i d i p v � r m e g n n e m � i o g p f l v � � � � � w m o f h z
} e m s p w c f f j h p m t f d g e f r q l l v o g c g u f j h m g h c m p p m l f g j p m q c h q h p g i c g t l fj f k f l m n o f c p h i c e f o m p f g c j n m m e l v g d d f h h i t l f l m d g p i m c h z { w f h f p p l f o f c p w i f e g e d w vn e i m e i p i h f h l m d g p i m c h s i p w g d d f h h p m p w f h p e g p f u i d e m g j c f p s m e � � n q t l i d p e g c h n m e p g c jw g k f p w f n m p f c p i g l p m m r r f e p w f s i j f h p e g c u f m r h f e k i d f h z � l l h f p p l f o f c p h s w i d w o g vf � n f e i f c d f u e m s p w w g k f g j f k f l m n o f c p h f p p l f o f c p t m q c j g e v z { w m h f s i p w m q p gh f p p l f o f c p j f k f l m n o f c p t m q c j g e v g e f d m c h i j f e f j p m t f n g e p m r p w f d m q c p e v h i j f z
� ~ p e g p f u i d � e t g c h f p p l f o f c p h � w g k f p w f l g e u f e n m n q l g p i m c h g c j g s i j f e g c u f m rf � i h p i c u i c r e g h p e q d p q e f g c j r g d i l i p i f h o g � i c u p w f o p w f o m h p h q h p g i c g t l f l m d g p i m c h r m eu e m s p w z { w f h f h f p p l f o f c p h n e m k i j f t f p p f e m n n m e p q c i p i f h r m e p w f q h f m r n q t l i dp e g c h n m e p � s g l � i c u g c j d v d l i c u p m u f p r e m o n l g d f p m n l g d f g c j � t f d g q h f p w f v w g k ff h p g t l i h w f j p m s c d f c p e f h � f o n l m v o f c p g e f g h g c j i c r e g h p e q d p q e f � p w f v n e m k i j fl m d g p i m c h s w f e f � s i p w p w f e i u w p g d p i m c � i p i h n m h h i t l f p m d e f g p f g h i u c i r i d g c p c q o t f e m rg j j i p i m c g l c f s � m t h g c j j f l i k f e h q h p g i c g t l f w m q h i c u u e m s p w m c g l g e u f e h d g l f z� m e { f c j e i c u y i h p e i d p � p w f h f p p l f o f c p h p w g p r g l l s i p w i c p w i h d g p f u m e v g e f m r � l g d p m c x m c x~ f g � � g e s i d w g c j y m k f e d m q e p g c j p w f � � m l d w f h p f e � e i c u f � z{ m j f l i k f e f d m c m o i d u e m s p w i c f g d w m r p w f h f g e f g h � p w i h � m d g l � l g c d m c p g i c hn e m n m h g l h r m e c f s f o n l m v o f c p h i p f h � i c k f h p o f c p i c p m s c d f c p e f h g c j i o n e m k f o f c p hp m p w f i c r e g h p e q d p q e f zb c g n n l v i c u g h q h p g i c g t l f � r g i e g c j n e m n m e p i m c g p f g n n e m g d w p m p w f j i h p e i t q p i m c m rw m q h i c u u e m s p w � p w f ~ p e g p f u i d � e t g c ~ f p p l f o f c p h s i l l g d d m o o m j g p f p w f l g e u f h pn e m n m e p i m c m r p w f j i h p e i d p � h i c d e f g h f i c w m q h i c u h p m d � m k f e p w f n l g c n f e i m j z

� Z



[ � ] ^ _ ` a

� l g d p m c g c j p w f � m l d w f h p f e � e i c u f g e f g l h m i j f c p i r i f j g h � t e m g j g e f g h � s w f e f l m c u f e xp f e o u e m s p w i h l i � f l v p m t f d m c h i j f e f j t f v m c j p w f d q e e f c p n l g c n f e i m j z~ o g l l f e � e t g c ~ f p p l f o f c p h w g k f l g e u f n m n q l g p i m c h e f l g p i k f p m e q e g l h f p p l f o f c p h g c jt f c f r i p r e m o g e g c u f m r f � i h p i c u i c r e g h p e q d p q e f g c j r g d i l i p i f h z { w f h f h f p p l f o f c p hn e m k i j f g e g c u f m r m n n m e p q c i p i f h r m e p w f q h f m r n q t l i d p e g c h n m e p � s g l � i c u g c j d v d l i c ug c j t f d g q h f p w f v w g k f f h p g t l i h w f j p m s c d f c p e f h � f o n l m v o f c p g e f g h g c ji c r e g h p e q d p q e f � p w f v n e m k i j f l m d g p i m c h s w f e f � s i p w p w f e i u w p g d p i m c � i p i h n m h h i t l f p md e f g p f g h i u c i r i d g c p c q o t f e m r g j j i p i m c g l c f s � m t h g c j j f l i k f e h q h p g i c g t l f w m q h i c uu e m s p w m c g l g e u f h d g l f z� m e { f c j e i c u y i h p e i d p � p w f h f p p l f o f c p h p w g p r g l l s i p w i c p w i h d g p f u m e v g e f � e i c p m c � � g l p m cg c j � i e t v � e m h h � � g c c i c u p e f f � � g s r m e j g c j � i h p l f v � g c j � e i u w p l i c u h f gb c g n n l v i c u g h q h p g i c g t l f � r g i e g c j n e m n m e p i m c g p f g n n e m g d w p m p w f j i h p e i t q p i m c m rw m q h i c u u e m s p w � p w f ~ o g l l f e � e t g c ~ f p p l f o f c p h s i l l g d d m o o m j g p f p w f h f d m c jl g e u f h p n e m n m e p i m c m r p w f j i h p e i d p � h i c d e f g h f i c w m q h i c u h p m d � m k f e p w f n l g c n f e i m j z
} e m s p w g e m q c j p w f j i h p e i d p � h p m s c h g c j p m p w f f g h p m r � m l d w f h p f e s i l l c m p t f h q r r i d i f c pp m j f l i k f e p w f c f s w m o f h c f f j f j p m o f f p { f c j e i c u y i h p e i d p � h n e m � f d p f j w m q h i c u c f f j z� g � m e j f k f l m n o f c p g p � f f l f v i h p w f e f r m e f e f d m o o f c j f j t f d g q h f m r i p h h p e g p f u i dl m d g p i m c g p p w f w f g e p m r p w f j i h p e i d p � u m m j p e g c h n m e p d m c c f d p i m c h g c j e f l g p i k f l vq c d m c h p e g i c f j l g c j z� f f l f v s i l l t f p w f r m d q h r m e g h p e g p f u i d e f h i j f c p i g l x l f j j f k f l m n o f c p � d m o n e i h i c u m r gc q o t f e m r i c j i k i j q g l o i � f j q h f g c j e f h i j f c p i g l h i p f h z � f f l f v k i l l g u f s i l l t f c f r i p r e m op w f i c p e m j q d p i m c m r f � n g c j f j d m o o q c i p v r g d i l i p i f h � e f p g i l g c j f o n l m v o f c p h n g d f �f j q d g p i m c g c j m p w f e r g d i l i p i f h g l m c u s i p w m p w f e c f d f h h g e v i c r e g h p e q d p q e f z
� m e { f c j e i c u y i h p e i d p � h i � k i l l g u f h g e f d l g h h f j g h � � q e g l ~ f e k i d f � f c p e f h � � l e f h r m e j �| l o h p f g j � g e � f p � } e f g p � f c p l f v � � i p p l f � l g d p m c � ~ p z � h v p w g c j { w m e n f x l f x ~ m � f c z � m ep w f h f h f p p l f o f c p h � p w f � m d g l � l g c i j f c p i r i f h m n n m e p q c i p i f h r m e h o g l l f e x h d g l f u e m s p w z~ m o f m r p w f h f k i l l g u f h s i l l g d d m o o m j g p f g o m j f h p i c d e f g h f i c w m q h i c u h p m d � � s w f e fg n n e m n e i g p f � s i p w i c p w f n l g c n f e i m j z � e m n m h f j w m q h i c u g l l m d g p i m c h g e f g p g l f k f l p w g pi h r g i e � g d w i f k g t l f g c j h q h p g i c g t l f r m e f g d w m r p w f h f p p l f o f c p h d m c d f e c f j � p w f h f s i l lo g � f g o f g c i c u r q l d m c p e i t q p i m c p m s g e j g j j e f h h i c u l m d g l w m q h i c u c f f j h � h q n n m e p i c u

� �



[ � ] ^ _ ` a

p w f k i l l g u f f d m c m o v g c j g h h i h p i c u s i p w p w f m k f e g l l w m q h i c u u e m s p w n e m n m h f j r m e p w fj i h p e i d p zb r g p g c v p i o f j q e i c u p w f n l g c n f e i m j � p w f e f i h g c i j f c p i r i f j l m d g l c f f j r m e g r r m e j g t l fw m q h i c u i c g c v m r p w f h f k i l l g u f h p w g p d g c c m p t f r q l l v g j j e f h h f j p w e m q u w p w f n e m n m h f jw m q h i c u u e m s p w i c p w i h � m d g l � l g c � p w f m n p i m c m r j f l i k f e i c u g j j i p i m c g l w m q h i c u p w e m q u wp w f � e q e g l f � d f n p i m c h n m l i d v � i h g k g i l g t l f p m � g e i h w � m q c d i l h s m e � i c u s i p w l g c j m s c f e hp w f y i h p e i d p � m q c d i l g c j � m e g c m p w f e g r r m e j g t l f w m q h i c u n e m k i j f e z� p w f e h o g l l f e k i l l g u f h s i p w i c { f c j e i c u y i h p e i d p � h e q e g l w f g e p l g c j w g k f o q d w l f h h i c p w fs g v m r � m t m n n m e p q c i p i f h � l m d g l h f e k i d f h � r g d i l i p i f h g c j m p w f e i c r e g h p e q d p q e f z � f h i j f c p hm r p w f h f h o g l l f e k i l l g u f h g e f m r p f c e f l i g c p m c c f i u w t m q e i c u p m s c h g c j k i l l g u f h r m es m e � � h w m n n i c u g c j m p w f e h f e k i d f h g c j r e f   q f c p l v c f f j p m p e g k f l r g i e j i h p g c d f h f i p w f et v n q t l i d p e g c h n m e p ¡ i r i p i h g k g i l g t l f ¢ m e � o m e f m r p f c p w g c c m p � t v n e i k g p f d g e z� f d g q h f m r p w i h � p w f h f h o g l l f e k i l l g u f h g e f d m c h i j f e f j p m t f p w f l f g h p h q h p g i c g t l fl m d g p i m c h r m e u e m s p w g c j p w f e f i h g d m c d f e c p w g p f c d m q e g u i c u p m m o q d w j f k f l m n o f c pi c p w f h f g e f g h s i l l m c l v h f e k f p m i c d e f g h f p w f c q o t f e m r n f m n l f w g k i c u p m e f l v m c d g e hp m u m g t m q p p w f i e f k f e v j g v l i k f h z � m s f k f e � p w f h f k i l l g u f h g e f h p i l l q c j f e n e f h h q e f p mu e m s g c j h m o f h o g l l h d g l f j f k f l m n o f c p s w i d w i h h v o n g p w f p i d p m p w f e q e g l g c j m r p f cw i h p m e i d d w g e g d p f e m r p w f h f p p l f o f c p o i u w p w f l n v m q c u f e n f m n l f p m d m c p i c q f p m l i k f i cp w f g e f g � � f f n l m d g l h w m n h g c j h f e k i d f h k i g t l f g c j w f l n t e i c u t g l g c d f p m g c v g u f i c un m n q l g p i m c z| g d w m r p w f h f h o g l l f e e q e g l h f p p l f o f c p h d g c g d w i f k f g h o g l l h d g l f i c d e f g h f i cw m q h i c u h p m d � m k f e p w f n l g c n f e i m j z { m g l l m s r m e p w i h p m w g n n f c � ~ f p p l f o f c py f k f l m n o f c p � m q c j g e i f h w g k f t f f c j e g s c r l f � i t l v � s w f e f n e g d p i d g l � p mg d d m o o m j g p f g e g c u f m r h f c h i t l f h i p f h t m p w s i p w i c g c j m c p w f f j u f m r p w f k i l l g u f hg c j p w q h f c g t l i c u p w f o p m t f d m c h i j f e f j r m e h o g l l x h d g l f e f h i j f c p i g l � i c r i l l �j f k f l m n o f c p h z� g e u f e j f k f l m n o f c p h s i l l c m p t f n f e o i p p f j q c l f h h p w f e f i h l m d g l h q n n m e p r e m o p w f{ m s c m e � g e i h w � m q c d i l � g c g n n e m k f j £ f i u w t m q e w m m j � l g c p w g p g j k m d g p f h g j j i p i m c g lu e m s p w m e g c i j f c p i r i f j l m d g l c f f j r m e g r r m e j g t l f w m q h i c u p w g p d m q l j t f g j j e f h h f jp w e m q u w g � e q e g l f � d f n p i m c h i p f � z{ m g d w i f k f g h q h p g i c g t l f i c d e f g h f i c w m q h i c u h p m d � r m e f g d w m r { f c j e i c u y i h p e i d p � h~ o g l l f e � e t g c ~ f p p l f o f c p h q n p m ¤ � � � � g w i u w l f k f l m r c f s w m o f h s i l l d m o f r m e s g e jm c h i p f h p w g p � m c � h p � n e i l ¤ � � � � g l e f g j v w g j m q p h p g c j i c u n l g c c i c u n f e o i h h i m c r m ew m q h i c u j f k f l m n o f c p z { w f e f o g i c i c u e f   q i e f o f c p s i l l t f j f l i k f e f j m c h i p f h p w g p g e fh n f d i r i d g l l v g l l m d g p f j r m e w m q h i c u j f k f l m n o f c p � h q n n l f o f c p f j t v m p w f e h q i p g t l f h i p f h� �



[ ¥ ] ¦ § ¨ ©

ª « ¬  « ® ¬  ¯ ° ¯ ¬ ¬ ± ¯ ² ¯ ® ¬ ³ ¯ ´ ¯ ± µ ¶ ² ¯ ® ¬ · µ ¸ ® ¹ º » « ¯ ¼ « ® ¬  « ¼ ½ µ ¾ º ± ¿ ± º ® À Á  ¯ ¼ ¯ º ± ± µ ¾ º ¬ ¯ ¹¼ « ¬ ¯ ¼ ¯ « ¬  ¯ » ± « ¯ ª « ¬  « ® ¬  ¯ ¯ ¼ ¬ º Â ± « ¼  ¯ ¹ Â ¸ « ± ¬ Ã ¸ ¶ º » ¯ º µ Ä ¬  ¯ ¼ ¯ ¬ ¬ ± ¯ ² ¯ ® ¬ µ » « ® ´ µ ± ´ ¯¸ ® ¹ ¯ ´ ¯ ± µ ¶ ¯ ¹ ± º ® ¹ µ ® ¬  ¯ ¯ ¹ Å ¯ µ Ä ¬  ¯ ¼ ¯ ¬ ¬ ± ¯ ² ¯ ® ¬ À Æ ± µ ® Å ¼ « ¹ ¯ ¬  ¯ ¶ ± º ® ® ¯ ¹¹ ¯ ´ ¯ ± µ ¶ ² ¯ ® ¬ ¼ Ç « ¬ « ¼ ± « È ¯ ± É ¬  º ¬ º ® ¸ ² Â ¯ » µ Ä ¾ ¸ » » ¯ ® ¬ ± É ¸ ® « ¹ ¯ ® ¬ « Ä « ¯ ¹ Ê ª « ® ¹ Ä º ± ± Ë ¼ « ¬ ¯ ¼ ª « ± ±µ Â ¬ º « ® ¶ ± º ® ® « ® Å ¶ ¯ » ² « ¼ ¼ « µ ® Ä µ »  µ ¸ ¼ « ® Å « ® º ¾ ¾ µ » ¹ º ® ¾ ¯ ª « ¬  ¬  ¯ ¶ µ ± « ¾ « ¯ ¼ « ® ¬  « ¼ ½ µ ¾ º ±¿ ± º ® ¹ ¸ » « ® Å ¬  ¯ ¶ ± º ® ¶ ¯ » « µ ¹ ÀÌ Ä Á µ ª ® µ » ¿ º » « ¼  Í µ ¸ ® ¾ « ± ¼ ª « ¼  ¬ µ ¼ ¸ ¶ ¶ ± ¯ ² ¯ ® ¬ ¬  ¯ ¶ µ ± « ¾ « ¯ ¼ º ® ¹ ¶ » µ ¶ µ ¼ º ± ¼ « ® ¬  « ¼½ µ ¾ º ± ¿ ± º ® ¬ µ « ¹ ¯ ® ¬ « Ä É ¼ ¶ ¯ ¾ « Ä « ¾ ¼ « ¬ ¯ ¼ « ® ¬  ¯ « » ´ « ± ± º Å ¯ ¼ ¬  º ¬ ¾ µ ¸ ± ¹ Â ¯ ¹ ¯ ´ ¯ ± µ ¶ ¯ ¹ ¬  ¯ É  º ´ ¯¬  ¯ µ ¶ ¬ « µ ® µ Ä ¶ » ¯ ¶ º » « ® Å ¬  ¯ « » µ ª ® Î ¯ « Å  Â µ ¸ »  µ µ ¹ ¿ ± º ® À Î ¯ « Å  Â µ ¸ »  µ µ ¹ ¿ ± º ® ¼ ¾ º ®º ± ¼ µ Â ¯ ¸ ¼ ¯ ¹ ¬ µ º ± ± µ ª º ¹ ¹ « ¬ « µ ® º ± ¹ ¯ ´ ¯ ± µ ¶ ² ¯ ® ¬ º ® ¹ ¯ ® ¼ ¸ » ¯ ¬  º ¬ º ® É ® ¯ ª ¹ ¯ ´ ¯ ± µ ¶ ² ¯ ® ¬² ¯ ¯ ¬ ¼ º ¹ ¹ « ¬ « µ ® º ± ± µ ¾ º ± ± É Ã ¼ ¶ ¯ ¾ « Ä « ¾ » ¯ Ï ¸ « » ¯ ² ¯ ® ¬ ¼ ÀÐ Ñ Ò Ó Ô Õ Ö Ð × Ø Ù Ú Û Ü Ð Ý Þ ß à á à â Ó á â â ã Ñ ä å æÎ ¯ ª ¹ ¯ ´ ¯ ± µ ¶ ² ¯ ® ¬ ª « ¬  « ® ¬  ¯ ³ « ¼ ¬ » « ¾ ¬ ª « ± ± Ä µ ± ± µ ª ¬  ¯ ¯ ¼ ¬ º Â ± « ¼  ¯ ¹ ° ¯ ¬ ¬ ± ¯ ² ¯ ® ¬ç « ¯ » º » ¾  É Ç Â ¯ « ® Å èÍ ± º ¾ ¬ µ ® Ã µ ® Ã ° ¯ º é ¾ µ ² ¶ » « ¼ « ® Å Ç Í ¯ ® ¬ » º ± Í ± º ¾ ¬ µ ® Ç ê º É ª « ¾ È Ç ë ¯ ¼ ¬ Í ± º ¾ ¬ µ ® Çì » ¯ º ¬ Í ± º ¾ ¬ µ ® é Î µ » ¬  í Ç î º ¼ ¬ Í ± º ¾ ¬ µ ® º ® ¹ ç µ ± ± º ® ¹ Ã µ ® Ã ° ¯ º íç º » ª « ¾  º ® ¹ ³ µ ´ ¯ » ¾ µ ¸ » ¬ é « ® ¾ ± ¸ ¹ « ® Å ¿ º » È ¯ ¼ ¬ µ ® º ® ¹ ¶ º » ¬ µ Ä ï º ² ¼ ¯ É íÁ  ¯ Í µ ± ¾  ¯ ¼ ¬ ¯ » ð » « ® Å ¯ð » « ® ¬ µ ® Ç ë º ± ¬ µ ® º ® ¹ ñ « » Â É Í » µ ¼ ¼ò º ® ® « ® Å ¬ » ¯ ¯ Ç ½ º ª Ä µ » ¹ º ® ¹ ò « ¼ ¬ ± ¯ É· » « Å  ¬ ± « ® Å ¼ ¯ ºë ¯ ¯ ± ¯ ÉÆ ± » ¯ ¼ Ä µ » ¹ óî ± ² ¼ ¬ ¯ º ¹ ò º » È ¯ ¬ óì » ¯ º ¬ · ¯ ® ¬ ± ¯ É ó½ « ¬ ¬ ± ¯ Í ± º ¾ ¬ µ ® ó° ¬ À ô ¼ É ¬  ó º ® ¹ óÁ  µ » ¶ ¯ Ã ± ¯ Ã ° µ È ¯ ® ÀÆ » ¹ ± ¯ « Å · ¯ º ¸ ² µ ® ¬ Ã Í ¸ ² Ã ò µ õ ¯· » º ¹ Ä « ¯ ± ¹ð » º ¬ « ® Å ö ÷



ø ù ú ¦ § ¨ ©

ì » ¯ º ¬ · » µ ² ± ¯ Éì » ¯ º ¬ ç µ ± ± º ® ¹ñ « » Â É Ã ± ¯ Ã ° µ È ¯ ®½ « ¬ ¬ ± ¯ · ¯ ® ¬ ± ¯ É½ « ¬ ¬ ± ¯ · » µ ² ± ¯ É½ « ¬ ¬ ± ¯ ô º È ± ¯ Éï º ² ¼ ¯ É û « ± ± º Å ¯Á ¯ ® ¹ » « ® Å óÁ  µ » ¶ ¯ ° ¬ º ¬ « µ ® ò º ± ¬ « ® Å ¼Á  µ » » « ® Å ¬ µ ®ë ¯ ¯ ± ¯ É ç ¯ º ¬ ë « üë » º Â ® ¯ ¼ ¼
Á µ º ¾  « ¯ ´ ¯ º ¼ ¸ ¼ ¬ º « ® º Â ± ¯ « ® ¾ » ¯ º ¼ ¯ « ®  µ ¸ ¼ « ® Å ¼ ¬ µ ¾ È Ç º ¼ « Å ® « Ä « ¾ º ® ¬ ® ¸ ² Â ¯ » µ Ä ® ¯ ª µ ² ¯ ¼ ª « ± ± ¾ µ ² ¯ Ä µ » ª º » ¹ µ ® ¼ « ¬ ¯ ¼ ª  « ¾  º ¬ ò º » ¾  ý þ ÿ � º ± » ¯ º ¹ É  º ¹ ¯ ü ¬ º ® ¬ ¶ ± º ® ® « ® Å¶ ¯ » ² « ¼ ¼ « µ ® Ä µ » ® ¯ ª  µ ¸ ¼ « ® Å À Á  ¯ » ¯ ² º « ® « ® Å » ¯ Ï ¸ « » ¯ ² ¯ ® ¬ ª « ± ± Â ¯ ¹ ¯ ± « ´ ¯ » ¯ ¹ µ ® ¼ « ¬ ¯ ¼¬  º ¬ º » ¯ ¼ ¶ ¯ ¾ « Ä « ¾ º ± ± É º ± ± µ ¾ º ¬ ¯ ¹ Ä µ »  µ ¸ ¼ « ® Å µ » ² « ü ¯ ¹ Ã ¸ ¼ ¯ ¹ ¯ ´ ¯ ± µ ¶ ² ¯ ® ¬ Ç ¼ ¸ ¶ ¶ ± ¯ ² ¯ ® ¬ ¯ ¹Â É µ ¬  ¯ » ¼ ¸ « ¬ º Â ± ¯ ¼ « ¬ ¯ ¼ ª « ¬  « ® ¬  ¯ ° ¯ ¬ ¬ ± ¯ ² ¯ ® ¬ ³ ¯ ´ ¯ ± µ ¶ ² ¯ ® ¬ · µ ¸ ® ¹ º » « ¯ ¼ « ® ¬  « ¼ ½ µ ¾ º ±¿ ± º ® À Æ ± µ ® Å ¼ « ¹ ¯ ¬  ¯ ¶ ± º ® ® ¯ ¹ ¹ ¯ ´ ¯ ± µ ¶ ² ¯ ® ¬ ¼ Ç « ¬ « ¼ ± « È ¯ ± É ¬  º ¬ º ® ¸ ² Â ¯ » µ Ä ¾ ¸ » » ¯ ® ¬ ± É¸ ® « ¹ ¯ ® ¬ « Ä « ¯ ¹ Ê ª « ® ¹ Ä º ± ± Ë ¼ « ¬ ¯ ¼ ª « ± ± µ Â ¬ º « ® ¶ ± º ® ® « ® Å ¶ ¯ » ² « ¼ ¼ « µ ® Ä µ »  µ ¸ ¼ « ® Å « ® º ¾ ¾ µ » ¹ º ® ¾ ¯ª « ¬  ¬  ¯ ¶ µ ± « ¾ « ¯ ¼ « ® ¬  « ¼ ½ µ ¾ º ± ¿ ± º ® ¹ ¸ » « ® Å ¬  ¯ ¶ ± º ® ¶ ¯ » « µ ¹ À Ì ® Å ¯ ® ¯ » º ± ¬ ¯ » ² ¼ Ç¹ ¯ ´ ¯ ± µ ¶ ² ¯ ® ¬ µ ¸ ¬ ¼ « ¹ ¯ µ Ä ¹ ¯ Ä « ® ¯ ¹ ° ¯ ¬ ¬ ± ¯ ² ¯ ® ¬ ³ ¯ ´ ¯ ± µ ¶ ² ¯ ® ¬ · µ ¸ ® ¹ º » « ¯ ¼ ª « ± ± Â ¯ ¬  ¯¼ ¸ Â � ¯ ¾ ¬ µ Ä ¼ ¬ » « ¾ ¬ ¾ µ ® ¬ » µ ± ¬ µ ¶ » µ ¬ ¯ ¾ ¬ º ® ¹ ¯ ®  º ® ¾ ¯ ¬  ¯ ¾  º » º ¾ ¬ ¯ » º ® ¹ µ ¶ ¯ ® ® ¯ ¼ ¼ µ Ä ¬  ¯¾ µ ¸ ® ¬ » É ¼ « ¹ ¯ À ç µ ª ¯ ´ ¯ » Ç ¬  ¯ » ¯ º » ¯ ¾ ¯ » ¬ º « ® Ä µ » ² ¼ µ Ä ¹ ¯ ´ ¯ ± µ ¶ ² ¯ ® ¬ ¬  º ¬ ¾ º ® º ® ¹¼ µ ² ¯ ¬ « ² ¯ ¼ ® ¯ ¯ ¹ ¬ µ ¬ º È ¯ ¶ ± º ¾ ¯ « ® ¬  ¯ ¼ ¯ º » ¯ º ¼ Ç ¼ µ ² ¯ µ Ä ª  « ¾  ¾ º ® Â » « ® Å º Â µ ¸ ¬¶ µ ¼ « ¬ « ´ ¯ µ ¸ ¬ ¾ µ ² ¯ ¼ Ä µ » ¬  ¯ » ¸ » º ± ¯ ¾ µ ® µ ² É ÀÐ Ñ Ò Ó Ô Õ Ö Ð × Ø Ù Ú Û Ü Ð Ú Þ Ü � å å Ò � ß � á å � � � � Ò Ñ Ð ß � á å � Ñ � á � à ã Ó � Ü� � 	 
 � � �  � � 	 � � � � � � 
 � � � 	 � � � � 	  
 � � � �  � � � � � 
 � � �  	 � � � � � � � 
 �  � � �  � � 
 � �  � � � �	 � � � � 	 � � � 	 � 	 
 � � � � � 	 � � 	 � � � � � � 	 � � 
 	 � � � � � � 
 � � � 	 � � � 	 � 	 
 � � 	  	 � � � � 	 
 �! � � 
 � �  � " � � � � � � 
 � 
 � � 	  	 � 	  � 
 � # � � � � � 	 � $ � � � 
 � % � � � � $ � � & ' � � � � 
 � � 	( ) * * + ) , ) - * . ) / ) + 0 1 , ) - * 2 0 3 - 4 5 6 7 ) 8 9 * : ) 6 ) ; 7 + + < ) 5 = ) - ) 6 5 + 1 6 ) 8 3 , 1 * 7 0 - 7 - > 5 / 0 3 60 > - ) ; 4 ) / ) + 0 1 , ) - * 8 3 < ? ) @ * * 0 4 ) * 5 7 + ) 4 @ 0 - 8 7 4 ) 6 5 * 7 0 - 5 = 5 7 - 8 * 0 * : ) 6 6 ) + ) / 5 - * A 0 @ 5 +B + 5 - 1 0 + 7 @ 7 ) 8 0 6 5 - C 5 1 1 6 0 / ) 4 D ) 7 = : < 0 3 6 : 0 0 4 B + 5 - 8 E

F G



H I J K L M N

O P Q R S T U V W X Y W X X Y S Z [ Y W \ P \ P Q ] Q ^ Q X S _ ` Q U \ W U ] T a \ Z b c U ] S \ P Q Z _ c Z \ U Q Z a \ S ] Q X W ^ Q Z` W U W ` T ` ] Y Q X X W U d a \ S V [ W U V Z Q c a Q S e f g h f i j k U Q \ l m Q \ Y Q Q U f n o p _ Z W X q g f r c U ] s f n ot c Z V P q g s q \ S a T _ _ S Z \ Q V S U S ` W V d Z S Y \ P c U ] ` Q Q \ S m u Q V \ W ^ Q X b c a a Q a a Q ]Z Q v T W Z Q ` Q U \ a e S Z e T \ T Z Q P S T a W U d W U \ P Q ] W a \ Z W V \ w O P W a a T _ _ X b S e U Q Y P S ` Q a Y W X X m Q] Q X W ^ Q Z Q ] e Z S ` \ P Q e S X X S Y W U d a S T Z V Q a xy Q \ \ X Q ` Q U \ z p Z Q c { r r g P S ` Q az b Q c Z { | g g P S ` Q az b Q c Zq } ~ g q } ~ gf f | i f f | i~ f j ~ f js | } s | }r q g r q gf g g f g gs g i f i f fs s s s s sf g g g f g g gq r | ~ q r | ~j j r r f f g | qO P Q \ c m X Q a P S Y a c a ` c X X a P S Z \ e c X X S e f j P S ` Q a c \ r r g c U ] c a T Z _ X T a S e P S ` Q a S e f s ~c \ | g g c a _ Q Z \ P Q \ c m X Q a c d Z Q Q ] c \ � S V c X � X c U R S ` ` W \ \ Q Q S U f q p _ Z W X q g f | w O P W aa T _ _ X b S e P S T a W U d Y W X X c X a S m Q a T _ _ X Q ` Q U \ Q ] m b � T Z c X � � V Q _ \ W S U y V P Q ` Q a S T \ a W ] Q S ey Q \ \ X Q ` Q U \ � Q ^ Q X S _ ` Q U \ � S T U ] c Z W Q a c U ] \ P Z S T d P m Z W U d W U d X S U d � \ Q Z ` Q ` _ \ b_ Z S _ Q Z \ W Q a m c V [ W U \ S T a Q \ P Z S T d P \ P Q R S T U V W X � a � ` _ \ b � S ` Q a y \ Z c \ Q d b w
O P Q � c \ W S U c X � X c U U W U d � S X W V b � Z c ` Q Y S Z [ c X X S Y a R S T U V W X a \ S ` c [ Q c U c X X S Y c U V Q e S ZT U W ] Q U \ W e W Q ] � Y W U ] e c X X a W \ Q a � k a W \ Q a U S \ a _ Q V W e W V c X X b c X X S V c \ Q ] e S Z P S T a W U d ] Q ^ Q X S _ ` Q U \m T \ \ P c \ a \ W X X V S ` Q e S Z Y c Z ] Y W \ P _ X c U U W U d c _ _ X W V c \ W S U a e S Z P S T a W U d c U ] V S U \ Z W m T \ Q\ S Y c Z ] P S T a W U d U T ` m Q Z a l W e \ P Q Z Q W a Q ^ W ] Q U V Q \ P c \ a T V P a W \ Q a P c ^ Q V S U a W a \ Q U \ X bm Q V S ` Q c ^ c W X c m X Q W U \ P Q X S V c X c Z Q c c U ] Y W X X V S U \ W U T Q \ S _ Z S ^ W ] Q c Z Q X W c m X Q a S T Z V Q S ea T _ _ X b w O P Q R S T U V W X � a q g f r y � � p p _ Z S ^ W ] Q ] Q ^ W ] Q U V Q \ P c \ a P S Y Q ] \ P c \ c Z S T U ] j ~ ~] Y Q X X W U d a c Z Q X W [ Q X b \ S m Q ] Q X W ^ Q Z Q ] S U a ` c X X Y W U ] e c X X a W \ Q a m S \ P Y W \ P W U Q a \ c m X W a P Q ]m T W X \ T _ c Z Q c a c U ] \ P Z S T d P a ` c X X � a V c X Q W U e W X X ] Q ^ Q X S _ ` Q U \ a W U \ P Q ] W a \ Z W V \ � a a ` c X X Q ZZ T Z c X a Q \ \ X Q ` Q U \ a w O P W a Y W U ] e c X X c X X S Y c U V Q \ P Q Z Q e S Z Q e S Z ` a _ c Z \ S e \ P Q R S T U V W X � aQ � _ Q V \ Q ] P S T a W U d a T _ _ X b wO P Q a T _ _ X b S e P S T a W U d \ P Z S T d P S T \ \ P Q � S V c X � X c U _ Q Z W S ] Y W X X m Q a T _ _ X Q ` Q U \ Q ] m b_ Z S _ S a c X a e S Z Z T Z c X Q � V Q _ \ W S U a V P Q ` Q a c U ] m Z W U d W U d m c V [ W U \ S T a Q a S ` Q S e X S U d � \ Q Z `Q ` _ \ b _ Z S _ Q Z \ W Q a W U \ P Q ] W a \ Z W V \ \ P Z S T d P \ P Q R S T U V W X � a � ` _ \ b � S ` Q a y \ Z c \ Q d b w O P Qm Z S c ] c Z Q c a c X X S V c \ Q ] e S Z P S T a W U d c U ] ` W � Q ] � T a Q ] Q ^ Q X S _ ` Q U \ W U \ P W a � S V c X � X c U c Z Q� � �



� � � J K L M N

Z c W U e c X X V c T a W U d X S V c X W a Q ] e X S S ] W U d Y P W V P Y W X X m Q ` c ] Q Y S Z a Q W e U Q Y ] Q ^ Q X S _ ` Q U \ ] S Q a\ c [ Q c V V S T U \ S e \ P Q U Q Q ] \ S X Q a a Q U W \ a W ` _ c V \ wO P Q � c \ W S U c X � X c U U W U d � S X W V b � Z c ` Q Y S Z [ Z Q v T W Z Q a X S V c X _ X c U U W U d c T \ P S Z W \ W Q a \ S` W \ W d c \ Q c U ] c ] c _ \ \ S V X W ` c \ Q V P c U d Q h Y P W V P W U V X T ] Q a P c ^ W U d _ Z S � c V \ W ^ Q a \ Z c \ Q d W Q a W UZ Q a _ Q V \ S e Y c \ Q Z a T _ _ X b c U ] ] Q ` c U ] w � Q ^ Q X S _ ` Q U \ _ Z S _ S a c X a a P S T X ] \ P Q Z Q e S Z QW U V X T ] Q c _ X c U \ S V S U a Q Z ^ Q Y c \ Q Z a T _ _ X W Q a m b ` c U c d W U d ] Q ` c U ] c U ] Q U a T Z Q W \ ac _ _ Z S _ Z W c \ Q ] W a _ S a c X c \ c X X a \ c d Q a S e ] Q ^ Q X S _ ` Q U \ h W U V X T ] W U d V S U a \ Z T V \ W S U c U ] c e \ Q ZS V V T _ c \ W S U h T a W U d y T a \ c W U c m X Q � Z c W U c d Q y b a \ Q ` a k y T � y l Y P Q Z Q _ S a a W m X Q w y T � y c Z Q] Q a W d U Q ] \ S Z Q _ X W V c \ Q U c \ T Z c X ] Z c W U c d Q a b a \ Q ` a h \ S ] Z c W U a T Z e c V Q Y c \ Q Z Z T U � S e e h W ] Q c X X bc a _ c Z \ S e c � Z Q Q U � U e Z c a \ Z T V \ T Z Q U Q \ Y S Z [ c U ] V c U c X a S P c ^ Q a W d U W e W V c U \ m Q U Q e W \ a e S Zc ` Q U W \ b c U ] m W S ] W ^ Q Z a W \ b w
p X X U Q Y ] Q ^ Q X S _ ` Q U \ h Q � V X T ] W U d P S T a Q P S X ] Q Z ] Q ^ Q X S _ ` Q U \ h a P S T X ] W U V X T ] Qy T a \ c W U c m X Q � Z c W U c d Q y b a \ Q ` a k y T � y l c a c ` Q c U a S e Z Q ] T V W U d e X S S ] Z W a [ hW ` _ Z S ^ W U d Y c \ Q Z v T c X W \ b h Q U P c U V W U d \ P Q � Z Q Q U � U e Z c a \ Z T V \ T Z Q U Q \ Y S Z [ c U ] _ Z S ^ W ] W U dc ` Q U W \ b c U ] m W S ] W ^ Q Z a W \ b m Q U Q e W \ a w p _ _ X W V c U \ a a P S T X ] Q � _ X c W U c U ] u T a \ W e b \ P QZ Q c a S U a e S Z U S \ T a W U d y T � y W e U S \ W U V X T ] Q ] W U \ P Q W Z _ Z S _ S a c X a wp _ _ X W V c U \ a a P S T X ] Q � _ X c W U \ P Q W Z c _ _ Z S c V P \ S Y c \ Q Z V S U a Q Z ^ c \ W S U h W U V X T ] W U d \ P Q_ S \ Q U \ W c X e S Z \ P Q Z Q � T a Q S e � d Z Q b Y c \ Q Z � c U ] Z c W U Y c \ Q Z � V c _ \ T Z Q c U ] T a Q � Y W \ P W U \ P Q W Z] Q ^ Q X S _ ` Q U \ h \ S P Q X _ ` c W U \ c W U \ P Q a T _ _ X b S e ] Z W U [ W U d Y c \ Q Z w� Z W ^ c \ Q a Q Y c d Q \ Z Q c \ ` Q U \ e c V W X W \ W Q a Y W X X U S \ m Q _ Q Z ` W \ \ Q ] W e \ P Q Z Q W a c U c V V Q a a W m X Q_ T m X W V e S Y X a Q Y Q Z w � P Q Z Q _ Z W ^ c \ Q a Q Y c d Q \ Z Q c \ ` Q U \ e c V W X W \ W Q a c Z Q \ P Q S U X b _ Z c V \ W V c XS _ \ W S U e S Z a Q Y c d Q ] W a _ S a c X h \ P Q b Y W X X S U X b m Q _ Q Z ` W \ \ Q ] Y P Q Z Q \ P Q Z Q Y S T X ] m Q U SP c Z ` \ S \ P Q Q U ^ W Z S U ` Q U \ h P c ^ W U d Z Q d c Z ] \ S _ Z Q ^ Q U \ W U d _ S X X T \ W S U S e d Z S T U ] Y c \ Q Z c U ]c U b Y c \ Q Z V S T Z a Q a c U ] S ] S T Z w� Z S _ S a c X a e S Z c d Z W V T X \ T Z c X Z Q a Q Z ^ S W Z a ` c b m Q _ Q Z ` W \ \ Q ] h a T m u Q V \ \ S c ] Q \ c W X Q ]c a a Q a a ` Q U \ c d c W U a \ Z Q X Q ^ c U \ _ S X W V W Q a W U \ P W a � S V c X � X c U w

� y \ Z c \ Q d W V � Z Q Q U � c _ a � P c ^ Q m Q Q U W ] Q U \ W e W Q ] W U \ P W a � S V c X � X c U W U a _ Q V W e W V X S V c \ W S U am Q \ Y Q Q U V Q Z \ c W U a Q \ \ X Q ` Q U \ a S Z U Q W d P m S T Z P S S ] a w O P Q _ Z W ` c Z b _ T Z _ S a Q S e \ P W a] Q a W d U c \ W S U W a \ S ` c W U \ c W U c U c _ _ Z S _ Z W c \ Q ] Q d Z Q Q S e _ P b a W V c X a Q _ c Z c \ W S U m Q \ Y Q Q UU Q c Z m b a Q \ \ X Q ` Q U \ a S Z U Q W d P m S T Z P S S ] a w
� � F



� � � J K L M N

� W \ P W U y \ Z c \ Q d W V � Z Q Q U � c _ a h \ P Q R S T U V W X Y W X X S U X b _ Q Z ` W \ ] Q ^ Q X S _ ` Q U \ Y P W V P Y S T X ]_ Z Q a Q Z ^ Q \ P Q c _ _ Z S _ Z W c \ Q a Q _ c Z c \ W S U S e a Q \ \ X Q ` Q U \ a S Z U Q W d P m S T Z P S S ] a w � Z S _ S a c X ae S Z U Q Y ] Q ^ Q X S _ ` Q U \ a P S T X ] V S U a W ] Q Z P S Y \ P Q X S U d � \ Q Z ` _ Z S \ Q V \ W S U S e \ P Q a Q c Z Q c aV c U m Q a \ Z Q U d \ P Q U Q ] h \ P Z S T d P \ P Q W U \ Z S ] T V \ W S U S e � Z Q Q U � U e Z c a \ Z T V \ T Z Q h W U V X T ] W U dZ Q V Z Q c \ W S U c X S _ Q U a _ c V Q h Y W X ] X W e Q c Z Q c a c U ] W ` _ Z S ^ Q ] c V V Q a a \ S \ P Q V S T U \ Z b a W ] Q ^ W cU Q Y e S S \ _ c \ P a h V b V X Q _ c \ P a c U ] m Z W ] X Q Y c b a w
� W \ P W U y \ Z c \ Q d W V � Z Q Q U � c _ a h c a a P S Y U S U \ P Q � S X W V W Q a t c _ c U ] � S V c X t c _ a h \ P QR S T U V W X Y W X X U S \ _ Q Z ` W \ c U b ] Q ^ Q X S _ ` Q U \ Y P W V P Y S T X ] Z Q a T X \ W U \ P Q u S W U W U d S ea Q \ \ X Q ` Q U \ a S Z U Q W d P m S T Z P S S ] a h S Z Y P W V P Y S T X ] Q Z S ] Q \ P Q W Z a Q _ c Z c \ Q W ] Q U \ W \ W Q a m b^ W Z \ T Q S e \ P Q W Z V X S a Q Z _ Z S � W ` W \ b w � X c U U W U d _ Q Z ` W a a W S U ` c b m Q d Z c U \ Q ] Y P Q Z Q xc l \ P Q c _ _ X W V c U \ V c U ] Q ` S U a \ Z c \ Q \ P c \ \ P Q Z Q W a c e T U V \ W S U c X U Q Q ] e S Z \ P Q] Q ^ Q X S _ ` Q U \ \ S m Q W U \ P c \ a _ Q V W e W V X S V c \ W S U c U ] \ P c \ W \ V c U U S \ m Q ] Q X W ^ Q Z Q ] S Uc U c X \ Q Z U c \ W ^ Q _ W Q V Q S e X c U ] S T \ a W ] Q S e \ P Q y \ Z c \ Q d W V � Z Q Q U � c _ �m l \ P Q ] Q ^ Q X S _ ` Q U \ Y S T X ] U S \ V S ` _ Z S ` W a Q \ P Q S _ Q U a Q \ \ W U d m Q \ Y Q Q Ua Q \ \ X Q ` Q U \ a S Z U Q W d P m S T Z P S S ] a � c U ]V l \ P Q ] Q ^ Q X S _ ` Q U \ Y S T X ] W U ^ S X ^ Q \ P Q V Z Q c \ W S U S e � Z Q Q U � U e Z c a \ Z T V \ T Z Q Y P W V PY S T X ] a T _ _ S Z \ \ P Q V S U \ W U T W U d e T U V \ W S U S e \ P Q y \ Z c \ Q d W V � Z Q Q U � c _ w

O P Q � S V c X � X c U � a a \ Z c \ Q d W V S m u Q V \ W ^ Q e S Z R T X \ T Z c X � Q Z W \ c d Q W a � O S V S U a Q Z ^ Q c U ]Q U P c U V Q O Q U ] Z W U d � W a \ Z W V \ � a P Q Z W \ c d Q h Z Q a _ Q V \ W U d P W a \ S Z W V m T W X ] W U d a c U ] \ P Q W Z a Q \ \ W U d a hX W U [ a c U ] ^ W Q Y a w �O Q U ] Z W U d � W a \ Z W V \ P c a c \ Z T X b Z W V P c U ] ] W ^ Q Z a Q P W a \ S Z b h Z Q e X Q V \ Q ] W U c Z V P c Q S X S d W V c X] Q _ S a W \ a c U ] e Q c \ T Z Q a c U ] ` T V P S e W \ a m T W X \ P Q Z W \ c d Q h Y P W V P W U V X T ] Q a x \ P Q Q c Z X b_ X c U U Q ] ] Q ^ Q X S _ ` Q U \ S e \ P Q ] W a \ Z W V \ � a ` c u S Z \ S Y U h R X c V \ S U � S U � y Q c h c a c � W V \ S Z W c Ua Q c a W ] Q P S X W ] c b Z Q a S Z \ � \ P Q X c \ Q Z a Q X Q V \ ] Q ^ Q X S _ ` Q U \ S e � Z W U \ S U � S U � y Q c Y W \ P W \ a ` c U bQ � c ` _ X Q a S e U S \ c m X Q p Z \ a c U ] R Z c e \ a c Z V P W \ Q V \ T Z Q c U ] t S ] Q Z U W a \ P S T a Q a � \ P Q P W a \ S Z W V_ S Z \ S e � c Z Y W V P c U ] \ S Y U S e t c U U W U d \ Z Q Q h � U d X c U ] � a a ` c X X Q a \ � S Z \ P Q ] W a \ Z W V \ � a ` S a \
� � G



� � � � � � �� � �   ¡ ¢ ¡ £ ¤¥ ¦ § ¨ © ª ¦ ¨ « ¬ §  ® ¯ ° ± ª ² ² ± ° ± ³ ± ´ µ §  ® ¯ ° ¶ · ¸ ¹ º » § ² ª ± ª ¼ µ ½ ¾ § ¿ µ ¬ À  ¼ µ ª ¼ µ Á ¨ º ¸ · · · ¸ Â ¹ Â Ã º
Ä Å Æ Ç È Å É Ç Ê Ë Ì Í Î Ï È ÐÑ È Ë Ò Ë Æ Ó Î Ô Ç È Ï Ç Ó Õ Å É Ö Ë Ï Î × Å Í Ø ÆÔ Ó Ç Ç Ù Ó Ú Ó Í Ç Ä Ó Û Ó Ù Ë Ò Ú Ó Í Ç Ê Ë Ì Í Î Ï È ÐÜ Ë Ì Æ Å Í Õ Ý Ù Ù Ë É Ï Ç Å Ë Í ÆÞ Å ß Ó Î à Æ Ó Ý Ù Ù Ë É Ï Ç Å Ë Í Æá Ú Ò Ù Ë Ð Ú Ó Í Ç Ô Å Ç Ó ÆÑ È Å Ú Ï È Ð â È Ë Í Ç Ï Õ Ó Æ ã Ñ Ë Ù Å É ÐÑ È Å Ú Ï È Ð Ô ä Ë Ò Ò Å Í Õ Ý È Ó Ï Æå æ ç





� � � � � � � � � � � 	 
 � �  � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � 
  � � � � 
 � 	 � � � � � 
 � � � � � � � � � � � 
 � � � � � � � � �  � �   � �� � � � � � �  �  
 � 
 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 
 � �  � � 	 � � � � � � � � �  
 � � � � � � � � � 
 � �  � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � 
 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �  � � � � �  � � � �  � � � � � � � � �� � � � 
 � � � � � � � � � � � � � 
 � �  	 � � � � � 	  � �  	 � � � 	 � � � � �  � � � � � � � � � � � � 
 
 � � �� �  � � � � � � � � � 
 � � � � 
 � � � � 	 � � �  �  � �  � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �  � � � �  � � � �  � � � � � � �  � �� � �  � � � � 
  � � � �  � � � � �  � � � � � � � � � � � 
  
 � � �  � � � � � � � � � � � 
 � � 	 � � � � 
 �� � � 
 � � � � 	 � � � �  � � � � � � � 
 � � � � � �  �� � � � � � � � 
 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 
 �  � � � �  � � � � � �  � � � � � � �  �  � � � � � � � � � � � � �� � �  � � � � � � � � � 
  � � � � � 
 � � 	  � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �  � � �  � � � � � � � � �
 � 
 �  � �  � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � �  � � � � � � � � � � � � 
 � � � � � � 
 � � � 	� �  � 
 � � � � � � � �  
 � � � � � � � �  � � � � � � 
 � � � 
 � 
 �  � �  � � � � �  � 
 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 
  � �� � � � � � � � � �  � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � ! � � � �  � � � � � � �  � �  �  � � � � � 
 � � � � � � � � � � � � �� � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 �  � � � � �  � 
 � � � � � � � �  
 � � � � � � � � � � 
 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �  � � � � 
 � � � � � � 
 � 
 � � � � � � � �  � � � 	 
 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �  � � � � � � � � 
 � � � � �� � 	 �  � � � � � �  � �  � � � � � �  
 � � � � � � � �  � � 
 � � � � � � 
 � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � �  � � � �� � � �  � � � �  � � � � � � � � � � � � � 
  
 �  � � � �  
 � 
 �  � �  � � � 	 � � � � � 
 � �  � � 	 �  � � � � � � � � 	� �  � � � �  � � � �  � � � �  � � �  � � � � 	  � �  � � � � � � � � � 
 � � � 
 � � � � � � � � � � �  � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 
 �� � � � � � � � � � �  � � � � � 
 � � � � � � " #  � � � � �  � � �  � � � �  � � � � � 
 � � � 
 � � � � 
 � � � � � � �  � � � � � � � 
 � � � � � � �  � � � �  � � �  � � � � � � � 
 � � 
 � � � � � � � � �  � � 	 � � � � � 	� � � � � � � � � � 
 � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � �  � � �  � � � � � � � � � � �  � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � 	 � � �  � � � � 
 � 
 �  � �  � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 
  � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � 	 � � � �	  � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 
  � � 
 � �  � � 	 � � 	 � � � � �  � �  
 � $ � � �  � �  � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 
 �
 � � � � � � � 	 � 
 �  � �  � � 
 � � � � �  �  � � � � � � � � � 
 � 	 � � � � � � � � �  � � 
  � � �  � � � � � � �  � � 
� � � � � � � � � � � �  � � � � 
 � � � � � � � � �� � � 
 
 � � � � � � � � � � � � � 
 � � � % � � � � � � 
 & � � 
 � � � 
 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 
  � � � �  � � � � 	 � 
�  � � � 	 � � � � � � � �  � �   � � � � � � � � � � � 
 � �  � � 	 � � � � � � � � � 
 � �  � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �� � 
 � � �  � � � � � � � � � � � 
 � � � � 
 � � � � � � � � 
 � � � � � � � � � � � � 
 � �  � � � � 
 � �  �  � � � � 
 � �  � � 	 � �� � � � �  � � � � �  � � � � � �  � � � � � � � � � 
 � ' � � � � � � 
 � �  �  � � � � 
 
 � � �  � �  � � � � 
  � � � � � � � � � � � �� � � � � � � � � � � 	 
 � � � � � � � � � � � � �  � �� � �  � � � � � � � � � 
 � � � �  � � � �  � � � 
 � � � � � � � � � �  � � � � � � 
 � 
 �  � �  � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �  � � � � � � � 	 � � �  � � � � � � � � �  � � � �  � ' �  � � � � 	 ' � � � � � ( �  � � � � � � �




' � � � � 
 � � � � � 
 � � � � � � � � � � � � 
 � � 	 � 
 � � � � � �  � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 
 � �  	 � � � � � 	 � � � � �  � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � �  � � � � � � � � � 
 �� � � � � � � � � 
 
 � �  � � � � � � � � � 
  � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �  � � � 
 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 
  � � � �
 � 	 � � � � �  � � � � � � � 
 � � � � 
 � � � � � � � � � � 
 � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � 
 � � � � �  � �  � � � � � � � � � �� � � � � � � � � � � 
 � � �  � � � �  � � � � � � � � � � 
 �  � � � 
 � � � � � � � � � �  � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 
  � � � � � � � � � � � � 
 � � � � � 
 
 � � � � � ' � � � � S � � � � T 
 
 � � �  � � 
 � � � � � � � � �  � U A G + - 8 0 4 + 5 C < / / + / / + 1V . = / 0 , 3 B + + 1 I 8 = 1 C � � � � � � � 	 � � �  � � � � � � � � � � � � � 
 �  
 � � � 
 � � � � � � 
 � � � � � W � � � X Y Z [ � � � � �  � � � � � W  � �  � � X Y Z \ � ] � � � � � 
 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 
 � � � � � � ' ' ( � � � � � �  � � # � �  � � 	 � � " � � 
 � � 	 ^  � � � � T 
 
 � 
 
 � � � � _ # " ^ T ` �a � �  � � � �  �  � � 
 � 
 � � � � � � � � � � � 
 � 	 	 � 
 � 
 � �  �  " � � 
 � � 	 ^  � � � � T � �  � � � � � � 
 � � 	S �  � � � � � �  % � � � � � 
 � � �  % � � � � 
 � � � �  � � � � � � � � � 	 % � � � � � �  � �  
 � � � � 
  
 � � � � �  
 � 
� � �  
 
 � 
 
 � � 	 � � � 
 � � 	 � � � � �



a � � � 	 �  � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 
  � � � � � 
 �  � � � � 	 � � � � � � � �  
 
 � 
 
 � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � 
 � � 	 � � � �� � � � � � � � � �  � � � 
 
  �  � �  � S  
 � � � � X Y Z X �  � � � �  � � � � � � � � � � � 
 � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � �X Y Z b � � X Y b c  
 � � � d  e Z Y � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � �  � �  �  � � � �  � � � � � 
� �  � 
 �  � � 
 � � X  [ f e  � � � � � � �  � � � � 
 � � � � � 
 � � � � �  �  � � � � � 	 � � � �  � � 
  � � � � � � �  � � � � � � � �  � X  \ e Z � � � � � � � 
 �  � � � �  � �T �  � � 
 � 
 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �  
 � 
 � � � �  � 
 � �  � � � 
 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 
 	 � � � � �� � � � � � � � � � � � b  Y e Y � � � � � � � � � � 
 � � � � �  � � � � � 
 � � � � � 
 � � � 
  � � � � � � � � � b e e � � � � � � �  � � � � � 
  � � Z [ g  � � � � � � � � � � � 	 �  � � � �  � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �  � � � � �� � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 
 � �  � � � � 
 Z [ g h � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � & � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � " ^ T� � � � � � � � �  � � h �  � � � � 
 � 	 �  � 
 &  � � � 
 � � � � � � �  � �  � � �  
 � �  � � � � � � � 
 � � � � � � � ] �  � 
 ��  � � 
  �  � � � �  � � � � � �  � � � � � � �  � i � � � � � � � �  � � � � � 	 �  � � � � �� � � � � � � � � 
 � � � � �  � � � � � 
 � �  � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �  
 
 � 
 
 � � � � � �  � � � 
 
 � � � " � � 
 � � 	^  � � � � T � �  � 
 b  Y e Y � � � � � � � 
  � �  � � � � � � � � � � � � � � X Y Z b � X Y b c � � � � 
 � 
 � � �� � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 
 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 
 � � � � � � � � � �  � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �� � � � �  
 � � � � 
 � � � � � � �  � � � � � � � � � � � �  � � � 
 
 � � � � � � 
 
 � �  � � � � � � � � 	 % � � � � 
 � � � � % � � �% � � � � � � & 
  � �   � 
 X  b Z [ � � � � � � � 
 � � � � �  � �� � � U A G + - 8 0 4 + 5 C < / / + / / + 1 V . = / 0 , 3 B + + 1 I 8 = 1 C  � � # " ^ T � � �  � � 
 � � � � � � 
 �  � � � 
 � �  �  � � � � � � � � � � � � � 
  � � � � � � 
  � � � 
 
 � � �  � �    � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � 
 
 � � �� � � � � �  � � � � � � � � �  � � � � � � � � � 
  � � 
 � � 	 � � � � � �  � � � � � � � � � � � � � �  � � � � � �  � 	 � _ j ' % ` � � � � � �� � � � � � � 	 � [ [ Y � � � � � � � 	 
  � �  � � 
 
 � 	 	 � 
 � � �  
 � � � � � � � �  � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �  
 
 � 
 
 � �� � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � �  � 
 �  � � � � 
 � � � � � � � � � � � � 
 � � �  � � � � �  � � � � � � � �  � � � � � � � � � � 
� �  
 � �  � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � �  � � � � � 
 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �  � 
 � � � 
 � � � � � �  � � � � � � � �  � � � � 
 � � � 
 � � � � � � � � � � � �  � � � �  � � 
 � � 	 � � � � � � � j ' % �� � � � � � � � � � � � � �  � � � � � � � 
 � �  � � � � �  � � � � � � 
 � � 	 � � � � � 
 � � �  � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 
 � �k � � 
 � � 
  � � � �  � � � � � �  � � � �  � � � � � � 	 # � � � � � � � � �  � � � � � � �  � � � � � � � � � � 
 � � � � � � �� � � � � � �  � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �  � i � �  � ' �  � 
  � � �  � � 	 � � � � � b Y g � �  � � � � �  � � � � � � 
 � � 	 � � � 
 
 � � � � � � 	  � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 
 � 
 
 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �  
 � �
F * + 5 . - 9 5 6 5 9 , , 0 , 3 9 = 8 * . 2 0 8 0 + / > 0 5 5 0 1 + , 8 0 @ C / = @ @ 0 - 0 + , 8 1 + 5 0 4 + 2 9 A 5 + / 0 8 + / . 2 A 2 . 9 1 5 . - 9 8 0 . , /@ . 2 8 * + 0 2 2 + / 6 + - 8 0 4 + 6 5 9 , 6 + 2 0 . 1 H 9 3 9 0 , / 8 8 * + 2 + l = 0 2 + 7 + , 8 0 , 8 * + 8 9 A 5 + A + 5 . > EJ 9 - * 9 = 8 * . 2 0 8 C > 0 5 5 7 9 0 , 8 9 0 , 9 / = @ @ 0 - 0 + , 8 / = 6 6 5 C . @ 1 + 5 0 4 + 2 9 A 5 + / 0 8 + / 8 . 6 2 . 4 0 1 + 9 8 5 + 9 / 8 @ 0 4 +C + 9 2 / m > . 2 8 * . @ * . = / 0 , 3 R 9 , 1 > 0 5 5 > . 2 ? 6 2 . 9 - 8 0 4 + 5 C > 0 8 * 9 6 6 5 0 - 9 , 8 / 8 . A 2 0 , 3 @ . 2 > 9 2 1 / 0 8 + /8 * 9 8 9 - - . 2 1 > 0 8 * 8 * + . 4 + 2 9 5 5 / 6 9 8 0 9 5 / 8 2 9 8 + 3 C 9 , 1 2 + 5 + 4 9 , 8 6 . 5 0 - 0 + / 0 , 8 * + 6 5 9 , E



n o p o q r q p s tu v v o t o w p u x y w q s z o pt y s { x u p | s } o w v~ s t u v v o t o w p u xv � s x x o p � z | s }u p p r q{ x u p | s } o w v � � H � � �� � �� � � � � � � � �� } u o p t } s s � � H � � �� � �� � � � P � � � �� w x � y s z t s } � � H � � �� � �� � � � � � � � �� s p v } o p � � � � � �~ w } t y � z z s �T 
 � � � � � � � � � � � �  �  � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 
 � � 	 �  � � � �  � �   % � � � � 
 � � � � % � � � % � � � � � ��  � � � � � � � � � � � � � �  � � � � � � 
 �  	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �  
 
 � 
 
 � � � � � �  � � � � � � �  � � � � � � 
 � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � �  � � � � � � � 
 
 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � % � � � � � � � 
  �  � �� �  � � 
 � � � � � � � � � � � � � �  � � � �  � �  � � � � � � � � 
 � � 	 � � � � � � 
 � �  �  � � 
 � � � � � � � � � ��  � � �  � � � �  � � � � � � � � � � � �  � � 
 �  � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �  � � � 
 � � � � � i � �  � ' �  �  � � � � � � �  � � � � � � � �  � � � � � � � 
 � �  � � 	 � � � �  � � j � � � � 
 � � � � a � 
 � � � � � % � � � � � �  � � � � � � �� � � 	 � � � � � � � 	  � � � � � � � � � 
  � � � � � �  � � � � � � � # � �  � � 	 � � " � � 
 � � 	 ^  � � � �  � � � � � � � �� � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 
 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 
 � � 	 �  � � � �  � �  �T � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �  � �  � 
 � � 
 � � � � 	 � � � �  � � � � � � � 
 � � � � � �  � � � � � � � � � 
 � � � � � � � � �� � � � � � � 
 �  � � � �  � � � � � �  � � � � � � �  �  � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �  � � � � � � � � � 
  � � � � � 
 � � 	  � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �  � � �  � � � � � � � � � 
 � 
 �  � �  � � � 	 � � � � � �S �  � � � � � � a � 
 � � � � � & 
 � � � � � � � � � � � 
 � � �  � � � � � � � � � � 
 � � � � � � � � 
 � � �  � � � � � � 
 � � � � � 
  � � � � � � � � 	 � � � 
 � � � � � � � �  � � �  � � �  � � � � � � 	 � i � � � � � # �  � 
 � � �  � � � � � � � �  � 
  
 � 	 � � � � �  � �� � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � 
 � � � � � 
 � � � � � a � 
 � � � � �  � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �� � � � � � � 
  
 
 � � �  � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 
 � � �  �  � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �� � �  � � � 
 � � � 
 � � � � � �  � 	 � 
 � 
 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �   � � � �  � 
  � � � � � � �  � � � � � � � �
 � 
 �  � � � � 	 � � � a � 
 � � � � � & 
 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 
 � � � � � � �  � � �  � � � � 
 � �  � � � 
 � � � � �  � � � � � S �  � � � � � � a � 
 � � � � � � �  � � � � � �  � � � �  
  � � �  � � � � � � 
 �  � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �  �  
 
 � � � 
 � � � 
 � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �  � 
 � � � � 
 �  � � �  	 � � � � �
 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �% � � � � � 
 � � � � 
 � � � � � � � �  � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 
 
 � � "  � � � k  � � �  �  � � � � � � � � � � � � �  � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � 
 � � � � � 	 � � � � ] � � 
 � � � � � � � � j � & 
 �  
 � � 
 �	 � � � � � 	 � � � � 
  � � �  
 � � � � � � � � �  
 � � � � 	 � � � � � � �  � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � & 
 � � 
 � � � � �� �  �  � � � �  � � � � � �  �  � � � � � � � � 
  � � � � 
 � � � � � � 
 � � � �



� � � � �  � � 
 � � � � � � � 
 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �  
 � T � 	 � �  � � � � � � � � � 
 
 � � � Z f � � % � � � � � �^ � 
 � � � � � � � � � 
 _ # � � � � � � � � ^ � � � � � � � k �  � � Z i � 
 � � � � � � � � � � 	 `  � � � � � �  � � 
 � � � � � � � � � � 
 � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � T �  �  � � � � � "  � � � � � � � � � � � � _ # � � � � � � � � ^ � � � � � � �k �  � � � � � i � 
 � � � � � � � � � � 	 `  � � � � � �  � � � � � � � � � � 
 � � � � � � � � Z Y 	 � � � � � �  
 � � � 
  � � � � � � � � � � � Z f Z Y � � � � � � � � � � � �  � � � � �  	  � � 
 � � � �  
 � � � � � � � � 	 � � � �  � � � � � � � �!  � � � � � 
 �  � � � � 
 �  � � � � �  � � � � 
 � � � � � � � � � �  	 �  
 
 � � 
 � � � � � � � � � a � 
 � � � � � �� � � � � � � 	 a � 
 � � � � � & 
 � � �  � � � � � � � � � � 	 �  � � � � � � � 
 � � � � T � � � � � 	 � � � 
 � � � � � � � � � �� � 
 � � � � � � � � � � � 
 Z X Y  � � � 
  � �   
 � � � �  
 � � � � � � � � 	 � � � a � 
 � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 �  � � �  � 
 � 
 � � 
 � � � � � � � � � �  � � � �  �  � � � � � � � � 
 � � � � � � � � 	 
  � � � � 	  � � � � 
 � � � 	 �k � � � � � � � 
 � 	  
 � � � 
 
 � � � 
 	 � � � �  � � � � � % � � � � � � � � � �  � � � � 
 �  � � � � � � �  
 � � � � � � �� �  � 
 X Y Y e � X Y Z X � ] � X Y Y e � X Y Z Y � � � % � � � � � � & 
 � � �  � %  � � � � a � � � � � � � � � 
 
 � � � �  
b  X c \ � � � � � 
  � � � � X Y Z Z � Z X � � � � � �  � �  
 b  Y b X � � � � � 
  � � � � �  
 � � � �  � � �  � � � 
 
 � � � 
� � � � � a � 
 � � � � � �  � � � � 
 � � 
 � � 	 � � � � � � � � [ � d � � � � � 
 � � X Y Y e � � [ � [ � � � � � 
 � � X Y Z X �] � � � �  
 � � � � � � � � � � � � � �  � � � 
 � � � � � � � �  � � � � � � � 	 � �  
 
 � � � � � � � � 
 �  � �  � � � � � �� � � � � � �  � � � � � 
 � � � � � � � � �  � � 
 � � � � � a � 
 � � � � � � � � � a � � 	 � � � � 	 � k � � � � � � � #  � � 
d f � � � � � � � $ � � � 
 � � � � ! � � � (  � � �  
 � � � �  �  � � � � � � � � � � � � �  � � � � � � �  � � � � Z Y Y  Y Y Y� � � � 
 � � � � h � � �  � � � � � � � � � � � � & � � � � � � �  � 
 � � � � � � �  � � � 	  � � � 
 � � � �  � � � � � � � � � � � �� � %  � � � � a � � � � � � � � � 
 
 � � � 
 � � � � � � � � �  � � � 
 �  � � �  � � � �  � � � � � �  � � � � � � �  �  
 �� � S � � 	 � � � � � 	 
 �  � � � � [ � � � � � � � � � � 
 � � � � ! � � � (  � �  � �  � � 
 "  � � �  
 � � � �  �  � � � � � �	 � � � �  � � h � � �  � � � � � � � � � � � � & � � �  � � � � � � �  � � � � \  b Y Y � � � � 
  � � � � � � � � � � � � %  � � � �a � � � � � � � � � 
 
 � � � 
 � � Z [  Y Y Y � � � � � 
 � � � � �  � � T � � � � �  � �  
  � 
 � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � # � �  �(  � � 
 � � ! � �  � � S �  � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � �  � � � � � �  �  � � � � � � 	 � � � �  � � h � � �  �� � � � � � � � � � � & � � �  � � � � � � �  � � � � b  d Y e � � � � 
 �k � � � � � � � � � 
 � � � � �  � � � � � � � �  �  	 � � 
 �  
 � � � � � � �  � � � � � 
 � 
 �  � �  � � �� � � � � � � � � � � 
 � � � � � � � �  � � � � � � � �  � � � 
 
 � � � � � � �  � � � � 
 � � � � 
 � � � � � � � � � � � � �  � � � �� � � � � � � � 
 � 
 � � �  � � � � 
 � � � �  � � � 
 
 � � � � � 
 � �  � � 	 � � � �  � � � � � � � �  � � � � � � � �  � 
 � � � �  � �� � � � � �  � � � � � � � � � � � �  � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 
 � �  � 	 � � � 
 � � � � � � 
 � T � � 
 � � � � � � � � � 
 � � � � ��  � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � �  � �  � � � � � � � � � � � 
 � � � � � � � � � � � � � �  � � � � � � 
 � � � � � � � � 
 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �  � �  � � � � � 
 � � � � � � � � � � �  � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 
 � � � �
h # � �  � � 	 � � j � �  � 
 � � � � � � � � � 
 & �  � � � � � �  � 	 � � � � � � �  � � � � 
  � �  � � � � �  � 	 � � � � � � 
 � � � 	� � � �  
 � � � � � � � �  � � �  � � � � � � � 
  �  � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � 
 � 
 � 
 �  � �  � � � � � �  � � � � 
 � � � 	 � � � � � �� � � 
 � 
 � � � � � � � � � 
 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 
 � � � � � � � 
 � � � � � � � � � � �  � 
 � � � �  �  � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � 	 � � 	 � � � � � � � �  � � � � � �  � �  � �  � � �  � 
 � � � � � �  � � � 
 �  � � � 
 � � � � � � �



� � � � � � 
  � � � � � � � � � �  � �  
  � � � � � �  
 � � � � � � � �  � � � � � � � � � � � � � �  � � � � 
 � � � � �  � � � �� � � � � 	 � �  � � � � �  � � � 
 � � 
 
 � � � � � � � � �  � �  
 � 	 � � � � �  � � � � � � � � � �  � � � � � � �  � � � � � � � 
 � � � � � � � � � 
 � 
 �  � �  � � � � � � 
 � � 	 	 � � � � � � �  �  � 	 � � 
 �  � � �( � � � � � � � � � 	 a � 
 � � � � �  � � � 
 � � � � � � � � � 
 � �  � �  � � � � � � � � � � � 
 �  � � 	 � � �  � � � �% �  � � � � � � � � # �   "  � � � � �  � � a � � � � � � � � �  � � � � � h % � � � � � 
 � � � ( � � � 	 � & �� � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � �  � � � � � � � 
 �  � �  
  � � � 
 i � �  � ' �  � � � � �  � � 
 � � � � � 
  � 
� � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 
 � � � 
  � � � � 
 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 
  � � � � � � � � � � � � � 
 � � � � �� � � �  
 � � � � � � � � �] �  � � � � � � 	  
 � 
 �  � �  � � �  �  � �  � � � � � � � � � � � �  � �  � � � �  � � � � � � � � � 
 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 
 � � 		 � � � � �  � � � # � �  � � 	 � � j � �  � # � � � � � � � � � 
 � � � �  � � � � � � �  � � � � � �  � 	 � 
 � � � � � � � � � � � � �� � � a � 
 � � � � � & 
 � � � � �  
 � � � � � � 
 � � 	 
 � � � � � � � � � � � � �  � � � � � � � �% �  � � � �  � � � � � % � � � � � 
 � � � ( � � � 	 �  � �  � 
 � � � � � � � � � � �  
 h � � �  �  � �  
 & � � � � �� � � 	 � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � 
 � � � � � � � � � � � � � 
 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �  � � � � � � � �# �  � � � � j � �  � # � � � � � � � � � 
 �  � � �  � 	 � � � � � �  � � � � 
 � � �  � � � � � � � � �  � 
 � � � � � � � � � 
  � �� � � � � � � � � � �  �  � 	 � � � � � � 
 � � � 	 � � � �  
 � � � � � � � �  � � �  � � � � � � � 
 � � � � 
 � 
 � � � � � � � � � 
 � � � � � � � �  � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 
 � � � � � � � 
 � � � � � � � � � � �  � 
 � � � �  �  � � � � 	  � � � � � � � � 	  � �� � �  � 
 � � � � � �  � � � 
 �  � � � 
 � � � � � � � � � � � � � 
  � � � � � � � � � �  � �  
  � � � � � �  
 � � � � � � � �  � � � � � � � � � � � � � �  � � � � 
 � � � � �  � � � � � � � � � 	 � �  � � � � �  � � � 
 � � 
 
 � � � � � � � � �  � �  
 � 	 � � � � �  � �� � � � � � � �  � � � � � � �  � � � � � � � 
  � � � � � � � � � 
 � 
 �  � �  � � � � � � 
 � � 	 	 � � � � � � �  �  � 	 �
 �  � � �( � � � � � � � � � 	 a � 
 � � � � �  � � � 
 � � � � � � � � � 
 � �  � �  � � � � � � � � � � � 
 �  � � 	 � � �  � � ( � � � � � �  !  � � � � � � � � � � � % � � 
 
 � ^  � � � � 	 � � � �  i  � � � � �  � � ^ � 
 � � � � �  � � S � � 	 � � � � � 	 
 � ] �  � � � � � � 	  
 � 
 �  � �  � � �  �  � �  � � � � � � � � � � � �  � �  � � � �  � � � � � � � � � 
 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 
 � � 		 � � � � �  � � � # �  � � � � j � �  � # � � � � � � � � � 
 � � � �  � � � � � � �  � � � � � 
 � � � � � �  � 	 � 
 �� � � � � � � � � � � � � � � a � 
 � � � � � & 
 � � � � �  
 � � � � � � 
 � � 	 
 � � � � � � � � � � � � �  � � � � � � � �k � � � � �  � � � � � � � � a � 
 � � � � � & 
 � � � � 
  � � � � � � � �  
 � � � % � � � � � 
 � � � � � � � � � � � � 
 � � � � � � � � �� � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 
 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 a � 
 � � � � � & 
 � � � � � � � � � � � � 
 � � 	 � � � � �^  � � � � � � � � � � � � � �  � ! � � � � � � 
 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �  � 
 � � � � � 
 
 � �  � � 	 � �� � �  � � � �  � � � � � �  � � � � � � � a � 
 � � � � �  	 � � � � �  � 
 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 
  � � � � �  � � � � � �� � � � � 
 � �  � � � � �  � � �! � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 
 � � �  
 � �  � � 	 � � � � 
 � � � � � �  � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �  � � � � � � 
 � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �  � � � � � � � 
 �  � � � � 
 � � � � � �  � 
 � � � 
 � ! � � � � � � � � �  	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �� � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �  � � � � � � � � � � � � � �  � � � � � � � 
  � � �  � �  � � � � � � � � � � � � 
 �  � �  � � � �  � � � �  � � � � � � � �  � � � � � � � 
  � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � 
 
  � � � � � �  
 � � � � � � � � �



( � � � � � � � � � 	 a � 
 � � � � �  
 � � � � � �  	 � 
  � � � �  
 
 � �  
 h � � �  � # � � � � � � % � � � � � 
 & T � � � 
 � � � �  � � � 
 � �  � ^  � � � �  k � �  � S � � � � � �  i � � � � � % �  � � � �  # � � $ 
 � � �  � � � � � � � � � � � � # � � � � � ( � �� � � 
 � 
 � � � � � � � � � 
  � � � i � �  � ' �  � � � � � � � � � � 
 � � � � � � � � � � � � 
 � � � 
 �  � � � � � 
 �  � � 	 � � � � � �# � � � � � � � � 
 � � � � �  	 � 
 � � � �  � � � � � � �  � �  � � � � 
 � � � � � �  
 � � � � � � 
 � � 	 
 � � � �  � � � � � � � � � � � �  � �  � � � � � � � � � � �  � � � � � � � � ' � � � � 
 � � � � � 
 � � 	  � � � �  � � � � 
  � �  �  � � � � � � �  �� 
 �  � �   � � � � �  � � �  � � 
 � 
 �  � �  � � � � � � �  � � � � � � � 
 � � � � � � � � � 
 � � � � � � � � �  � � � 
 � � � � ��  � �  � �  � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �  � �  � � � � 
 
 � � 	 � � �  � � � � 
 � � 	 � � � � 
  
 � � � � � � � � 	� � � � � � �  	 � � � � � � � �  � �  
 
 � 
 � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � �  � � � � � 
 � � 	 	 � � � � � � � � � � 
 � � � � � � � �a � 
 � � � � � �] �   �  � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � �  � � � � � � �  � � � � � � 
  � � � � � � � � � � � � � �  � � � � � � � �  � � � � �  � � �� � � 
 � � 	 � �  � � � � � � � 
 � � � � �  	 � 
 � �  � �  � � � � � � � � � � �  � � � � 
 
 � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � 
 � �� � � 
 � � 	 	 � � � � � � � � � � 
 i � �  � ' �  �  � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	  � � � � � � �  � � � � 
 � � 	 � � � � � 	 �� � � h � � �  � � � � � � � � � � 
 � � � � � � & � 
  �  � �  � � � � � '  � � 
 � % � � � � � � 
 � � � � � � 	 � � � � �  � � � � � � � 
� � � a � 
 � � � � � % � � � � � �  � � � � �  � � � � � �  � � � � �  � � � � � � 
 � � 	 � � � � � � � � �$ � � � � 
 �  � � � � � � � �  	 � 
 � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 a � 
 � � � � � & 
 � � �  � � �  � � �  � � �  � � � � � � � � 
 
 � �� � � �  � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 
  � � �  � 
 � � � � � � 
  �  � � � � � � � 
  � � � � � � � � � � �  
 � � � � � � � � � � � 
 � � � � � 
� � � � � 
 � 
 �  � � � � � � � �  	 � 
  � � � � � � � � � � �  � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � 	 � � � � 
  � � � � � �  	 � 
 � � �� � � �  
 � � � � � � 	  � � � � � � � 
 � � � � � � 
  � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �  � � � � � 
 �  � � � 
 � � � � � � � �� � � � � � � �  � 
 � � � � _ � � � � � 
  �  � �  � � � ` � �  � � � � � � � � � � �  � � � �  � � � � � �  � � �  � �S � �  � 
 � � � � � � 
  � � � 
 � 
 �  � � � � � � � �  	 � 
  � � � � � 
 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �  
 � 
 � 
 �  � �  � � �� � �  � � � � 
 � � � 	 � � � � �  � � � � � � � � 
  � � � � � � � � �  � � � � � � �  	 � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �� � � � � 
 �  � �  
 � � � � � � � � 
 � � � � � � � � � � �  
 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �  � � � 	 � � � � � � � � �  � 
� � 	 �  � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �  � � � � � 
 � " � � � � � �  � � � 
 � � � � �  	 � 
  � � 
 � � � � � � � � � � � � 
 
 � � � � �	 � � �  � � 
 � � � 
 �  � � � 
 �  � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 
 
 � � �  � � � � � � � � � � � � � �  �  � � � � � � �� � 
 � � � � � � �  �  � � � � � � � � � 
 � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �� � �  � �   � � � � � � �  � 
 � � � 
  � � 
 � � � � � � 
 � �  � � �  � � � � � � � � � � 	 �  �  � � � � �  � �  	 � � � 	� � � � �  � � � � ��  � � � � � � � 
 � 
 �  � � � � � � �  � 
 � � � � � � � � � 
 �  �  � � � � � �  
 �  � � 
 �  � � � � � � �  
 � � � � � � 
 � � 	
 � � � � � � � � � � � � �  � � � � � � � � � �  � � � � � � � � � � 
 � � �  � � � �  # � � � � � � � � � a � � � � � � � � � �S � � � �  � � � 
 �  � � � � � � � �  � � � � � � � � � �  � � � � � � �  � � � �  �  � �  � � � � � � �  � �  �  � 	 � � �
 � � � 
 � � � � � � � � � �  � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � �  	 � 
  � � � � � 
 � �  � � � � 	 � � � � � � � �� � � 
 � � � � � � � � � 
 �  � � � 
 �  � � � � 
 � � � � � �  � h � � � � � � & � � � � � � � � � � � 
 �a � � � � � � � � � � 
 � � � � � � � � � � � Z Y � � � � � � � 	 
 � � 
 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 
 
 � � � � �� 
 � � �  � 
 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � '  � � 
 � % � � � � � �   �  � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � ' �  �� �  �  � � � �  � � 
  � � � � � � �  � 	 � � � � � � �  � � � � � � � � � � � � � �  � � � � � � � �  � � � � �  � � � � � � 
 � � 	� �  � � � � � � � �  � � � � 
 
 � � � � � � � 	 �  h � � �  � � � � � � � � � � 
 � � � & �



� �  � � � � � �  
 � 
 �  � �  � � � � � � � �  
 � � � � � � 
 � � 	 
 � � � � � � � �  � � � � � � � � � � � 	 a � 
 � � � � � & 
# �  � � � � j � �  � # � � � � � � � � � 
 � � � � X Y b b   � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 
 � � � � � � � � � � � �  � �� � 
 � � � 
 � �  �  � � Z 
 � T � � � � X Y Z b   � � �  � � �  � � � � 
 �  � � � � 	 � �  � � � � 	 � � � � � 
 
 � � � � � �� � � 
 � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �  � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 
 � � � 
 � �  �  � �
 � � � � � � �  � � �  � � � �  � � � � � � � � � 
 � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � �  
 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 
 � � �  � � � 
 � � � 
� � � � � � � � � # � � � � � � � � � a � � � � � � � � � � S � � � �  � � � 
 � � � � � 
 i � �  � ' �  � � � � � 
 �  � � � �  � � �
 � � � 
 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 
 �  � � � 
 � � � � � � � � � � �  � �  � � � � � 
 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �� � � � � � � � � � � �  � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � 
 � � � � � � � � � � T � � � 	 
 � � � � � � � �  � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 
  � � � 
 � � � � � � � �  �  � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � h � � � � �  � � & 
 � � � 
 � � � � � � �  � � � �  � � � � 	� � � � � 
 
 � � � � � � � � � 
 � � 	 � �  � � � � �  � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 
 � � � � � 
 i � �  � ' �  � � � � � � 	 � � �� �  � � � � � � � �] � � � � � � � '  � � 
 � % � � � � � � 
 � � 
 � � � 
 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 
  � � � � � � � 
  � 
 � � � � � 
i � �  � ' �  � � � � � � � � � � � 
 � � � � � � � 
 � � � 
 � � � � � � � � � � �  	 � 
 � �  � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �  � �� � � � � � � � � � � � � � �  � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � ' �  � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � ' �  � 
 �  � � 
 � � � � 
 � � � �  � � � �  � � � � � � �  � � � � � � � � � � � �  � � � � 
 � � � � �  �  � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �� � � � 
  � � � � � � �  � � � �  � � � � 
 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 
 �
� s t t x s q s p t � o s } u } � y �� t } u t s � o � � }   u p � s t t x s q s p t z ¡O 5 9 - 8 . , � . , � I + 9 L - . 7 6 2 0 / 0 , 3 H O + , 8 2 9 5 O 5 9 - 8 . , H ¢ 9 C > 0 - ? H ) + / 8 O 5 9 - 8 . , H £ 2 + 9 8 O 5 9 - 8 . ,L B . 2 8 * M H J 9 / 8 O 5 9 - 8 . , 9 , 1 V . 5 5 9 , 1 � . , � I + 9 MV 9 2 > 0 - * 9 , 1 N . 4 + 2 - . = 2 8 L 0 , - 5 = 1 0 , 3 ; 9 2 ? + / 8 . , 9 , 1 6 9 2 8 . @ ¤ 9 7 / + C MF * + O . 5 - * + / 8 + 2 D 2 0 , 3 + E� q u x x s } � }   u p � s t t x s q s p t zD 2 0 , 8 . , H ) 9 5 8 . , 9 , 1 ¥ 0 2 A C O 2 . / /¦ 9 , , 0 , 3 8 2 + + H : 9 > @ . 2 1 9 , 1 ¦ 0 / 8 5 + C§ 2 0 3 * 8 5 0 , 3 / + 9� � | u p v s v � s t t x s q s p t) + + 5 + C¨ r } u x � s } © o � s � s p t } s z< 5 2 + / @ . 2 1J 5 7 / 8 + 9 1 ¦ 9 2 ? + 8



£ 2 + 9 8 § + , 8 5 + C: 0 8 8 5 + O 5 9 - 8 . ,I 8 E U / C 8 * R 9 , 1F * . 2 6 + � 5 + � I . ? + ,� q u x x s } ¨ r } u x � s t t x s q s p t z ¡< 2 1 5 + 0 3 *§ + 9 = 7 . , 8 � O = 7 � ¦ . ª +§ 2 9 1 @ 0 + 5 1D 2 9 8 0 , 3£ 2 + 9 8 § 2 . 7 5 + C£ 2 + 9 8 V . 5 5 9 , 1£ 2 + 9 8 U 9 ? 5 + C¥ 0 2 A C � 5 + � I . ? + ,: 0 8 8 5 + § + , 8 5 + C: 0 8 8 5 + § 2 . 7 5 + C: 0 8 8 5 + U 9 ? 5 + C¤ 9 7 / + C « 0 5 5 9 3 +F + , 1 2 0 , 3 RF * . 2 6 + I 8 9 8 0 . , ¦ 9 5 8 0 , 3 /F * . 2 2 0 , 3 8 . ,) + + 5 + C V + 9 8 *) 0 K) 2 9 A , + / /
� �  � � � � � �  
 � 
 �  � �  � � � � � � � �  
 � � � � � � 
 � � 	 
 � � � �   
 � 	 � � � � �  � � � � � � � � � � � � �� � � � 
 � � � � � � � � � � � �  � � � � 
 � � � 
 � � � � �  � ^  � � � X Y Z \  � � �  � � �  � � � �  � � � �  � � � � 	� � � � � 
 
 � � � � � � � � � � � � 
 � � 	 � � � � � � �  � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 
 � � � 
� �  �  � � 
 � � � � � � �  � � �  � � � �  � � � � � � � � � 
 � � 	 � � � � � � � � � 
 � � � � � � � � � � � �  
 � � � � � � � � � � �� � � � � � � 
 � � �  � � � 
 � � � 
 � � � � � � � � � # � � � � � � � � � a � � � � � � � � � � S � � � �  � � � 
 � � � � � 
 i � �  �' �  � � T � � � 	 
 � � � � � � � �  � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 
  � � � 
 � � � � � � � �  �  � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �� � � � � � � � � � � � h � � � � �  � � & 
 � � � 
 � � � � � � �  � � � �  � � � � 	 � � � � � 
 
 � � � � � � � � � 
 � � 	 � �  � � � � �  � � �� � � � � � � � � � � � � � 
 � � � � � 
 i � �  � ' �  � � � � � � 	 � � � � �  � � � � � � � � ] � 	 � � � �  � � � � � 
  � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 
 � � � � � � � � � � � � # � � � � � � � � � a � � � � � � � � � � S � � � �  � � � 
 � � � � � � � � �
 � � � � � � � � 
 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �  � � � � �  � � � � � � � �  �  � � � �  � � � � � � � � 
 
 � � � � �� � � � � � � 
 � � � � " � � � � � �  � � � � �  � � � � � �  � � � � � � 
 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �  � �  �  � � 
 � � � � � � � 
� � � � � � �  � � � �  � � � � � � � 
 �  � �  
  
 � � � � � � � � � � �  � � � � � 	  � � � � � � 
 � � � � � � � � � � � � 
� � � � � � � � �  � � � � � � � � �



 � � 
 � � � � � �  �  � � � � � � 
 � � � 
 � � �  � � � � � � � � � 
 � � � X Y Z b � Z d � � X Y b Z � b X � � � � � �  
 � �� � � � � �  � � � �  �  � �  � � � � � T � � � � X Y Z \ � � � � � 
 � � � � � � 
 � � 	 
 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 
 � � � �� � � � �  � �  � � � � � � � � � � 
 � � � � � � � � 
 i � �  � ' �  � � � � � �  � � � � � �  � � �  �   
  �  � �  � � �  �� �  � � � � � � � � � 
 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 
 � � � � � � 
 � � X Y Z [ � X Y Z \  � � � � �� � � � � � � � � � � 
 � � � X Y b X � X Y b b �� � � �  � � � �  � ' �  � � � � 	 ' � � � � � ( �  � � � � � � � � � � � � � 
 % � � � � � � 
 � � � � � � � � � �  � � � � �  � �   � � �  � � �   
 � � � � � � � 
 � � � � � � � � � � � � � �  � � � 
 � � � 
 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �  � 
 & � � � � � � � � � �� � � 
 � � 	 � � � �  �  � � � � � � �  � h � � � � � � & � � � � 
 � � � � � � � � �  � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �  � � � �� � � �  � � � ( � � � � � � � � � 	  � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 
 � � 	 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � �  � � � � � � � � 
  �  � � �  	 �� � � � � � � 	 
 � � � � � � � � �  
 � � � [ [ Y � � � � 
 �  � � � �  � � � � � 
 � �  � 
 � � � % � � � � � � � � � � � � � �� � � �  � � � � � � � � � � � � � 
 � � � � � � � � � �  � �  � �  � � � � � � �  �  � � � � � � � � �  � � �  
 � b  b Y Y � � � � 
_ _ [ [ Y � [ ` ¬ X Y g � � � � � � ` � � � �  � � � � � � �  � �  � �  � � � � � � 
 
  � �  � �  � � � � 
 
  � � 
 � � � � �  � � 
� � � � � 
 � � 	 � � � � � 
 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 
 � �  � 
 �� � � 
 i � �  � ' �  � �  � � 
 � � � � � 
 � � � � � � � � � � � � � 
 � � � � � � � �  
 � 
 �  � � � 
 � � � � � � � � 	 � � � �$ T � � � � � 
 � � � � � � � � 
 � 
 � 
 � � " � � 
 � � 	  � � � � � � � � � � � � i  � � T �  � �  � � � � � � T 
 
 � 
 
 � � � �_ " � � i T ` 
 � � � 
  � � � 
 � � � 	 � � � 
 � � � 
 _ � � � �  � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � # Z Y \  	 � � � � � � � 
 ` � � � � � � �  � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 
 � � � � X Y Z b � Z d � � X Y Z d � Z [  � �  � � �  � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 

 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � ' � � � � � i ' Y Z 
 � � 
 � � � � � � � � � �  � � 
 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 
 � � � � � � � � � 
 �� � � �  � � � 
 � � � 
  
 �  � � 
 � � � � �  � � � � Z e � � � � 
  � [ [ Y  � �  
 � � � � � 
 � � � � � � 
 � � Z b f � \ Y Y  
 � � � � � � �  � � � 
  	 � � � �  � i � �  � ' �  � % � � � � � � � � � � Z X T � � � � X Y Z \ �
F * + O . = , - 0 5 > 0 5 5 > . 2 ? > 0 8 * 8 * + 1 + 4 + 5 . 6 7 + , 8 0 , 1 = / 8 2 C 9 , 1 . 8 * + 2 6 9 2 8 , + 2 / 8 . 1 + 5 0 4 + 2 7 0 , 0 7 = 71 > + 5 5 0 , 3 / 8 . - ? 0 , - 2 + 9 / + . @ � � H � � � L , + 8 M A + 8 > + + , �  ® < 6 2 0 5 � � � � 9 , 1 � �  ® ¦ 9 2 - * � � � � 8 ./ = 6 6 . 2 8 + - . , . 7 0 - 3 2 . > 8 * 9 , 1 7 + + 8 . A G + - 8 0 4 + 5 C 9 / / + / / + 1 2 + l = 0 2 + 7 + , 8 / @ . 2 @ = 8 = 2 + * . = / 0 , 30 , 8 * + N 0 / 8 2 0 - 8 E F * 0 / / = 6 6 5 C . @ , + > * . 7 + / > 0 5 5 A + 1 + 5 0 4 + 2 + 1 @ 2 . 7 8 * + @ . 5 5 . > 0 , 3 / . = 2 - + / Q¯ � � � * . 7 + /¯ � � � * . 7 + /I + 8 8 5 + 7 + , 8 ° < 2 + 9 ° C + 9 2° C + 9 2 � ± � �� ± � �O 5 9 - 8 . , � . , � I + 9 � � � �� � � �O . 5 - * + / 8 + 2 D 2 0 , 3 + � � �� � �V 9 2 > 0 - * ² N . 4 + 2 - . = 2 8 � � ±� � ±D 2 0 , 8 . , H ) 9 5 8 . , ² ¥ 0 2 A C � � �� � �¦ 9 , , 0 , 3 8 2 + + H : 9 > @ . 2 1 ² ¦ 0 / 8 5 + C



� � �� � �§ 2 0 3 * 8 5 0 , 3 / + 9 � � � �� � �) + + 5 + C � � �� � �¤ = 2 9 5 I + 2 4 0 - + O + , 8 2 + / � � � �� � � �) 0 , 1 @ 9 5 5 � � � �� � � �I 0 8 + / > 0 8 * 6 + 2 7 0 / / 0 . , ° / = A G + - 8 8 . I � � � � � � � �� � � �F . 8 9 5 /F * + 8 9 A 5 + / * . > / 9 / 7 9 5 5 / * . 2 8 @ 9 5 5 . @ � � * . 7 + / 9 8 � � � 9 , 1 9 / = 2 6 5 = / . @ * . 7 + / . @ � � � 9 8� � � 9 / 6 + 2 8 * + 8 9 A 5 + / 9 3 2 + + 1 9 8 : . - 9 5 ; 5 9 , O . 7 7 0 8 8 + + . , � � < 6 2 0 5 � � � � E F * 0 / / = 6 6 5 C . @* . = / 0 , 3 > 0 5 5 9 5 / . A + / = 6 6 5 + 7 + , 8 + 1 A C ¤ = 2 9 5 J K - + 6 8 0 . , I - * + 7 + / . = 8 / 0 1 + . @ I + 8 8 5 + 7 + , 8N + 4 + 5 . 6 7 + , 8 § . = , 1 9 2 0 + / 9 , 1 8 * 2 . = 3 * A 2 0 , 3 0 , 3 5 . , 3 � 8 + 2 7 + 7 6 8 C 6 2 . 6 + 2 8 0 + / A 9 - ? 0 , 8 . = / +8 * 2 . = 3 * 8 * + O . = , - 0 5 m / J 7 6 8 C V . 7 + / I 8 2 9 8 + 3 C E
� � � �  � � � �  � ' �  � � � � 	 ' � � � � � ( �  � � � � � �  � � � � 
 % � � � � � � 
 � � �  � �  �  � � � �  � � � � � �� � � � � � � � � � � � h � � � � �  � � 
 � � � 
 & _ 
 � � � 
 � � � 
 � � � � � � �  � � �  � � � �  � � � � � � � � � 
 � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � �� � � � �  � 
 � � � � � � � � � � � �  � � � � � � � �  � � � � 	  � � � � �  � � � � 
 � � � � � � 
 � � 	  � � � � � � � � � � � �� � �  � � � � � 
 � � 	 � � � � � � 
 ` � � � � � � � � 
 � � � � � � � � � �  � 
 � � � 
 � � � 
 �  � � � � � 
 � 
 � � � � � � � � � � � � �  � �  � � � � � � � � � � �  �  � �   � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �  � � � �  � � � 
 � � � � � � � 
 � � � � � �� � � % � � � � � � & 
 X Y Z [ # " i T T � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �  � 
 � � � � � � �  �  � � � � � e f f � � � � � � � 	 
 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 
 �  � � � � � � �  � � 
 � � � 
 � � � � � � � � � � � 
 �  � � � 
 � � � � � � � � � �  � �  
 � � � � � � � 	 � 
 �  � � � 
 �  � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 
 � � � � � a � 
 � � � � � & 
 
 �  � � � � � � �  � 
 � � � � � � � � � 
 �� � � 
 � � � � �  � �  � � � �  � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 
 �  � � � � � � � % � � � � � � & 
 � � � � � � � � � � � 
 � � 	 
 � � � � � �� � � 
 � � � � � � � � � � 
 � � 	 � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � i � �  � ' �  � � � � � � � � � � � � � 
 � � � � � � � � � � � � �� � � � � 
  � 
 � � � � � �  � � � � � � � � � � 
 � � � � � 
  � � � � � � 	 � � 	 �  � � � � � � � 
 � 
 � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � �� � � � � � � � � � � � � � 
 � � � � � a � 
 � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � % � � � � � � & 
 � � � � � " � � � 
 # � �  � � 	 � � � � �� � �  �  � �  
  � � � �  � � � � � � � � � 
 � � 	  � � � � � � � � � 
 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 
 i � �  � ' �  �  � �
 � � � � � � � � � � � � � �  � � ' � � � � � � 
 ^  � ] � 
 � � 
  � � 
 � � � � � � � � � � � � �  � � � � � �  
 � � �  � 
 � �� � �  � � � � � � � � 
 � � � � � 
 � � � � � � � � �] �  � � � � �  � � � � � � � � � � �  � � � �  � ' �  � � � � 	 ' � � � � � ( �  � � � � � �  � � � % � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �� � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 
 � � 	 � �  �  � � �  � �  
 � 
  � � � � � � � 
 � � � � � � 
 � � � 
 � � � � 
 T � � � � � � � � � 
^ � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � % � � � � � � � � � � 
 � � � � � � � 
 � � � � �  �  � �  � � � � � � �  �  � � � � � � 

 � � � � � � � � � �  � �  �  � �  � � � � � � � � � � � �  � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � [ � � �  � 
 & � � � � � � � � � � � � � 
 � � 	� � � 
 � � �  � � � � � � �  � � � � � � � �  � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �  � � � � � � � �  � �  �  � � � 	 � � � �  � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 
 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 
 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 
 � �  � _ 
 ` �



� � � � � �  � � �  � � �  � � �  � �  	 � 
 � 
 � � � 
  � � � �  � � 
 � � �  � � �  � � � � � � � � � �  � � �  � � �  
 �  � � � � k � � � � ] � � �  
 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �  � � �  �  � 
 � �  � � 
 � 	 � � � � �  � � � � � � � � � 
 � � �  � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 
 � � � �
< 5 5 , + > 1 + 4 + 5 . 6 7 + , 8 H + K - 5 = 1 0 , 3 * . = / + * . 5 1 + 2 1 + 4 + 5 . 6 7 + , 8 H / * . = 5 1 0 , - 5 = 1 + I = / 8 9 0 , 9 A 5 +N 2 9 0 , 9 3 + I C / 8 + 7 / L I = N I M 9 / 9 7 + 9 , / . @ 2 + 1 = - 0 , 3 @ 5 . . 1 2 0 / ? H 0 7 6 2 . 4 0 , 3 > 9 8 + 2 l = 9 5 0 8 C H+ , * 9 , - 0 , 3 8 * + £ 2 + + , ³ , @ 2 9 / 8 2 = - 8 = 2 + , + 8 > . 2 ? 9 , 1 6 2 . 4 0 1 0 , 3 9 7 + , 0 8 C 9 , 1 A 0 . 1 0 4 + 2 / 0 8 CA + , + @ 0 8 / E < 6 6 5 0 - 9 , 8 / / * . = 5 1 + K 6 5 9 0 , 9 , 1 G = / 8 0 @ C 8 * + 2 + 9 / . , / @ . 2 , . 8 = / 0 , 3 I = N I 0 @ , . 80 , - 5 = 1 + 1 0 , 8 * + 0 2 6 2 . 6 . / 9 5 / E< 6 6 5 0 - 9 , 8 / / * . = 5 1 + K 6 5 9 0 , 8 * + 0 2 9 6 6 2 . 9 - * 8 . > 9 8 + 2 - . , / + 2 4 9 8 0 . , H 0 , - 5 = 1 0 , 3 8 * + 6 . 8 + , 8 0 9 5@ . 2 8 * + 2 + � = / + . @ ´ 3 2 + C > 9 8 + 2 m 9 , 1 2 9 0 , > 9 8 + 2 ´ - 9 6 8 = 2 + 9 , 1 = / + m > 0 8 * 0 , 8 * + 0 2 1 + 4 + 5 . 6 7 + , 8 H8 . * + 5 6 7 9 0 , 8 9 0 , 8 * + / = 6 6 5 C . @ 1 2 0 , ? 0 , 3 > 9 8 + 2 E; 2 0 4 9 8 + / + > 9 3 + 8 2 + 9 8 7 + , 8 @ 9 - 0 5 0 8 0 + / > 0 5 5 , . 8 A + 6 + 2 7 0 8 8 + 1 0 @ 8 * + 2 + 0 / 9 , 9 - - + / / 0 A 5 + 6 = A 5 0 -@ . > 5 / + > + 2 E ) * + 2 + 6 2 0 4 9 8 + / + > 9 3 + 8 2 + 9 8 7 + , 8 @ 9 - 0 5 0 8 0 + / 9 2 + 8 * + . , 5 C 6 2 9 - 8 0 - 9 5 . 6 8 0 . , @ . 2/ + > 9 3 + 1 0 / 6 . / 9 5 H 8 * + C > 0 5 5 . , 5 C A + 6 + 2 7 0 8 8 + 1 > * + 2 + 8 * + 2 + > . = 5 1 A + , . * 9 2 7 8 . 8 * ++ , 4 0 2 . , 7 + , 8 H * 9 4 0 , 3 2 + 3 9 2 1 8 . 6 2 + 4 + , 8 0 , 3 6 . 5 5 = 8 0 . , . @ 3 2 . = , 1 > 9 8 + 2 9 , 1 9 , C > 9 8 + 2 - . = 2 / + /9 , 1 . 1 . = 2 E; 2 . 6 . / 9 5 / @ . 2 9 3 2 0 - = 5 8 = 2 9 5 2 + / + 2 4 . 0 2 / 7 9 C A + 6 + 2 7 0 8 8 + 1 H / = A G + - 8 8 . 9 1 + 8 9 0 5 + 1 9 / / + / / 7 + , 89 3 9 0 , / 8 2 + 5 + 4 9 , 8 6 . 5 0 - 0 + / 0 , 8 * 0 / : . - 9 5 ; 5 9 , E

h # � �  � � 	 � � k � � � � k  � 
 & �  � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 
 i � �  � ' �  � � � 
 � � � � � � � � � �  � � � � 
� � � � � � � � � � �  � � 
 � � � � � � � � � 
 � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � 
 � � � � � � � �  � � � � � � � 
 � � � � � � 
� � 
 � 	 �  � � � � � 
 � � �  � � �  � �  �  � � � � � � �  � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � 
 � �  � 
 � �  �  � � � � � � � � � � �� �  � � � 
 � � � � � � � � � 
 � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � 
 �! � � � � � # � �  � � 	 � � k � � � � k  � 
  � � � % � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �� � � 
 � � � � � � �  � � � � � � �  � � 
 � �  �  � � � � � � 
 � � � � � � � � � 
 � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � 
 � ' � � � � 
  � 
� � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 
 � � � � � � � � 
 � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 
 �  � �  
�  � � � 
 � � � � 	 � � � � � �  � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � k � � � � ] � � �  
 � � � � � � � �  � � � � � � � � 	� � � � �  � � � �  � � � � � 
 �  � �  � � � � � � � �  � �  
  � � � � � � � � � �  � � � 
 
 � � � � � � � � � � � � 
 � � � � � � � � � � � � �  � � 
  � � � � � �  � � 
  � � � � � � � � �  � 
 �



) 0 8 * 0 , I 8 2 9 8 + 3 0 - £ 2 + + , £ 9 6 / H 9 / / * . > , . , 8 * + ; . 5 0 - 0 + / ¦ 9 6 9 , 1 : . - 9 5 ¦£ 2 + + , £ 9 6 RA E 8 * + 1 + 4 + 5 . 6 7 + , 8 > . = 5 1 , . 8 - . 7 6 2 . 7 0 / + 8 * + . 6 + , / + 8 8 0 , 3 A + 8 > + + , / + 8 8 5 + 7 + , 8 / . 2, + 0 3 * A . = 2 * . . 1 / R 9 , 1- E 8 * + 1 + 4 + 5 . 6 7 + , 8 > . = 5 1 0 , 4 . 5 4 + 8 * + - 2 + 9 8 0 . , . @ £ 2 + + , ³ , @ 2 9 / 8 2 = - 8 = 2 + > * 0 - * > . = 5 1/ = 6 6 . 2 8 8 * + - . , 8 0 , = 0 , 3 @ = , - 8 0 . , . @ 8 * + I 8 2 9 8 + 3 0 - £ 2 + + , £ 9 6 E

� � � � � � � 	 a � 
 � � � � � �  
  � � � � � � � � �  � � � � � � � 
 � � � 
 � � � �  � � � � � � � � � � �  � � �  � � � � 	 � �  �� � � � 
 � � 
  � � � �  � � � � 
  � � � � � � � � � � 
 � � � � � � � � � �  	 �  � � � � � � � � � � � � 
 µ � � � �  � � � � �  � � � �� � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � a � 
 � � � � � & 
 �  � � � � � � �  % �  � � � � � � � � # �    
  ¶ � � � � � �  � 
 �  
 � � �� � � � �  � � � 
 � � � � � � � �  � � � 
 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � ( � � � � � � � � � � # �  � � � � � � 
 �  � � � �  � � � � 
� � � � �  � � � T � � 
  � � % �  � � 
  � � � � � � � � � � �  � � ^ � � � � � � 
 � � � � 
 � 
 � � � � � � 
 � � � � � � � � � � �"  � � � � �  � � � � � � � � ^  � � � � 	 � � � �  � � 	 �  � � & 
 
 �  � � � 
 � � � � � � � a � 
 � � � � � & 
 � � 
 � � � � � � �  � �
 � � 	 � � 	 � � � � � � � � 
 � � � � � � � � � � 	 
  � # � $ 
 � � � & 
 ' � � � � �  � � � � 
 � � 	 � 
 � � � � � " � 
 � � � � � '  � � � � k  � � � � �� � � % � � � � � � �  
 
 � � � � � � � � � 	  � � � � � � 
 � � � � � 
 � � � �  � � � � �  � � � � � � � � 
 � � � � �� � � � � � � � � � � � ' � � � � 
  � 
  � � � � � � � 	 � � � � � � � 	 
 � � 
 � � � � � � � � � � � 
 � � � �  �  � � � � � � � � � �  � � �� � 
 � � � � � � � � � � � 
 � _ h � � 
 � � � � � � � � � � 	 
 & ` � � � � 
 � 	 �  � � � % � � 
 � � �  � � � � T � �  
  � � � � � � � 
 � � � � � 	 
  # � � � � � � � � ^ � � � � � � � 
   � � �  � � � � 	 �  � � � � 	 � 
 � � � � � " � 
 � � � � � '  � � 
  � � k  � � � � 
 � � � �� � � � � � � � � � � 
 � � � � � � � � �  � � � � � �  � 
 � � � � � � � � ' � � � � � � � � � � � � � � a � 
 � � � � � & 
 � � � � �  	 �  
 
 � � 
� 
 � � � � �  � � � � � 
 � � � � � �  � � � � � � � � �  � � � � � � �  � � � � � � � � � �  � � �  � � � � � � � 
 � 
 �  � � � � 
� � � � � � � �  � � �  � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 
 � � � � � � � � � � � � � 
 � � � � � 
  � � � � 
 � � � 
 
 � 
 �



· ¸ ¹ º » ¼ ½ ¸ ¾ ¿ À Á Â ¸ Ã ¿ Ä



From: casey.de@sky.com
To: Planning.policy
Subject: Re: Tendring District Council: New event available
Date: 17 June 2017 14:51:30

PLEASE ACCEPTT HIS AS A COMMENT ON THE TENDRING COLCHESTER
GARDEN COMMUNITY PLAN – I OBJECT TO THE PLAN

Thank you for the email with the enclosed documents but sadly to
navigate the system is actually very difficult when wanting to give
comment. One thing that is clear that the Tendring Colchester Border
Garden Community map has no key which does not help and
unfortunately the name Garden Community or any other is not
recognised when entered into the comments portal!

As far as I can see from your draft plan for this location, you are still
planning to effectively desecrate the Salary Brook Valley which is one of
North Essex’s most important wildlife sites and if current proposals were
accepted key areas within this landscape would be lost forever.

As stated previously, this valley has a delightful character of its own
and it is a natural beauty spot with views of the valley ridges that are
arguably, the best hillside views within this area. The valley still has an
air of tranquility, with an important wildlife population, including
protected species, plus ancient woodland and scarce wetland habitat.
Such available areas of green open countryside are becoming
increasingly scarcer in North Essex which makes the protection of this
highly valued vale even more essential.

There are sufficient fields and other locations behind the valley which
could still be utilised for building. The whole of this area is a high quality
green belt locality and should, in conjunction with CBC be turned into a
Country Park to be protected in perpetuity for the people of Colchester
and North Essex.

DE Casey MBE

On Friday, 16 June 2017, 9:00, "consult@objective.co.uk" <consult@objective.co.uk> wrote:

Dear Major David Casey
Tendring District Local Plan - Publication Draft - Section 1 will be available for you
to view and comment between the following dates:
Start date: 16/06/17 09:00
End date: 28/07/17 17:00
Please select the following link to view this event:
http://tendring-consult.objective.co.uk/portal/pp/tdlppd/tdlppd
If the link appears to be broken, please try copying the entire link into the address

mailto:casey.de@sky.com
mailto:Planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk
http://tendring-consult.objective.co.uk/portal/pp/tdlppd/tdlppd


bar on your web browser.
This e-mail has been automatically generated by the Consultation software.
The information contained in this e-mail or in any attachments is confidential and
is intended solely for the named addressee only. Access to this e-mail by anyone
else is unauthorised. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify the
administrator and do not read, use or disseminate the information. Opinions
expressed in this e-mail are those of the sender and not necessarily the company.
Although an active anti-virus policy is operated, the company accepts no liability
for any damage caused by any virus transmitted by this e-mail, including any
attachments.
To unsubscribe please click on the link below or paste it into your browser:
http://tendring-consult.objective.co.uk/common/unsubscribe.jsp?guid=92282A48-A462-A305-8938-
E039963A8CEA

http://tendring-consult.objective.co.uk/common/unsubscribe.jsp?guid=92282A48-A462-A305-8938-E039963A8CEA
http://tendring-consult.objective.co.uk/common/unsubscribe.jsp?guid=92282A48-A462-A305-8938-E039963A8CEA
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Simon Meecham 
Tendring District Council 
Council Offices 
Thorpe Road 
Weeley 
Essex 
CO16 9AJ 

Our ref:  
Your ref: 
Date:  
 
Direct Dial:   

 
 
  
 
01223  582747 

 

By email only to planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk  
 
Dear Mr Meecham, 
 
Tendring Local Plan Publication Draft Consultation 
 
Thank you for consulting Historic England on Tendring’s publication draft local plan.  As the 
Government’s adviser on the historic environment Historic England is keen to ensure that 
the protection of the historic environment is fully taken into account at all stages and levels 
of the local planning process.  Therefore we welcome the opportunity to comment on the 
draft Plan. We have now had the opportunity to review the documents and can provide the 
following substantive comments.  

General comments 

Historic England has published a number of Good Practice Advice and Advice Notes which 
you may find useful in developing your local plan.  In particular:  

Good Practice Advice in Planning 1 - the historic environment in local plans: 
<https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/gpa1-historic-environment-
local-plans/>  

 

Good Practice Advice in Planning 3 - the setting of heritage assets: 
<https://content.historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/gpa3-setting-of-
heritage-assets/gpa3.pdf/>  

Advice Note 3 - site allocations in local plans: <https://historicengland.org.uk/images-

mailto:planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk
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books/publications/historic-environment-and-site-allocations-in-local-plans/>.  

We have made some brief comments on the Sustainability Appraisal Report. Please note 
that Historic England have produced advice entitled HE Advice Note 8 - Sustainability 
Appraisal and Strategic Environmental Assessment : https://historicengland.org.uk/images-
books/publications/sustainability-appraisal-and-strategic-environmental-assessment-
advice-note-8/ (01 Dec 2016) 

For the avoidance of doubt, we have not considered archaeological issues in this brief, desk 
based assessment but would refer you to the HER held by Essex County Council who should 
be able to advise in this regard. We have also not identified non-designated assets.  
 
General Comments 

Paragraph 126 of the NPPF requires Local Plans to set out a positive and clear strategy for 
the conservation, enjoyment and enhancement of the historic environment.  Ideally the 
strategy should offer a strategic overview including overarching heritage policies to deliver 
the conservation sand enhancement of the environment. 

A good strategy will offer a positive holistic approach throughout the whole plan whereby 
the historic environment is considered not just as a stand-alone topic but as an integral part 
of every aspect of the plan, being interwoven within the entire document.  So policies for 
housing, retail, and transport for example may need to be tailored to achieve the positive 
improvements that paragraph 8 of the NPPF demands.  Site allocations may need to refer 
to the historic environment, identifying opportunities to conserve and enhance the historic 
environment, avoid harming heritage assets and their settings and may also be able to 
positively address heritage assets at risk. The plan may need to include areas identified as 
being inappropriate for certain types of development due to the impact they would have on 
the historic environment.  

A good strategy will also be spatially specific, unique to the area, describing the local 
characteristics of the borough and responding accordingly with policies that address the 
local situation.  We would expect references to the historic environment in the local plan 
vision, the inclusion of a policy/ies for the historic environment and character of the 
landscape and built environment, and various other references to the historic environment 
through the plan relating to the unique characteristics of the area.  
 

Further opportunity should be sought to address the historic environment in every aspect of 
the Plan and to make the strategy more spatially specific and unique to Braintree.  
 
Specific Comments 
 

https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/sustainability-appraisal-and-strategic-environmental-assessment-advice-note-8/
https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/sustainability-appraisal-and-strategic-environmental-assessment-advice-note-8/
https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/sustainability-appraisal-and-strategic-environmental-assessment-advice-note-8/
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Section 1 – Shared Strategic Plan 
 
Para 1.31 - Strategic Objectives  
This paragraph contains objectives to support the development of the strategy for the 
North Essex area.  It is disappointing that there remains no reference to require 
development to respond to the distinctive character of North Essex and that there is no 
reference to protecting heritage assets and the character of existing settlements. Historic 
England’s comments on the June 2016 Draft Local Plan suggested that the Strategic 
Objectives could require    “developments to respond to the distinctive character of North 
Essex as part of providing sufficient new homes and ensuring high quality outcomes.” 
Historic England request that the Strategic Objectives be amended to include a 
requirement for new development to have regard to the historic environment, to reflect 
paragraph 7 of the NPPF (the three dimensions to sustainable development). 
 
Policy SP2: Spatial Strategy for North Essex 
The policy refers to Map 3.3 – but this is not apparent in the published documents.  
 
Paragraph 2 of the policy refers to maintaining distinctive character and role of settlements. 
However, the policy does not refer to the importance of the historic built environment in 
North Essex.  It is requested that the second paragraph is amended to ensure that reference 
is made to settlements maintaining their distinctive and historic character. It is also noted 
that the Policy no longer seeks to avoid coalescence between settlements.  This is a 
significant change from the June 2016 draft Local Plan and has potentially serious 
implications for the conservation and setting of heritage assets, especially the character of 
conservation areas. 
 
Historic England requests that the first sentence of paragraph 2 of the Policy is amended as 
follows:  
“Future growth will be planned to ensure settlements maintain their distinctive character 
and role, and to avoid coalescence between them.” 
 
Our comments on the June 2016 draft Local Plan suggested that the supporting text should 
set out what the policy means for North Essex in respect of high quality of built and urban 
design.  While the wording of the policy has been amended slightly, we remain of the view 
that the supporting text (paras 3.1 to 3.5) should be set out what this means for North Essex. 
 
SP4 Infrastructure and Connectivity 
We note the comments in respect of the A120 route improvements referred to in 
paragraphs 6.9 and 6.10 and the strategic priority for a dualled A120 between the A12 and 
Braintree.  Highways England were invited to participate in the Highways England 
Environmental Forum for the A12 & A120 improvements and we reiterate that the A120 is a 
historic route through Essex and as such there is great archaeological potential, alongside 
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the potential impacts on heritage assets, which may vary, depending on the options 
developed.  
 
Our comments on the August 2016 consultation, in respect of broadband provision, sought 
reference in what are now paragraphs 6.29 and 6.30, though not a hyperlink, to the Cabinet 
Siting and Pole Siting Code of Practice: 
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/205744/Fin
al_Cabinet_and_Pole_Siting_COP_Issue_1_2_.pdf  
We reiterate that comment in respect of the pre-submission draft local plan. 
 
Policy SP6 – Place Shaping Principles 
Historic England welcomes the reference to protecting and enhancing the historic assets.  
Our comments on Policy SP6 of the June 2016 draft local plan suggested that the first bullet 
point of the policy is clarified to read: “…enhance the quality of existing places”  rather than 
“communities.”  This bullet point has not been amended and we repeat our comment in this 
respect.  
 
In relation to the principle to “enhance the public realm….through additional street 
furniture….” there will need to be some caution in implementing the policy as worded to 
guard against the unmanaged and indiscriminate use of street furniture such as signs, 
benches, bins etc in the historic environment. Without careful control, there can be a 
detrimental impact on the setting of historic buildings and the character of conservation 
areas. 
 
Garden Communities 
Our concerns raised in the July 2016 consultation remain.   As far as we can see, there has 
not been a demonstrable consideration of the impact of any such policy on the historic 
environment. Whilst the local plan sets out that the proposed developments will follow 
TCPA Garden City Principles, there is no specific consideration for the historic environment 
within these principles. The Draft Sustainability Appraisal (SA): Environmental Report - June 
2017 (page 180) acknowledges that “it can be expected that Garden Communities and New 
Towns will have a greater possibility of impacting on a larger number of assets due to their 
scale.”  For this reason, it is essential that the local plan should contain a framework to 
guide how the boundaries and extent of the garden communities are determined in the 
subsequent development plan documents. Historic Impact  Assessments should be 
undertaken  in accordance with our advice note ‘Site allocations in Local Plans’ for each of 
the proposed broad locations to determine the  appropriateness or otherwise of the 
locations for development, the extent of the development and therefore potential capacity 
of the sites, the impacts upon the historic environment (considering each asset and its 
setting and its significance), impacts of development upon the asset and any potential 
mitigation measures necessary to accompany the proposals.  Appropriate criteria for the 

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/205744/Final_Cabinet_and_Pole_Siting_COP_Issue_1_2_.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/205744/Final_Cabinet_and_Pole_Siting_COP_Issue_1_2_.pdf
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protection of heritage assets and their settings need to be included in each of the policies 
and supporting text for the Garden Communities.  
 
Paras 8.11 and 8.14 
The first sentence of each of these paragraphs are the same. 
 
Paras 8.2 to 8.6 – These paragraphs do not refer to the potential for detrimental impacts 
on heritage assets despite the statement in para 5.8 of the Sustainability Appraisal Main 
Report (page 49) that identifies that the garden communities option could this option could 
“lead to negative effects on the settings of these assets, or the assets themselves, resulting 
in negative effects on SA Objective 10: ‘Historic environment’.”  Given the presence of 
heritage assets within or in the vicinity of the identified areas for garden communities it is 
considered that reference should be made in these paragraphs of the Plan to the need to 
have appropriate regard to the existence of heritage assets in the areas and the need for 
proposals to have no unacceptable impact on them.  It is considered that the location and 
design of garden communities should be informed in the first place by the potential to 
assimilate the proposals into the landscape without unacceptable detrimental impacts on 
designated historic and natural assets. See our comments regarding HIA for Garden 
Communities above. 
 
Policy SP7 - Development and Delivery of New Garden Communities in Essex 
The policy contains nothing about how the extent of the garden communities will be 
determined. It states that the garden communities will deliver a certain number of homes 
signaling that the new settlements will be housing led rather than considering the 
landscape and heritage assets and delivering development that has regard to these assets 
and which would not allow development in certain constrained areas.  As such the 
development plan documents for each settlement should be required, through inclusion of 
an additional criterion in Policy SP7, to undertake a Heritage Impact Assessment in 
accordance with our advice note 3 Site Allocations in Local Plans in order to assess impact 
of the proposed allocation upon the historic environment, to inform the appropriate extent 
of the development and establish any mitigation measures necessary.  This might include 
appropriate safeguarding buffers around heritage assets such as historic parks and gardens, 
scheduled monuments, conservation areas and listed buildings and identify how the historic 
environment and heritage assets can form part of the development of successful schemes. 
See our comments regarding HIA for Garden Communities above. 
 
Policy SP8 – Tendring/Colchester Borders Garden Community 
The policy contains no indication as to how the extent of the garden communities will be 
determined. It states that the garden communities will deliver a certain number of homes 
signaling that the new settlements will be housing led rather than considering the 
landscape and heritage assets and delivering development that has regard to these assets 
and which would not allow development in certain constrained areas.  As such the 
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development plan documents for each settlement should be required, through inclusion of 
an additional criterion in Policy SP8 to undertake a Heritage Impact Assessment in 
accordance with our advice note 3 Site Allocations in Local Plans in order to assess impact 
of the proposed allocation upon the historic environment, to inform the appropriate extent 
of the development and establish any mitigation measures necessary.  This might include 
appropriate safeguarding buffers around heritage assets such as historic parks and gardens, 
scheduled monuments, conservation areas and listed buildings and identify how the historic 
environment and heritage assets can form part of the development of successful schemes. 
See our comments regarding HIA for Garden Communities above. 
 
The site illustrated in Map 10.4A and Map 10.5 contains a number of listed buildings. The 
proposed garden community could have a significant detrimental impact on the setting of 
these heritage assets.  Part F (para 20) should be strengthened and amended to include 
reference to the heritage assets and the need to have regard to their setting when 
preparing more detailed planning frameworks for the site. 
 
 
Policy SP9 – Colchester / Braintree Borders Garden Community 
The policy contains no indication as to how the extent of the garden communities will be 
determined. It states that the garden communities will deliver a certain number of homes 
signaling that the new settlements will be housing led rather than considering the 
landscape and heritage assets and delivering development that has regard to these assets 
and which would not allow development in certain constrained areas.  As such the 
development plan documents for each settlement should be required, through inclusion of 
an additional criterion in Policy SP9, to undertake a Heritage Impact Assessment in 
accordance with our advice note 3 Site Allocations in Local Plans in order to assess impact 
of the proposed allocation upon the historic environment, to inform the appropriate extent 
of the development and establish any mitigation measures necessary.  This might include 
appropriate safeguarding buffers around heritage assets such as historic parks and gardens, 
scheduled monuments, conservation areas and listed buildings and identify how the historic 
environment and heritage assets can form part of the development of successful schemes. 
See our comments regarding HIA for Garden Communities above. 
 
The area identified for the garden community includes the A120, a Roman road known as 
Stane Street and the A12, also a Roman road.  As a consequence, there is the potential for 
significant archaeological interests in the vicinity of these roads. In addition, there are a 
number of listed buildings in the area, including Grade I listed buildings at Feering and Little 
Tey. 
 
Policy SP10 – West of Braintree Garden Community 
The site illustrated in Map 10.2A contains a number of listed buildings including groups of 
listed buildings in clusters of development within the area.  It also verges on the Registered 
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Park and Garden at Salling Grove. The proposed garden community could have a significant 
detrimental impact on the setting of these heritage assets.  Part F (para 20) should be 
strengthened and amended to include reference to the heritage assets and the need to 
have regard to their setting when preparing more detailed planning frameworks for the site. 
 
The policy contains no indication as to how the extent of the garden communities will be 
determined. It states that the garden communities will deliver a certain number of homes 
signaling that the new settlements will be housing led rather than considering the 
landscape and heritage assets and delivering development that has regard to these assets 
and which would not allow development in certain constrained areas.  As such the 
development plan documents for each settlement should be required, through inclusion of 
an additional criterion in Policy SP9, to define appropriate safeguarding buffers around 
heritage assets such as registered parks and gardens, scheduled monuments, conservation 
areas and listed buildings and identify how the historic environment and heritage assets can 
form part of the development of successful schemes.   
 
   
Section 2 
 
The incorporation of many of our comments submitted in response to the Preferred 
Options Draft Local Plan July 2016 are welcome and address many of our concerns about 
the overall balance of the Plan.  Some concerns have not been addressed and the 
comments below will highlight and reiterate the changes to the Plan that we feel necessary 
to ensure that the Plan has appropriate regard to the heritage assets of the district. 
 
As an overall comment on the draft Local Plan, it is impossible to link the allocations and 
designations in the Plan to the Local Maps as the latter do not contain links to relevant 
policies in the key and/or on the sites. For the reader unfamiliar with the area it makes it 
almost impossible to know which sites the Plan refers to. 
 
Local Plan Introduction 
We repeat our comment to the Preferred Options Draft Local Plan July 2016 that we are 
encouraged to see that the introduction to the local plan recognises that the district 
benefits from attractive landscapes, coastline and maritime heritage. However, we remain 
of the opinion that the districts diverse and distinctive historic environment should be 
acknowledged in paragraph 1.1.1. 
 
2. Vision & Objectives 
We welcome the amendments made to the Vision statement following our comments on 
the Preferred Options Draft Local Plan July 2016.  However, there are some recommended 
amendments that we made at the time that have not been picked up.  We therefore repeat 
those comments and ask that the Vision is amended as follows: 
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 In the second paragraph of the Vision, we suggest that “tidy coast” be reviewed to 
better reflect Tendring’s historic natural coastline. 

 Under Seaside towns, we request that there is an aspiration to preserve and enhance 
the special historic character of Clacton-on-Sea, particularly given the designated 
Clacton Seafront Conservation Area. 

 In the Rural Hinterland section, we request that bullet point 3 is amended to 
“historic” rather than “historical”.  

 
3. Sustainable Places 
 
Heritage Characteristics 
We note that most of our comments on this section in the Preferred Options Draft Local 
Plan July 2016 have been included in the Publication Plan.  However, we suggest that the 
following amendments are made: 
 
Para 3.1.5.2 – “Outside of these designated areas, the district’s largely rural character and 
long history of occupation results in many areas of high archaeological importance as well 
as a range of listed buildings, conservation areas and scheduled monuments.” 
 
Para 3.1.5.3 – We reiterate our comments on the Preferred Options Draft Local Plan July 
2016 in that, to avoid any later lack of clarity and any misunderstanding regarding the 
importance of St Osyth, the following changes to the paragraph should be made: 
 
These include the St Osyth Prior Gatehouse (Scheduled Monument, Grade 1 I listed 
building) an important example of monastic building of the Augustinian order whose façade 
is which has one of the best preserved examples of knapped flint and stone flushwork in 
East Anglia England. 
 
Policy SPL3 – Sustainable Design 
We support the amendment that has been made to Part A criterion d. of the policy that has 
replaced “incorporates” with “maintains”. 
 
5. Living Places 
 
Policy LP1 – Housing Supply 
We note that the table preceding this policy identifies a number of local plan housing 
allocations.  However, we can find no policy that specifically allocates some of the smaller 
housing sites referred to in this policy and, as previously highlighted, they are not 
referenced on the Policies Map.  It is also unclear as to whether some of these sites already 
have planning consent. These sites might have the potential to impact on heritage assets 
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either directly or due to their location within the setting of heritage assets.  Without further 
details of these sites it is impossible to confirm whether the allocations are acceptable to 
Historic England.  
 
Partly due to the difficulty in identifying allocations of the Proposals Map but also due to 
our own capacity constraints, we have not been able to check each and every site allocation.  
However, we include the following general advice re site allocations.  
 
Assessing sites 
Our advice note 3 on site allocations in local plans sets out a suggested approach to 
assessing sites and their impact on heritage assets.  It advocates a number of steps, 
including understanding what contribution a site, in its current form, makes to the 
significance of the heritage asset/s, and identifying what impact the allocation might have 
on significance.  This could be applied to the assessment and selecting of sites within a plan. 
 
In essence, it is important that you 
 

a) Identify any heritage assets that may be affected by the potential site allocation.  
 
b) Understand what contribution the site makes to the significance of the asset 
 
c) Identify what impact the allocation might have on that significance 
 
d) Consider maximising enhancements and avoiding harm 
 
e) Determine whether the proposed allocation is appropriate in light of the NPPFs 

tests of soundness 
 

In assessing sites it is important to identify those sites which are inappropriate for 
development and also to assess the potential capacity of the site in the light of any historic 
environment (and other) factors.  
 
If a site is allocated, we would expect to see reference in the policy and supporting text to 
the need to conserve and seek opportunities to enhance the on-site or nearby heritage 
assets and their setting, the need for high quality design and any other factors relevant to 
the historic environment and the site in question. 
  
Paragraph 157 of the National Planning Policy Framework requires Local Plans to provide  
detail with site allocations where appropriate (fifth bullet point), with the Planning Practice 
Guidance stating “where sites are proposed for allocation, sufficient detail should be given 
to provide clarity to developers, local communities and other interests about the nature and 
scale of development (addressing the ‘what, where, when and how’ questions)” (PPG 
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Reference ID: 12-010-20140306 (last revised 06/03/2014).  Paragraph 154 of the NPPF also 
states that only policies that provide a clear indication of how a decision maker should react 
to a development proposal should be included in the plan.  Conservation of the historic 
environment is a core planning principle (Paragraph 17) and Local Plans should set out a 
positive strategy in this respect (Paragraph 126). 
 
Assessment criteria 
 
Many authorities include a distance based criteria to assess impact on the historic 
environment.  It is important to understand the significance of any heritage assets, and their 
settings, that would be affected by a potential site allocation.  This involves more than 
identifying known heritage assets within a given distance, but rather a more holistic process 
which seeks to understand their significance and value.  Whilst a useful starting point, a 
focus on distance or visibility alone as a gauge is not appropriate.  Site allocations which 
include a heritage asset (for example a site within a Conservation Area) may offer 
opportunities for enhancement and tackling heritage at risk, while conversely, an allocation 
at a considerable distance away from a heritage asset may cause harm to its significance, 
reducing the suitability of the site allocation in sustainable development terms. 
 
Policy LP4 – Housing Layout 
We propose that criterion f should be amended as follows: 
 
f. respect the historical local historic character and settlement hierarchy of Tendring 
District by delivering housing development at densities in keeping with the character and 
densities of the local area and the urban nature of parts of the District including town 
centres. 
 
Policy LP6 – Rural Exception Sites 
We reiterate our comments on the Preferred Options Draft Local Plan July 2016 in that, in 
respect of the Location and Environmental Considerations, as well as the considerations 
listed there should be reference to having no significant material adverse impact on the 
historic environment. 
 
6. Prosperous Places 
 
Policy PP5 – Town Centre Uses 
We suggest that the current criterion g. should be a standalone sentence within the policy? 
 
Policy PP8 – Tourism 
We support the recognition that heritage can make a contribution to supporting tourism. 
We would additionally welcome particular emphasis of the historic environment and the 
wider social, cultural and economic benefit that heritage related tourism can bring. 
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Policy PP13 – The Rural Economy 
We support the wording of criterion a. and reference to the historic environment. 
 
Policy PP14 – Priority Areas for Regeneration 
We welcome reference to the need to preserve or enhance the historic environment as well 
as reference to conservation areas at risk.  We suggest that the term historic assets is 
replaced by either historic environment or heritage assets.  
 
7. Protected Places 
 
Policy PPL2 
We welcome the changes made to policy PPL2 in respect of the historic environment.  
 
 
 
Policy PPL3 – The Rural Landscape 
We welcome the amendments that have been made to the policy since the Preferred 
Options consultation but would expect to see the policy or supporting text acknowledge 
that the historic landscape is an integral part of the character of rural parts of the district 
that regard should be had to when considering development proposals.  
 
7.7 The Historic Environment 
We welcome the amendments that have been made to this section of the Plan since the 
Preferred Options consultation.  However, some concerns remain as detailed below. 
 
We request that an appropriate policy or policies are included in the Plan that address all 
elements of the historic environment including a local list of undesignated heritage assets, 
registered parks and gardens and wider definitions of the historic environment. As such we 
would like to highlight that the following elements of the historic environment are not 
adequately addressed in the Plan and should be given specific provision within the policies. 
 

• Non-designated heritage assets. 
• Provision for the allocation and management of non-designated heritage assets 

through a local list. 
• Heritage at Risk 
• Registered Parks and Gardens 

 
Scheduled Monuments should also be specifically mentioned in a policy.  
  
This would help to demonstrate that the Plan is based on an overall strategy for the Historic 
Environment in accordance with paragraph 126 of the NPPF. 
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Para. 7.7.5 We reiterate our comments on the Preferred Options Draft Local Plan July 2016. 
We request the deletion of the words “on occasion” with reference to when contemporary 
approaches to design might be appropriate.  However, we welcome the Council’s 
commitment to prepare new Conservation Area Management Plans as well as updates to 
the existing Conservation Area Character Appraisals.  
 
Policy PPL8 – Conservation Areas 
We support the amendments to the final paragraph of this policy to refer to demolitions in a 
conservation area and the need to demonstrate how the proposal would impact on the 
Conservation Area.  
However, we consider that this policy requires amendment in order to addresses the 
designation of new conservation areas over the plan period and the preparation of 
conservation area management plans, appraisals or other relevant document which defines 
the character of individual conservation areas 
 
Policy PPL11 – The Avenues Area of Special Character, Frinton-on-Sea 
We note that this policy is conservation area specific, similar to an adopted appraisal. 
Provided that the character of a conservation area is defined and the definition is given 
statutory weight (eg: adopted), we support any format preferred by the Council.  To make 
this section of the proposed policy clearer, we suggest that you re-order the policy so that it 
follows with Policy PPL8 (Conservation Areas). 
 
Policy PPL12 – The Gardens Area of Special Character, Clacton-on-Sea 
We note that this policy is conservation area specific, similar to an adopted appraisal. 
Provided that the character of a conservation area is defined and the definition is given 
statutory weight (eg: adopted), we support any format preferred by the Council.  To make 
this section of the proposed policy clearer, we suggest that you re-order the policy so that it 
follows with Policy PPL8 (Conservation Areas). 
 
Para 7.9 – Enabling Development 
We are pleased to note that this policy and supporting text has been removed from the 
Plan.  However, the heading remains and is clearly a typographical error. 
 
9. Delivering Places 
 
Policy SAMU1 – Development at Edme Maltings, Mistley 
We support the requirement in paragraph 9.1.4 for the emphasis to be placed on high 
quality of design and the integration of any development with the existing character and 
appearance of the village. 
Similarly, we support criterion i) of the Policy. 
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Policy SAMU2 – Development at Hartley Gardens, Clacton 
The proposed allocation is large and, without careful design, will significantly reduce the 
sense of Little Clacton as a settlement separate from Clacton and will potentially have a 
significant impact on the landscape setting of these settlements. If fully developed, 
remnants of open space would likely remain as artificial buffers rather than open 
countryside. 
 
There are a number of heritage assets in the vicinity of the site that proposals on this site 
will need to give careful consideration to.  Specifically, these are: 

• the Grade II listed farms or former farmhouses of Earls Hall Lodge and Duchess 
Farmhouse to the south and west of the site; 

• the Grade II listed buildings and archaeological remains centred around Bovill’s 
Hall to the north. These are agricultural in nature and have a setting that relates 
to the wider open landscape; 

• the Grade II listed Bluehouse Farm south of the site, which has been surrounded 
by twentieth century development. It would be expected that development would 
respect and reflect the materials, form and setting of this heritage asset, 
preferably improving its appreciation and setting. 

 
Reference should be made in the supporting text (para 9.2) to the proximity of these 
features and the need to take them into account in working up development proposals. 
 
In respect of the overall development, proposals would be expected to demonstrate how 
they relate to the setting and significance of these listed buildings and their wider landscape 
context.  
 
We propose a re-ordering and amendment to the policy as follows: 
“lk. Opportunities to preserve and enhance due regard should be given to the setting and 
significance of other heritage assets in the locality; 
kl. where an archaeological evaluation (trial trenching where necessary) identifies surviving 
archaeological deposits, an appropriate mitigation strategy for preservation in situ or by 
excavation should be submitted;” 
 
Policy SAMU3 – Development at Oakwood Park, Clacton 
The site is in close proximity to listed buildings including Grade II listed Oak House and 
Redhouse Farms to the west and the Grade II listed Sladbury’s Old House, Sladbury’s 
Cartlodge and Treasure Holt Farmhouse. These structures to the east are set a greater 
distance from the site allocation but are positioned across open farmland and are 
agricultural in origin, with a relationship to the wider landscape. Reference should be made 
in the supporting text (para 9.3) to the proximity of these features and the need to take 
them into account in working up development proposals. 
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The site also includes a bridleway across it. These routes can represent historic movement 
patterns in the area and can have a long history. We support criterion k. of the policy but 
need to be reassured that the rural character of the bridleway would not be lost because of 
the development to the east and west of it. 
 
Policy SAMU4 – Development at Rouses Farm, Jaywick Lane, Clacton 
The proposed allocation is large and, without careful design, will significantly reduce the 
sense of Jaywick as a settlement separate from Clacton and will potentially have a 
significant impact on the landscape setting of these settlements and result in the 
coalescence of the two. 
 
The Council should be aware that a Grade II listed building, Duchess Farmhouse, is located 
to the north of the site, on St John’s Road.  Proposals on this site will therefore need to have 
regard to the setting of this heritage asset. 
 
The site itself has been noted to support archaeological remains. We would expect 
archaeological assessment to be applied to developments within this site. 
 
Reference should be made in the supporting text (para 9.4) to the proximity of these 
features and the need to take them into account in working up development proposals. 
 
Policy SAMU5 – Development south of Thorpe Road, Weeley 
We are reassured to note that the larger expansion of  Weeley as proposed in the Preferred 
Options Draft Local Plan July 2016 have been scaled down to the allocation of this site.   
 
In the context of the site that is allocated in SAMU5, the site includes within it the Grade II 
Listed Ash Farmhouse at the north-west of the site adjoining Thorpe Road. Proposals on 
this site will therefore need to have specific regard to the preservation and, where necessary 
improvement of this heritage asset and its setting 
 
Reference should be made in the supporting text (para 9.5) to the presence of this feature 
on site and the need to take it into account in working up development proposals. 
 
Policy SAH1 – Development at Greenfield Farm, Dovercourt 
The Council should be aware that a Grade II listed building, Vicarage Farmhouse, is located 
adjacent to the south-west boundary of the site.  Therefore, proposals on this site will need 
to have regard to the setting of this heritage asset. We require a modification to this policy 
to include the an additional criterion as follows: 
 
delivery of opportunities for the protection and enhancement of the historic environment 
features and settings including the built and archaeological environment; 
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Reference should also be included in the supporting paragraph to the need to protect the 
setting of Vicarage Farmhouse.  
 
Policy SAE2 – Land south of Long Road, Mistley 
This site is located in an open flat landscape and will be visible from some distance in many 
directions.  There is therefore the potential for development on this site to have a 
detrimental impact on the landscape and heritage assets.  As such, proposals on this site 
will need to have regard to the presence of the Grade II Listed Buildings at Mistley Hall to 
the north-east of the site.   
 
We request that Policy SAE2 is amended to require proposals to have regard to the historic 
environment and not harm the character and setting of nearby listed buildings. 
 
10. Delivering Infrastructure 
 
We reiterate our request that references to Heritage England are corrected to Historic 
England in this section and anywhere else within the document. 
 
 

Conclusion 
 
Finally, we should like to stress that this opinion is based on the information provided by the 
Council in its consultation. To avoid any doubt, this does not affect our obligation to provide 
further advice and, potentially, object to specific proposals, which may subsequently arise 
where we consider that these would have an adverse effect upon the historic environment.  
 
We hope that the above comments of assistance.  Please let me know of you have any 
queries.  We look forward to further engagement on the Local Plan review. 
 
Yours sincerely, 

Dr Natalie Gates 
Principal, Historic Places Team 
e-mail: natalie.gates@HistoricEngland.org.uk 
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Tendring District Council Publication Draft Local Plan 

 

Representations on behalf of G & M Lord and Son – Land to the south of Weeley 

Road, on the eastern edge of Great Bentley. 

 

 

 

STATEMENT 
 

Andrew Martin ‐ Planning Ltd (AM‐P) acts on behalf of G M Lord and Son, the owner of land to the south 

of Weeley Road on the eastern edge of Great Bentley (see site location plan at appendix 1).  

 

As the Local Plan  for Tendring has emerged  it has been recognised that around 11,000 new homes will 

need  to be provided over  the plan period  to 2033. Furthermore, a  large amount of greenfield  land will 

have to be identified to meet this target.  

 

The  Draft  Publication  Plan  proposes  a  spatial  strategy  for  growth  that  relies  upon  a  new  Garden 

Community on land that straddles the district boundary with Colchester, to meet a significant part of its 

housing need in the plan period and beyond, as well as other large sites principally in the strategic urban 

settlements such as Clacton‐on‐Sea, Harwich and Dovercourt. These  large‐scale proposals are subject to 

to long lead‐in times. There are significant constraints to development which will mean that they cannot 

deliver homes in the early years of the plan.  Consequently small and medium sized sites will need to be 

brought forward in order to ensure that the Council can demonstrate a 5‐year housing land supply. 

 

The Council’s housing trajectory indicates that some 5,015 homes can be built on large sites with planning 

permission. Many of  these  are historic permissions dating back over  the  last  six  years  or more.  In  its 

Authority Monitoring Report of  January 2017  the Council  considered  that  realistically  the  supply  from 

these sites in the next five years would be 2191 dwellings. As a result the Council concluded that it could 

only provide a 3 year housing supply against its five‐year housing requirement of 2,750. Some five months 

later  in  June 2017,  in advance of  the publication of  the Draft Local Plan,  the Council  concluded  that  it 

could  provide  over  five  years  supply.  This  stems  from  a  change  of  view  on  how much  of  the  5,015 

provision on large sites with planning permission will come forward in the next five years. The estimate is 

increased from 2191 to 3625 and results in the Council taking the view that there is now a 5.1 year supply. 

We submit that there is not sufficient evidence to support the Council’s assumptions for this change and 

more detailed analysis is required of the individual planning permissions to confirm a realistic figure, and 

consequently the true level of supply that exists against the housing target. 

 

In  the  interim  it  is  clear  that  small  and medium  size  sites  are  required  to  come  forward  to  assist  in 

meeting the Council’s needs in the early years of the plan. A proposed spatial hierarchy for growth set out 

in  the emerging plan,  includes smaller urban settlements as well as  rural service centres  such as Great 
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Bentley, where  development  is  encouraged  to  support  the  existing  community  and  encourage  young 

people to stay.  

 

There has been an influx of proposals for the small urban settlement of Weeley and this has attracted a 

disproportionate objection to the emerging Local Plan. We submit that the rural service centre of Great 

Bentley  represents an alternative highly sustainable  location  for growth  that  is well placed  to cater  for 

housing need  in  the  short  term.  It has a  railway  station and  is well  served by public  transport. A good 

range of services and facilities are provided in the centre including shops, employment, a primary school 

and  doctor’s  surgery.  A wider  range  of  facilities  are  available  in  the  larger  centres  of  Colchester  and 

Clacton, which are six to eight miles away and both are accessible by rail. The expansion of this settlement 

would accord with the National Planning Policy Framework, which encourages sustainable development 

in  the  rural areas  to maintain and enhance  their vitality. Growth  in Great Bentley would also meet  the 

objectives  of  the  emerging  Draft  Plan  which  promotes  new  development  “where  it  will  provide  the 

opportunity for people to satisfy their day‐to‐day needs for employment, shopping, education, and other 

services  locally or  in  locations which minimise  the need  to  travel and where  there are modes of  travel 

available in addition to the use of car”. 

 

The settlement of Great Bentley is a sustainable location for the accommodation of growth in housing and 

jobs  to meet  the objectives of  the  emerging  Local  Plan  for  Tendring.  It  is  classified  as  a  ‘rural  service 

centre’ where new housing will be appropriate to assist  in meeting the overall needs of the district, will 

address local housing needs and support the village economy. Land to the south of Weeley road, on the 

eastern edge of the settlement is well related to the existing pattern of development and is contained by 

defensible boundaries. The railway  line  lies to the south of the site, existing residential development to 

the west and further residential development to the north beyond Weeley Road. Proposed development 

on  this site would not  impact on  the strategic gap between  settlements. The  land  to  the east of Great 

Bentley has no function in terms of separating urban areas, and planned development would not lead to 

unchecked sprawl. As stated above the settlement contains a good range of services and facilities and is 

connected to larger centres by rail services.  

 

The  evidence  base  to  the  Local  Plan  (Strategic  Housing  Land  Availability  Assessment,  October  2014), 

found  that although  the  site has been promoted  for development,  there had been no  serious  interest 

from the landowner or a developer. Consequently doubts were raised over the site’s suitability regarding 

connections to the existing built up area and the provision of safe access to the site. At that time some 2.5 

hectares of this 13 hectare site was considered  for  the provision of 45 homes. A  larger scheme  for 235 

dwellings had previously been considered. The SHLAA found that there were “no  irresolvable  issues” to 

this  land coming forward for development. We advise that this site  is now actively being promoted and 

that development of the site is suitable, available and achievable. 

 

  

Section 1 – Strategic Plan for North Essex 
 

Policy SP1 – Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development 

 

Legally compliant – Yes 

Duty to Co‐operate compliant – Yes 

Sound – Yes 

If not sound, on what grounds?  n/a 
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Representation: 

 

Support  is  extended  for  the  presumption  in  favour  of  sustainable  development  and  the  Local  Plan's 

approach  towards  considering development proposals.   This  accords with  the National Planning Policy 

Framework (NPPF) (2012). 

 

Changes required: 

 

None. 
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Policy SP2 – Spatial Strategy for North Essex 

Legally compliant – Yes 

Duty to Co‐operate compliant – Yes 

Sound – Yes 

If not sound, on what grounds?  n/a  

 

Representation: 

 

Policy SP2 sets out a Spatial Strategy for North Essex and identifies that: 

 

"Existing  settlements will be  the principal  focus  for additional growth across North Essex within 

the  Local  Plan  period.    Development  will  be  accommodated  within  or  adjoining  settlements 

according  to  their  scale,  sustainability and existing  role both within each  individual district and, 

where relevant, across the wider strategic area..." 

 

“Each  local  authority will  identify  a  hierarchy  of  settlements  where  new  development will  be 

accommodated according  to  the  role of  the  settlement,  sustainability,  its physical  capacity and 

local needs…” 

 

Support is extended for this approach, which should ensure that the most sustainable settlements in the 

district accommodate the bulk of the additional growth envisaged in the Local Plan for Tendring.  

 

 

Change required: 

None. 
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Policy SP3 – Meeting Housing Needs 

Legally compliant – Yes 

Duty to Co‐operate compliant – Yes 

Sound – Yes 

If not sound, on what grounds?  n/a 

 

Representation: 

 

Support  is  extended  for  the  overall  objectively  assessed  housing  need  figure  (i.e.  11,000  dwellings 

between 2013 and 2033),  for Tendring District,  set out  in Policy SP3.   This  is  consistent with Tendring 

District Council’s evidence base. 

 

It  is also noteworthy that the second paragraph  in Policy SP3 expects each  local authority to maintain a 

sufficient supply of deliverable sites to provide for at  least five years’ worth of housing, consistent with 

paragraph 47 of the NPPF.  However, subsequent parts of the Tendring Local Plan Publication Draft and in 

particular Policy LP 1 (and supporting evidence base) fail to do this.   

 

This matter  is addressed  further  in separate representations made  to Part 2 of  the Tendring Local Plan 

Publication Draft. 

  

Change required: 

None. 
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Policy SP7 – Development & Delivery of New Garden Communities in North Essex 

Legally compliant – Yes 

Duty to Co‐operate compliant – Yes 

Sound – No  

If not sound, on what grounds? The principle of development and delivery of new Garden Communities is 

sound but specific objection is raised in respect of the new community proposed on the Colchester 

Borders. 

 

Representation: 

 

Support  is extended to the principle of new Garden Communities  in order to meet objectively assessed 

housing need  in the North Essex  local authority areas. Support  is extended on the basis that the spatial 

strategy  for growth  in Part 2 of  the Plan  for Tendring, directs growth  in accordance with a  settlement 

hierarchy that prioritises locations with access to the strategic road network, public transport and which 

have the potential to offer the widest range of services. Garden Communities will be required in the next 

tier of growth to cater for housing need in the plan period and beyond. 

 

However, specific objection  is  raised  to  the proposed Garden Community  that straddles  the districts of 

Tendring  and  Colchester  (the  Colchester  Borders  Garden  Community).  Given  the  long  lead  in  times 

expected, it is unlikely to deliver the projected number of dwellings that are proposed in the plan period.  

 

Change required: 

Improve the  flexibility of the plan by  identifying additional sustainable housing sites  in accordance with 

the spatial strategy for growth set out in Part 2 of the Plan for Tendring. 
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Policy SP8 –Tendring/Colchester Garden Community 

Legally compliant – Yes 

Duty to Co‐operate compliant – Yes 

Sound – No 

If not sound, on what grounds?  Not justified, not effective and not consistent with national policy 

 

Representation: 

 

Objection  is  raised  to  Policy  SP8,  which  identifies  a  broad  location  on  the  borders  of  Tendring  and 

Colchester for a new Garden Community of circa 7,000‐9,000 new homes, of which 2,500 dwellings are 

deemed to be deliverable within the plan period. The number of homes attributable to Tendring, within 

the plan period, is 1,250. 

 

The proposed new Garden Community will necessitate the preparation of a site‐specific DPD  in order to 

allocate the specific site and before any planning permission can be granted, free from the risk of call‐in 

by the Secretary of State.  This could lead to lengthy timescales and delay.  

 

Change required: 

 

Identify additional sustainable housing sites  in accordance with the spatial hierarchy for growth set 

out  in Part 2 of the Plan  for Tendring. This will boost housing supply  in  the early years of  the plan 

period. To achieve this a number of small to medium size sites will need to be identified, such as land 

to the south of Weeley Road in the settlement of Great Bentley.  
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Section 2 – Local Plan for Tendring 

Policy LP 1 ‐  Housing Supply 

Legally compliant – 

Duty to cooperate – 

Sound – No – Not justified, not effective and not consistent with national policy. 

If not sound, on what grounds?  

The Council has set a housing  target of 11,000 new homes to be provided over the plan period 2013 – 

2033. This is based on an annual housing requirement of 550 homes as advised by Peter Brett Associates 

in  the preparation of  a  joint  Strategic Housing Market Assessment  (SHMA)  for  the  local  authorities of 

Tendring, Colchester, Chelmsford and Braintree. The PBA assessment  finds  that a  range of dwellings  is 

required  from  550‐600 units. We  therefore  support  the policy, which  treats  the  figure of  11,000  as  a 

‘minimum’ dwelling requirement.  

Objection is raised to the proposed sources of supply. We submit that overly optimistic assumptions have 

been made about sites with planning consent (both large and small).  There is a lack of evidence to inform 

the assumption  that 6178 homes will  come  forward on  these  sites. These unreliable  sources  comprise 

51% of the housing supply over the plan period, and cast considerable doubt about the deliverability of 

the spatial strategy for growth in Tendring. 

There  is  also  a  failure  to  demonstrate  that  the  strategic  allocations,  which  include  very  large 

developments  on  the  periphery  of  Clacton,  Dovercourt  and  Weeley,  and  the  Garden  Community 

proposed for the Tendring/Colchester border (3480 units and 29% of the overall supply), can be delivered 

in the plan period. These are complex schemes that have been the subject of considerable objection as 

the Local Plan has emerged. By way of example the EDME site in Mistley (Policy SAMU1) is a thriving UK 

malted  ingredients producer. Policy  LP 1 assumes  that  this will become  vacant  in  the plan period and 

provide  at  least  150  homes.  The  site  is  beset  with  numerous  obstacles  to  development  including 

environmental  designations  such  as  its  location  in  the  Conservation  Area  and  impact  on  nature 

conservation including a Special Protection Area and Ramsar site based on the Stour and Orwell Estuaries. 

There is also currently insufficient capacity available in Clacton for the treatment of foul water, needed to 

support several large sites proposed for the development of 2,350 homes on the periphery of the urban 

area. Major  infrastructure works are required  to resolve  this  issue.  In addition  the sites have other key 

physical and environmental constraints to delivery. 

Change Required: 

Preparation of further evidence base assessment, to confirm that the sources of supply in Policy LP 1,  can 

genuinely be delivered in the plan period. The inclusion of a number and range of smaller sustainable sites 

such as  land to the south of Weeley Road  in Great Bentley, to  improve the flexibility and viability of the 

plan. 
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For internal Use only ID: 
 

Rep No: 
 

     

 

 

Responses are encouraged via the council’s online consultation system available on the website, 
see http://tendring-consult.objective.co.uk/portal  However, this form can be returned electronically 
to planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk or in hard copy if necessary to: 

Planning Policy, Tendring District Council, Thorpe Road, Weeley, Essex, CO16 9AJ 
The consultation runs from 9am Friday, 16th June to 5pm on Friday, 28th July 2017 

This form has two parts: 
Part A - Personal Details and Part B - Your comments 

 
 

  PART A  
 

1. Personal Details 

Title 

First Name 

Last Name 

Organisation 
(Where relevant) 

 
Address Line 1 

 
Address Line 2 

 
Address Line 3 

Post Code 

E-mail Address 
 

Telephone 
Number 

2. Agent’s Details (if applicable) 

Title 
 

First Name 

Last Name 

Organisation 

Address Line 1 

Address Line 2 
 

Address Line 3 

Post Code 

E-mail Address 
 

Telephone 
Number 

 
 

 

Hopkins Homes Limited 

C/o Agent 

Mr 

Geoff 

Armstrong 

Armstrong Rigg Planning 

The Exchange 

Colworth Science Park 
 

 Sharnbrook, Bedford 

geoff.armstrong@arplanning.co.uk 

MK44 1LQ 

01234 867135 

http://tendring-consult.objective.co.uk/portal
mailto:planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk


  PART B  

REPRESENTATION FORM 
Please Note: If your representation relates to Section One of the North Essex Strategic Plan / Garden 
Communities you only need to respond to one of the Local Authorities. All representations received by 
Braintree, Colchester and Tendring relating to Section One of the Plan(s) will be submitted together. 

You do not need to return this form if you have completed a response using any of the Council’s online 
systems for this consultation. Duplicates will not be considered 

Please specify which section of the Publication Draft Local Plan your comments relate to by 

choosing one of the following: 

Section 1 Section 2 Colchester Section 2 Tendring Section 2 Braintree 

Which part of the section are you responding to? 

e.g. Paragraph/Policy/Map/Other 
 
 
Do you consider the Local Plan is Legally compliant? 

Yes No 
 
Does it comply with the Duty to Co-operate? 

Yes No 
 
Do you consider the Local Plan is Sound? 

Yes No 
 
If you do not consider the Local Plan is sound, please specify on what grounds: 

Positively prepared Justified Effective Consistent with National Policy 
 
Enter your full representation here:  

 

Please see cover letter 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Continue onto next page 

X X 

Section 1: Policies SP3, SP7 and SP8 
Section 2: Policies SAH3, LP1 and Section 2 – Vision and Objectives 

X 

X 

X 

X X X X 



 
 

If your representation is more than 100 words, please provide a brief summary here: 

Please see cover letter 



Please specify the changes needed to be made to make the Plan sound / legally compliant 
 

 
Do you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination? 

Yes No 
 

If Yes - you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you 

consider this to be necessary 

Please note the inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear 

those who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination. 

 
Did you raise the matter that is the subject of your representation with the LPA earlier 

in the process of the preparation of the Local Plan 

Yes No 
 

If yes which stage 

Issues and Options Preferred Options 
 

Do you wish to be notified? 

When the document is submitted for independent examination? 

When the Inspectors Report is published? 

When document is adopted? 
 

Braintree & Tendring: Return by 5pm 28th July 2017 
(responses to section 2 Braintree and Tendring will not be accepted after this date. After 

this date responses to Section 1 should be sent to Colchester Borough Council) 

Colchester: Return by 5pm 11th August 2017 

Please see cover letter 

X 

To ensure points raised are adequately discussed. 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 



 

 

  

Ref: GA/DJ/01017/L0001 

 

Sent by email to planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk 

 

27 July 2017 

 

Simon Meecham 

Planning Policy 

Tendring District Council 

Thorpe Road 

Weeley 

Essex 

CO16 9AJ 

 

Dear Mr Meecham 

 

Representations to Tendring District Council Publication Draft Local Plan Consultation 

Robinson Road, Brightlingsea on behalf of Hopkins Homes Limited 

 

On behalf of our client Hopkins Homes Limited we wish to make representations to the current Tendring District 

Council Publication Draft Local Plan Consultation.  

 

Previous representations were made directly by Hopkins Homes to the Tendring District Local Plan – Preferred 

Options 2016 Consultation in September 2016. These representations supported the emerging policy map for 

Brightlingsea (Map 9), which showed Hopkins Homes’ site at Robinson Road, Brightlingsea as a preferred housing 

allocation, but raised concern regarding: the classification of Brightlingsea as part of the rural heartland as 

opposed to a seaside town; and the reliance solely on additional housing growth at Weeley in the scenario that 

600 homes a year as opposed to 550 were needed.  

 

Robinson Road, Brightlingsea – Support Policy SAH3 with small change requested  

 

Hopkins Homes support the allocation of land at Robinson Road, Brightlingsea and are pleased to confirm that 

this land is deliverable for residential development in the short-term over the next 5 years. Hopkins Homes are 

nearing completion on their highly regarded development at Robinson Road for 77 dwellings (approved by 

application reference 13/01470/FUL) and the proposed allocation would form a natural second phase to this 

development. Following a positive pre-application response from Tendring District Council in August 2016 

(reference 16/30056/PREAPP) and positive discussions with Brightlingsea Town Council, a planning application 

for 115 dwellings is currently being finalised for the site for submission at the end of July 2017. 

 

The only element of Policy SAH3 that we wish to raise concern over is the wording of point which requires the 

allocation to provide at least 115 new homes. This wording places an unduly strict minimum level of development 

on the site. As outlined, the forthcoming planning application on the site proposes 115 dwellings. This would meet 

the emerging policy requirement, but it does not leave a lot a room for flexibility during the consideration of the 



application should the Council wish to see any changes to the proposals that would necessitate changes to the 

layout or mix of housing proposed. A more positively worded policy requirement would be for the site to provide 

approximately 115 new homes. We therefore request that the wording of point a. is re-worded as follows: 

 

“a. at least approximately 115 new homes of a mixed size and type to include affordable 

housing as per the Council’s requirements” 

   

Housing Need – Objection to Policies SP3 and LP1 

 

We object to the housing requirement for Tendring District set-out at Policy SP3 – Meeting Housing Needs 

and Policy LP 1 – Housing Supply. These policies set the Objectively Assessed Housing Need (OAHN) for 

Tendring District as 11,000 new homes (550 per annum) between 1st April 2013 and 31st March 2033, but on 

further investigation of the method used to calculate this OAHN it is clear that the figure should actually be 15,520 

new homes (776 per annum) during this period. 

 

We fundamentally disagree with the Council’s decision to reduce the starting point for calculating Tendring’s 

OAHN based on Unattributable Population Change (UPC) between the 2001-2011 censuses.  We understand that 

official population projections between 2001 and 2011 overestimated the actual population growth in the district, 

but in light of the Office for National Statistics decision to not make any adjustment to the 2012 or 2014-based 

Sub-National Population Projections (SNPP) to account for UPC (since it could not be demonstrated that UPC 

measured a bias in the trend data that will continue in the future), we consider the Council’s approach wholly 

unjustified. In reducing the starting point for their OAHN based on UPC, the Council ignores the Government’s 

official published projections in the 2014 SNPP of 675 dwellings per annum, which accounting for the 15% uplift 

applied by the Council to populations projections gives an OAHN of 776 dwellings per annum or 15,520 dwellings 

across the plan period. 

  

Given that the plan period for the emerging Tendring Local Plan continues to 2033 and planning policy requires 

regular reviews of this plan, it is considered that there is no reason not to use the SNPP for calculating OAHN. 

The next Census will take place in 2021 and if this reveals a lower level of population growth than that contained 

in the 2014 SNPP, then future reviews of the plan can take account of this. At this stage, not using the SNPP as 

the OAHN starting point risks severely underestimating the housing need in the district and would lead to a 

significant undersupply in housing of over 4,500 dwellings. 

 

Policy SP3 and Policy LP1 should therefore be amended to require 15,520 new homes in Tendring District over 

the plan period, or 776 new homes per annum, and additional sites should be found to accommodate this housing 

growth.  

 

Housing Supply – Objection to Policies SP7, SP8 and LP1 

 

We wish to raise concern regarding the level of housing supply the Council is predicting to come from the Tendring 

Colchester Borders Garden Community by 2033.  

 

Policy SP7 – Garden Communities and Policy SP8 Tendring Colchester Borders Garden Community 

identify the proposed Tendring Colchester Borders Garden Community as delivering 2,500 new homes within the 

plan period (as part of an overall total of between 7,000-9,000 homes to be delivered beyond 2033) and Policy 

LP1 – Housing Supply identifies that 1,250 of these new homes will be delivered in Tendring (with the 

remaining 1,250 coming forward in Colchester). 

 

The supporting text to Policy SP7 states at that Development Plan Documents (DPD) will be developed for each 

of the 3 new garden communities planned in North Essex and Policy SP8 states that a Strategic Growth DPD will 

set out the nature, form and boundary of the new community, together with a phasing and implementation 

strategy to ensure that the respective phases of the development do not come forward until the necessary 

infrastructure has been secured. The DPD will provide the framework for the subsequent development of more 

detailed masterplans and other design and planning guidance. 



 

The Council’s current Local Development Scheme (LDS, January 2017) predicts that the Local Plan will be adopted 

in September 2018 and that following this the Tendring Colchester Borders Garden Community Strategic Growth 

Development Plan Document (DPD) will be adopted in March 2019. No details of the proposed DPD are currently 

in the public domain and the first planned consultation (Preferred Options) is planned for October 2017. Following 

this it is planned that a publication version will be published in June 2018 ahead of submission in October 2018, 

examination will take place between October 2018 and February 2019 and adoption will be in March 2019. This 

is a very tight timescale for the production of any development plan document, not least a document for which 

the boundaries of the proposed settlement have not yet been finalised and which has to agree a phasing and 

implementation strategy for 9,000 new homes across two local authority areas. 

 

In the context of the unrealistic policy development timeline for the Tendring Colchester Borders Garden 

Community, it recommended that the predicted delivery rates are reduced accordingly. A more realistic timescale 

for the development of the DPD is considered to be adoption by mid-2020. Following this, the project would need 

to secure planning permission before it starts to deliver housing. A recent report from Lichfields 

(http://lichfields.uk/media/1728/start-to-finish.pdf) identifies that the average period from the submission of a 

planning application to the start of delivery is 6.9 years (6.1 years for approval and 0.8 years between approval 

and start on site for discharge of conditions) for schemes of 2,000+ dwellings following which the average annual 

build out rate is 161 dwellings. Based on the above, the scheme is predicted to deliver the following numbers 

during the plan period: 

 

Year Delivery 

2020 Adoption of DPD 

2021 Planning Application 

2022 Planning Application 

2023 Planning Application 

2024 Planning Application 

2025 Planning Application 

2026 Planning Consent  

2027 Conditions Discharge + delivery of 81 dwellings 

2028 161 dwellings 

2029 161 dwellings 

2030 161 dwellings 

2031 161 dwellings 

2032 161 dwellings 

2033 161 dwellings 

Total 1,047 dwellings 

   

The above figure is far below the Local Plan’s predicted delivery of 2,500 dwellings during the plan period and 

would result in just over 500 dwellings to contribute to Tendring’s housing supply against a prediction of 1,250.  

Policies SP7 and SP8 should therefore be amended to identify a predicted delivery of 1,000 homes from the 

Tendring Colchester Borders Garden Communnity during the plan period and Policy LP1 should be amended to 

identify a delivery of 500 homes in Tendring. 

 

It is clear from the above that there will be a need for several hundred new homes to be planned for in Tendring’s 

emerging Local Plan as a result of overly ambitious housing supply forecasts at the Tendring Colchester Borders 

Garden Community. This is in addition to the additional homes needed as a result of the currently far too low 

OAHN. 

 

Seaside Towns – Objection to Vision for Tendring District 

  

We are concerned that Hopkins Homes’ previous representations regarding the classification of Brightlingsea as 

part of the rural heartland as opposed to a seaside town have been ignored. Not only is Brightlingsea clearly a 

http://lichfields.uk/media/1728/start-to-finish.pdf


seaside town with its long history as a port and its role as a popular tourist and recreation destination. It is 

comparable in size to the seaside towns of Jaywick Sands, Walton on the Naze and Frinton-on-Sea that are 

recognised as such in the emerging Local Plan and it shares many of the same opportunities and threats facing 

these other seaside towns in the district such as a need for regeneration and investment in the town centre and 

recreational/tourist facilities. 

 

The policy approach to seaside towns and the rural heartland is contained in the Vision and Objectives part of 

the plan at Section 2. The Vision states that towns in the rural heartland will see modest levels of new housing 

and employment development to support local shops and services, address local issues, provide for local needs 

and facilitate investment by local businesses in job opportunities. The vision for seaside towns, however, is much 

more positive and includes a specific vision for each town setting out how the Council will seek to regenerate the 

area through additional housing development and a focus on improving town centres and recreational/tourist 

facilities. 

 

It is clear that there is a need for such a positive vision to be developed for Brightlingsea and other comparably 

sized towns in the district, such as Manningtree, Lawford and Mistley, alongside a strategy for how development 

can be the catalyst for positive change. In the context of the above identified additional housing need and shortfall 

in supply, we consider there to be a unique opportunity to develop a new Vision for Tendring District that 

recognises the opportunities and threats facing the district’s towns that have not been classified as ‘seaside towns’ 

(e.g. Brightlingsea and Manningtree, Lawford and Mistley) and most importantly the opportunity to use well 

planned residential development to deliver much needed regeneration and investment. 

 

We trust that these comments will be given the due consideration and look forward to participating further as 

the Local Plan preparation progresses. Should you have any further queries or questions then please do not 

hesitate to contact either myself or my colleague David Jones.  

 

Yours sincerely 

 
Geoff Armstrong (geoff.armstrong@arplanning.co.uk) 

Director 

Armstrong Rigg Planning 

Tel: 01234 867135

mailto:geoff.armstrong@arplanning.co.uk
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Our Ref: ESFA/Local Plan/Tendring 2017      14th July 2017 
 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

Re: Tendring Local Plan Publication Draft for Consultation 

Consultation under Regulation 19 of Town and Country Planning (Local 
Planning) (England) Regulations 2012 

Submission of the Education and Skills Funding Agency 

1. The Education and Skills Funding Agency (ESFA) welcomes the opportunity to 
contribute to the development of planning policy at the local level.    

2. The ESFA launched on 1st April 2017, brings together the existing responsibilities 
of the Education Funding Agency (EFA) and the Skills Funding Agency (SFA), to 
create a single funding agency accountable for funding education and training for 
children, young people and adults. The ESFA are accountable for £61 billion of 
funding a year for the education and training sector, including support for all state-
provided education for 8 million children aged 3 to 16, and 1.6 million young 
people aged 16 to 19.  

3. Under the provisions of the Education Act 2011 and the Academies Act 2010, all 
new state schools are now academies/free schools and the ESFA is the delivery 
body for many of these, rather than local education authorities. As such, we aim 
to work closely with local authority education departments and planning 
authorities to meet the demand for new school places and new schools. In this 
capacity, we would like to offer the following comments in response to the 
planning policy framework outlined in the above consultation document. 

Comments on the Strategic Approach to New Schools in North Essex  

4. The ESFA notes that the strategic policies in this Local Plan are contained in the 
plans for Braintree, Colchester and Tendring. Comments on these strategic 
policies are provided in this section. Comments on the policies specific to 
Tendring district are provided separately in the following section. 

5. The ESFA notes that significant growth in housing stock is expected across the 
North Essex districts of Braintree, Colchester and Tendring; the Local Plan 
confirms the annual housing target of 2,186 new homes a year (43,720 in total) 
for this area (excluding Chelmsford) over the plan period 2013 to 2037. The 
specific requirement for Tendring District is 550 homes per year (11,000 in total). 
This will place significant pressure on social infrastructure such as education 
facilities.  

6. The ESFA welcomes reference within the plan (section 6B) to adopting a 
coordinated approach to infrastructure planning across North Essex, including by 

Education and Skills Funding Agency 
Department for Education 
Sanctuary Buildings 
Great Smith Street 
London 
SW1P 3BT 
 
Tel: 0207 340 7000 
 
www.gov.uk/esfa 



2 
 

ensuring new development provides for new and expanded schools in 
accordance with the details in districts’ Infrastructure Delivery Plans.  

7. The ESFA supports the requirement established in policy SP5 for new 
development to be supported by the infrastructure required to meet the needs 
arising from that development. We also support the strategic education 
infrastructure priorities identified, particularly the focus on providing sufficient 
school places. The policy refers to “larger developments setting aside land and/or 
contributing to the cost of delivering land for new schools where required”. We 
suggest it would also be useful to refer to developer contributions to the build cost 
of new schools here, to make it clear that for larger sites developers should be 
both providing the land for new schools (to meet demand arising from the new 
development) and funding or contributing to the cost of their construction. As such 
the Policy would read “…with larger developments setting aside land and/or 
contributing to the cost of delivering land for new schools where required, as well 
as funding or contributing to the cost of building the new schools”. ‘Larger 
developments’ should also be clearly defined. These amendments would ensure 
that the delivery requirements are clear and that the plan is ‘effective’.  

8. The ESFA also welcomes the focus in policy SP7 on the sequencing of 
development and infrastructure provision to ensure that the latter is provided 
ahead of or in tandem with the development it supports. Policies SP 8, 9 and 10 
relate to each of the three proposed Garden Communities. Each policy requires 
at least one secondary school, primary schools (number and size unspecified) 
and early-years facilities to be provided to serve new development. The 
Integrated Delivery Plans for each district provide further details of the number 
and size of primary and secondary schools required. These details should be 
included in the above mentioned policies to further demonstrate that the plan has 
been ‘positively prepared’ based on a strategy which seeks to meet objectively 
assessed infrastructure requirements. 

9. The ESFA notes that a site specific Strategic Growth DPD will be developed for 
the garden communities and that this will include further details of how 
infrastructure will be delivered and phased alongside new development, including 
allocating specific sites for schools. 

Comments on Tendring’s Policies and Site Allocation for New Schools 

10. The Local Plan’s strategic objective on education is strongly supported, as is the 
commitment to ensure “that the planned growth in housing development is 
supported by investment in either building new or creating capacity in our primary 
and secondary schools through the planning system” (para 6.8.3).  

11. The ESFA supports the principle of Tendring District Council safeguarding land 
for the provision of new schools to meet government planning policy objectives as 
set out in paragraph 72 of the NPPF. Ensuring there is an adequate supply of 
sites for schools is essential and will ensure that Tendring District Council can 
swiftly and flexibly respond to the existing and future need for school places over 
the plan period.  

12. The site specific polices highlight on site requirements for primary schools for a 
number of site allocations. Policy SAMU2 (Hartley Gardens, Clacton; 800-1000 
homes), SAMU3 (Oakwood Park, Clacton; at least 500 homes), SAMU4 (Rouses 
Farm, Clacton; at least 850 homes) and SAMU5 (Weeley; at least 280 homes) all 
include a requirement for 2.1 hectares of land for a new primary school with co-
located 56 place early years and childcare facility (D1 use) as required by the 
Local Education Authority through Section 106 Planning Obligations. 
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13. The ESFA suggest that the wording of these policies should be clarified to clearly 
identify the size of the primary schools that are required based on the latest 
evidence of need from the LEA (p.21 of the Integrated Development Plan 
indicates primary schools should be 2FE). This would provide greater clarity and 
certainty for developers. However, retaining a degree of flexibility is also 
necessary given that the need for school places can vary over time due to the 
many variables affecting it. With regard to delivery of school places, it may be 
helpful if the council also highlighted that: 

- specific requirements for developer contributions to enlargements to existing 
schools and the provision of new schools for any particular site will be confirmed 
at application stage to ensure the latest data on identified need informs delivery; 

- requirements to deliver schools on some sites could change in future if it were 
demonstrated and agreed that the site had become surplus to requirements, and 
is therefore no longer required for school use. 

14. Policy SAH1 (Greenfield farm, Dovercourt; at least 164 homes) includes a 
requirement for financial contributions to primary and secondary school provision, 
as required by the Local Education Authority, primarily through Section 106 
Planning Obligations or the Community Infrastructure Levy. The ESFA support 
this approach.  

15. It would be useful if a background paper could be developed setting out clearly 
how the forecast housing growth at allocated sites has been translated (via an 
evidence based pupil yield calculation) into an identified need for specific 
numbers of school places and new schools at different times, expanding on the 
information in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan and the site specific policies. This 
could also reference Essex County Council’s recently published 10 year plan for 
meeting the demand for school places1. This would help to demonstrate more 
clearly that the approach to the planning and delivery of education infrastructure 
is justified based on proportionate evidence. If required, the ESFA can assist in 
providing Tendring with good practice examples of background documents 
relevant to this stage of your emerging Plan. 

16. The ESFA recommends that where sites are identified for new schools, local 
authorities should consider safeguarding additional land for any future expansion 
of these schools where demand indicates this might be necessary. For an 
example of this approach, see draft policy CC7 in Milton Keynes’s Plan:MK 
Preferred Option draft from March 20172.  

17. In light of the Duty to Cooperate on strategic priorities such as community 
infrastructure (NPPF para 156)3, the ESFA encourages close working with local 
authorities during all stages of planning policy development to help guide the 
development of new school infrastructure and to meet the predicted demand for 
primary and secondary school places. Please add the ESFA to your list of 
relevant organisations with which you engage in preparing future Local Plan 
documents. 

Developer Contributions and CIL  

18. Section 10 sets out the approach taken to securing the delivery of supporting 
infrastructure. Developers will be expected to contribute towards meeting 

                                                 
1
 http://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-

Organisation-Planning/Pages/School-place-planning.aspx 
2
 https://www.milton-keynes.gov.uk/planning-and-building/planning-policy/plan-mk  

3
 NPPF paragraph 180 specifies that this collaborative working should include infrastructure providers. 

http://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Pages/School-place-planning.aspx
http://www.essex.gov.uk/Education-Schools/Schools/Delivering-Education-Essex/School-Organisation-Planning/Pages/School-place-planning.aspx
https://www.milton-keynes.gov.uk/planning-and-building/planning-policy/plan-mk
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“appropriate infrastructure costs” through section 106 planning obligations and/or 
community infrastructure levy (CIL). Policy DI1 states that “Permission will only be 
granted if it can be demonstrated that there is sufficient appropriate infrastructure 
capacity to support the development or that such capacity will be delivered by the 
proposal.” Policy PP12 further states that “Planning permission will not be granted 
for new residential development unless the individual or cumulative impacts of 
development on education provision can be addressed, at the developer’s cost, 
either on-site or through financial contributions (potentially through the 
Community Infrastructure Levy) towards off-site improvements.” These policies 
are welcomed.  

19. One of the tests of soundness is that a Local Plan is ‘effective’ i.e. the plan 
should be deliverable over its period. In this context and with specific regard to 
planning for schools, there is a need to ensure that education contributions made 
by developers are sufficient to deliver the additional school places required to 
meet the increase in demand generated by new developments. The ESFA note 
that Essex County Council has produced a Developers’ Guide to Infrastructure 
Contributions (revised 2016) that includes an explanation of contributions towards 
expanding existing schools and creating new schools. It would be helpful and 
relevant for this document to be referenced in the Local Plan alongside policy DI1 
and/or policy PP12. 

20. The ESFA would be particularly interested in responding to any update to the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan or review of infrastructure requirements, or any CIL 
proposals. As such, please add the ESFA to the database for future CIL 
consultations.   

Forward Funding  

21. In light of the level of new housing being planned for (including within the three 
proposed Garden Communities) and the requirements for new schools to support 
this, emerging ESFA proposals for forward funding schools as part of large 
residential developments may be of interest to the council. We would be happy to 
meet to discuss this opportunity at an appropriate time. 

 Conclusion 

22. Finally, I hope the above comments are helpful in shaping Tendring’s Local Plan, 
with specific regard to the provision of land for new schools.  

23. Please notify the ESFA when the Local Plan is submitted for examination, the 
Inspector’s report is published and the Local Plan is adopted. 

24. Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any queries regarding this 
response. The ESFA looks forward to continuing to work with the Council to aid in 
the preparation of the Local Plan.  

   

Yours faithfully, 

DC McNab 

Douglas McNab MRTPI  
Forward Planning Manager 
 
Tel: 07990 082877 
Email: douglas.mcnab@education.gov.uk  
Web: www.gov.uk/esfa 

mailto:douglas.mcnab@education.gov.uk
http://www.gov.uk/


GUIDANCE NOTES 
& RESPONSE FORM 
to accompany the Publication Draft Local Plan (2017) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Please read these guidance notes before completing the response form 
 

Introduction 
Braintree District Council, Tendring District 
Council and Colchester Borough Council, have 
each published their own Publication Draft Local 
Plan for consultation. Section 1 is common to 
each plan. This response form can be used to 
respond to any part of the 3 Plans. It is important 
to specify which. 

The 3 Plans have been published in order for 
representations to be made prior to submission 
of the documents to the Planning Inspectorate 
for examination. All representations will be 
examined by a Planning Inspector. The purpose 
of the examination is to consider whether the Plan 
complies with the legal requirements, the duty to 
co-operate and is sound. 

Each Local Plan has two parts: 

Publication Draft Local Plan Section 1 - A set 
of strategic policies constructed in partnership 
between the three authorities and Essex 

County Council. This means that the Section 1 
policies are intended to apply across all three 
Local Authorities. These policies include those 
relating to Garden Communities, housing supply, 
employment, shopping and the environment. 
You can send your response to any one of the 
authorities as all responses to Section 1 will be 
collated. Only 1 response to the 3 authorities is 
required. 

Publication Draft Local Plan Section 2 - relates 
to the specific district, contains more detailed 
policies and is used to determine planning 
applications. If you wish to comment on the 
Tendring Publication Draft Local Plan Section 
2 you should send your comments to Tendring 
District Council. 

If you would like assistance in completing your 
representation or have any other questions 
about the Publication Draft Local Plan please 
contact the Planning Policy Team by email 
planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk or by phone 
on 01255686177 and ask for Planning Policy. 

 
 
 

    

mailto:planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk


Part A - Personal Details 
Please note that it is not possible for 
representations to be considered anonymously. 
Representations will be published on the 
Council’s websites and included as part of the 
Publication Draft Local Plan submissions to 
the Inspector. Address and contact details will 
removed from published responses. (Village/town 
shown). 

The Council reserves the right not to publish or 
take into account any representations which it 
considers offensive or defamatory. 

Please supply an email address if you have one 
as it will allow us to contact you electronically. 
Everyone who submits a representation will be 
added to the relevant consultation database (if 
not already included) so that we can keep you 
up to date with the plan. If you do not wish to be 
contacted in this way please state this clearly on 
the form. 

If an agent or consultant has been engaged to act 
on your behalf please fill in both sets of details in 
full. Correspondence will be sent to the agent. If 
you are a landowner with an agent acting on your 
behalf, please ensure that your agent knows the 
site name and reference number which your site 
has been given. 

 
Part B - Representation 
Please specify which section of the Publication 
Draft Local Plan your comments relate to, by 
choosing one of the following; 

Section 1 A response to this section will be 
reported to all 3 authorities. 

Legal Compliance and Duty 
to Co-operate 
If commenting on how the Publication Draft 
Local Plan has been prepared, it is likely that 
your comments will relate to a matter of legal 
compliance. 

The Inspector will check that the Plan meets the 
legal requirements 

You should consider the following before making 
a representation on legal compliance: 

• The Plan should be included in the current 
Local Development Scheme (LDS) and the 
key stages should have been followed. 

• The process of community involvement 
for the Plan in question should be in general 
accordance with the Statement of 
Community Involvement (SCI). 

• The Plan should comply with the Town 
and County Planning (Local Planning) 
(England) Regulations 2012 (the Regulations). 
On publication, the LPA must publish the 
documents prescribed in the Regulations; 
making them available on its website and at 
its principal offices. It must also notify the 
Local Plan bodies (as set out in the 
Regulations) and any persons who have 
requested to be notified. 

• The LPA must provide a Sustainability 
Appraisal Report. This should identify 
the process by which it has been carried out, 
baseline information used to inform the 
process and the outcomes of that  process. 

• LPAs will be expected to provide evidence of 
how they have complied with the Duty  to 

Section 2 Colchester 
Section 2 Tendring 
Section 2 Braintree 

These plans are 
specific to each 
authority. 

Co-operate. 

• Non-compliance with the duty to cooperate 
cannot be rectified after the Plan’s

Which part of the plan are you responding to 
(please use one form per submission): 

Paragraph:  for a representation on wording or 
paragraph content 

Policy: for a representation on the wording 
or inclusion or omission of a policy 

Other: for example a map inset number, 
site reference or the wording or 
content of tables or  appendices 

submission. Therefore the Inspector has no 
power to recommend modifications in this 
regard. Where the duty has not been 
complied with, the Inspector has no choice 
but to recommend non-adoption of the  Plan. 

} 



Soundness 
Soundness is explained in National Planning 
Policy Framework (NPPF) paragraph 182. The 
Inspector has to be satisfied that the Plan is 
positively prepared, justified, effective and 
consistent with national policy. 

More details and further guidance on what is 
meant by the term ‘soundness’ can be found 
below and at; www.planningportal.gov.uk 

Positively prepared 
This means that 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 reasonable alternatives, 
based on a proportionate, robust and credible 
evidence base. 

Effective 
The Plan should be deliverable over its period and 
based on effective joint working on cross- 
boundary strategic priorities, sound infrastructure 
delivery planning and no regulatory or national 
planning barriers. It should be flexible to changing 
circumstances 

Consistent with national policy 
The Plan should be consistent with national 
policy. Departure must be clearly justified. 

If you think the content of the Plan is not sound 
because it does not include a policy where it 
should do, you should go through the following 
steps before making representations: 

• Is the issue with which you are concerned 
already covered specifically by national 
planning policy? If so it does not need to be 
included? 

• Is what you are concerned with covered by 
any other policies in the Plan on which you 
are seeking to make representations or in any 
other Plan? 

• If the policy is not covered, how is the Plan 
unsound without the policy? 

• If the Plan is unsound without the policy, what 
should the policy say? 

Using the spaces provided please give details of 
why you think the Publication Draft Local Plan is 
not ‘sound having regard to the legal compliance, 
duty to cooperate and the four  requirements 
set out above. You should try to support your 
representation by evidence showing why the Plan 
should be modified. If your representation is 
over 100 words please include a summary of 
its main points in the box provided. 

It will be helpful if you also say precisely 
how you think the Plan should be modified. 
Representations should cover succinctly all 
information, evidence and supporting information 
necessary to support/justify the representation 
and suggested modification, as there will not 
normally be a further opportunity to make 
submissions based on the original representation 
made at publication. 

Where there are groups who share a common 
view on how they wish to see a Plan modified, 
it would be very helpful for that group to send 
a single representation which represents the 
view. In such cases the group should indicate 
how many people it is representing and how 
the representation has been authorised. 

All the formal representations received during this 
stage will be submitted to and considered by the 
appointed independent Planning Inspector at the 
public examination on the Plan. The process is 
likely to include public hearings. The Inspector 
will determine the most appropriate procedure to 
adopt to hear those who choose to participate at 
this stage. If you would like to appear and speak 
at the hearings, please state this and explain 
in the space provided why you consider it is 
necessary that you participate. 

Representations can be sent: 

• Via the Council’s online consultation portal: 
http://tendring-
consult.objective.co.uk/portal  

• Via a representation form which can 
be downloaded from the website and 
returned via email to 
planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.
uk 

• or by post to: 
Planning Policy, 
Tendring District Council 
Thorpe Road 
Weeley 
Essex 
CO16 9AJ 

http://www.planningportal.gov.uk/
http://tendring-consult.objective.co.uk/portal
http://tendring-consult.objective.co.uk/portal
mailto:planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk
mailto:planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk


   
 

 

For internal Use only ID: 
 

Rep No: 
 

     

 

 

Responses are encouraged via the council’s online consultation system available on the website, 
see http://tendring-consult.objective.co.uk/portal  However, this form can be returned electronically 
to planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk or in hard copy if necessary to: 

Planning Policy, Tendring District Council, Thorpe Road, Weeley, Essex, CO16 9AJ 
The consultation runs from 9am Friday, 16th June to 5pm on Friday, 28th July 2017 

This form has two parts: 
Part A - Personal Details and Part B - Your comments 

 
 

  PART A  
 

1. Personal Details 

Title 

First Name 

Last Name 

Organisation 
(Where relevant) 

 
Address Line 1 

 
Address Line 2 

 
Address Line 3 

Post Code 

E-mail Address 
 

Telephone 
Number 

2. Agent’s Details (if applicable) 

Title 
 

First Name 

Last Name 

Organisation 

Address Line 1 

Address Line 2 
 

Address Line 3 

Post Code 

E-mail Address 
 

Telephone 
Number 

 
 

 

http://tendring-consult.objective.co.uk/portal
mailto:planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk


  PART B  

REPRESENTATION FORM 
Please Note: If your representation relates to Section One of the North Essex Strategic Plan / Garden 
Communities you only need to respond to one of the Local Authorities. All representations received by 
Braintree, Colchester and Tendring relating to Section One of the Plan(s) will be submitted together. 

You do not need to return this form if you have completed a response using any of the Council’s online 
systems for this consultation. Duplicates will not be  considered 

Please specify which section of the Publication Draft Local Plan your comments relate to by 
choosing one of the following: 

Section 1 Section 2 Colchester Section 2 Tendring Section 2 Braintree 

Which part of the section are you responding to? 
e.g. Paragraph/Policy/Map/Other 

 
Do you consider the Local Plan is Legally compliant? 

Yes No 
 
Does it comply with the Duty to Co-operate? 

Yes No 
 
Do you consider the Local Plan is Sound? 

Yes No 
 
If you do not consider the Local Plan is sound, please specify on what grounds: 

Positively prepared Justified Effective Consistent with National Policy 
 
Enter your full representation here: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Continue onto next page 



 
 

If your representation is more than 100 words, please provide a brief summary here: 



Please specify the changes needed to be made to make the Plan sound / legally compliant 
 

 
Do you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination? 

Yes No 
 

If Yes - you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you 
consider this to be necessary 

Please note the inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear 
those who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination. 

 
Did you raise the matter that is the subject of your representation with the LPA earlier 
in the process of the preparation of the Local Plan 

Yes No 
 

If yes which stage 
Issues and Options Preferred Options 

 
Do you wish to be notified? 

When the document is submitted for independent examination? 

When the Inspectors Report is published? 

When document is adopted? 
 

Braintree & Tendring: Return by 5pm 28th July 2017 
(responses to section 2 Braintree and Tendring will not be accepted after this date. After 

this date responses to Section 1 should be sent to Colchester Borough Council) 

Colchester: Return by 5pm 11th August 2017 



Environment Agency 
Iceni House, Cobham Road, Ipswich, Suffolk, IP3 9JD. 
Customer services line: 03708 506 506 
www.gov.uk/environment-agency 
Cont/d.. 

 
creating a better place 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Tendring District Council 
Planning Department 
Thorpe Road 
Weeley 
Clacton-on-Sea 
CO16 9AJ 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Our ref: AE/2006/000294/CS-
10/SB1-L01 
Your ref:  
 
Date:  28 July 2017 
 
 

 
Dear Sir/Madam 
 
Tendring District Local Plan – Publication Draft Final Consultation 
 
Section 1 of the Tendring Local Plan Pre-submission 
 
The comments relating to Section 1 largely mirror the comments we have already made 
in our response to Section 1 of the Braintree Local Plan. 
 
Vision for North Essex 
We are supportive of the thrust of the Vision. We are encouraged by the Vision 
advocating that Green and blue infrastructure, among other things, will be planned and 
provided along with other facilities to support the development of substantial new 
growth.  
 
Objective 4  
We are happy with the inclusion of references to ensuring that flood defence 
infrastructure and foul sewage infrastructure are considered by developers of future 
developments. 
 
Objective 9 
The words are good, but we currently have a problem with the Strategic Flood Risk 
Assessment’s methodology for assessing the zonal extents of flood risk areas as a 
consequence of climate change as a means to support this objective. 
 
Policy SP 1 Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development 
We are supportive of the thrust of this policy.  
 
Policy SP 2 Spatial Strategy for North Essex 
We are supportive of the thrust of this policy and that the three Garden Communities will 
be planned and developed drawing on Garden City principles, with necessary 
infrastructure and facilities provided and a high quality of place-making and urban 

http://www.gov.uk/environment-agency
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design. There may be merit in reinforcing the desire to follow Garden City principles by 
making reference to the principles reflecting the Garden City principles espoused by the 
Town and Country Planning Association. See for instance ‘The Art of Building a Garden 
city: Designing New Communities for the 21st Century’. 
 
Policy SPL3 Sustainable Design 
We are pleased to see references to the integration of sustainable drainage and 
aspirations for the reduction of flood risk included within the practical requirements 
section of this policy 
 
Policy SP5 Infrastructure and Connectivity 
Whilst we acknowledge that this policy currently focuses principally on transport and 
broadband, we would highlight that there is no similar overarching policy that addresses 
other ‘environmental’ infrastructure requirements. For example, there is no reference to 
the need to provide further waste water or flood risk infrastructure to help accommodate 
the proposed growth. We suggest that the need for similar overarching policy 
references are considered. This is particularly the case given that the sustainability, in 
particular, of low lying coastal communities, will be ever more dependent on 
replacement and/or enlarged flood defence infrastructure to address sea level rises as a 
consequence of climate change over a development’s lifetime and that Tendring District 
Council or developers will need to help with Partnership funding to secure new flood 
defence infrastructure. 
 
Policy SP 6 Place Shaping Principles 
We are supportive of the thrust of this policy, in particular we are pleased to see that all 
new development should reflect place shaping principles that will, among other things: 
 

 Provide an integrated network of multi-functional public open space and green 
and blue infrastructure that connects with existing green infrastructure where 
possible; 

 Include measures to promote environmental sustainability including addressing 
energy and water efficiency, and provision of appropriate wastewater and flood 
mitigation measures. 

 
The supporting text makes reference to the ecological benefits of open space in 
paragraph 1.88, but there is no reference to the benefits of open space to sustainable 
drainage. It is noted though that the policy makes reference to “multifunctional” open 
space and identifies the provision of flood mitigation and wastewater measures as a 
principle requirement in place shaping. 
 
We recommend that point 11 should include a reference to the promotion of sustainable 
drainage systems along the following lines:  
 
‘Include measures to promote environmental sustainability including addressing energy 
and water efficiency, and provision of appropriate wastewater and flood mitigation 
measures, including use of open space for sustainable drainage systems’. 
 
Policy SP 7 Development & Delivery of New Garden Communities in North Essex 
We are supportive of this overarching policy. It is encouraging to see in relation to 
development and delivery, the Council’s intention under part xi of Policy SP 7 to secure, 
among other matters, water efficiency with the aim of being water neutral in areas of 
serious water stress. We do however consider that the supporting text in chapter 8 
should provide further elaboration or perhaps more ambitious wording in relation to 
compliance with the optional Building Regulation water efficiency standard of 110 litres 
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per occupier per day. Similar water efficiency measures should be adopted for non-
residential development.  
 

Furthermore, given the work done on the Integrated Water Management Strategy, it 
would be useful to explain, briefly, what water neutral actually means and how it can be 
met in terms of various techniques.  
 
Paragraph 154 in the National Planning Policy Framework advises that Local Plans 
should be aspirational. With this in mind, we recommend that short supporting text 
should be inserted under Chapter 8 as a replacement for the existing paragraph 8.7 
along the following lines: 
 

8.7 Water efficiency – in order to promote water efficiency in new residential 
developments in the Garden Communities, the optional Building Regulation water 
efficiency standard of 110 litres per occupier per day will be applied. Non-residential 
development should adopt BREEAM or similar standard for the application of water 
efficiency components and water recycling. 
 
The existing paragraphs from 8.7 onwards should be re-numbered such that the current 
wording in paragraph 8.7 becomes 8.8 et seq. 
 

The Local Plan does not arguably follow a strategy that is justified. To a large extent, 
given the Garden Communities are located in a water stressed area, we consider that 
the most appropriate strategy is for the optional Building Regulation water efficiency to 
be sought in new residential developments. Although we do not consider that the issue 
is significant enough to tip it into a soundness matter, we do consider that the Local 
Plan should show greater ambition. 
 
Policy SP 8 Tendring/Colchester Borders Garden Community 
We are largely supportive of the thrust of this Policy and its various components. 
However, we consider that it is important item 17 under sub-heading F. Other 
Requirements – this is concerned with an upgrade to Colchester Waste Water 
incorporates – includes a reference to the expected timetable/programme included 
under Table 13.1 in the Braintree Infrastructure Delivery Plan (BIDP). As matters stand 
there is, on the face of things, no reference to any requirement for essential waste water 
infrastructure to be delivered ahead of residential development. Delivery of 
infrastructure is an important component of the master planning process for the Garden 
Community.  
 
Item 17 should be re-worded along the following lines: 
 
‘Provision of improvements, ahead of development, to waste water treatment including 
an upgrade to the Colchester Waste Water Treatment Plan in accordance with the 
programme set out in the Braintree Infrastructure Delivery Plan and off-site drainage 
improvements’. 
 
The purpose here is to set out a clear signposting of infrastructure delivery requirements 
as evaluated under the BIDP. It should be noted that the priority for this infrastructure is 
described as ‘critical’ under Table 13.1 which is presumably a reflection of its 
importance. 
 
Policy SP 9 Colchester/Braintree Boarders Garden Community. 
We are largely supportive of the thrust of this Policy and its various components. 
However, as above we consider that it is important item 18 under sub-heading F. Other 
Requirements – this is concerned with an upgrade to Colchester Waste Water 
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incorporates – includes a reference to the expected timetable/programme included 
under Table 13.1 in the BIDP. As matters stand there is, on the face of things, no 
reference to any requirement for essential waste water infrastructure to be delivered 
ahead of residential development. Delivery of infrastructure is an important component 
of the master planning process for the Garden Community.  
 
Item 18 should be re-worded along the following lines: 
 
‘Provision of improvements, ahead of development, to waste water treatment including 
an upgrade to the Colchester Waste Water Treatment Plan in accordance with the 
programme set out in the Braintree Infrastructure Delivery Plan and off-site drainage 
improvements’. 
 
The purpose here is to set out a clear signposting of infrastructure delivery requirements 
as evaluated under the BIDP. It should be noted that the priority for this infrastructure 
type is described as ‘critical’ under Table 13.1, which is presumably a reflection of its 
importance. 
 
Policy SP 10 West of Braintree Garden Community 
We are largely supportive of the thrust of this Policy and its various components. With 
regard to item 17 under sub-heading F. Other Requirements, we note there is a 
reference to provision of improvements to waste water treatments. As with Policies SP 9 
and SP 10, there is, on the face of things, no reference to any requirement for essential 
waste water infrastructure to be delivered ahead of residential development. Delivery of 
infrastructure is an important component of the master planning process for the Garden 
Community.  
 
Item 17 should be re-worded along the following lines: 
 
‘Provision of improvements, ahead of development, to waste water treatment including 
an upgrade to the Colchester Waste Water Treatment Plan in accordance with the 
programme set out in the Braintree Infrastructure Delivery Plan and off-site drainage 
improvements’. 
 
The purpose here is to set out a clear signposting of infrastructure delivery requirements 
as evaluated under the BIDP. It should be noted that the priority for this infrastructure 
type is described as ‘critical’ under Table 13.1, which is presumably a reflection of its 
importance. 
 
We have been working with AECOM and Anglian Water on the preparation of an 
Integrated Water Management Strategy (IWMS) for the Garden Communities. We 
understand a draft IWMS stage 2 report is expected to be made available to us and 
Anglian Water in August 2017.  
 
The executive summary of the Stage 1 Report highlighted that the scale and location of 
development across the Garden Communities poses significant challenges around 
provision of water supply, wastewater services and management of flood risk. It goes on 
to add that the full potential quantum of growth that the garden communities could 
deliver does not have identified solutions for the treatment of wastewater, provision of 
water supply and assessment of impact and compliance with water based 
environmental legislation.  
 
The purpose of the strategy is to identify solutions which we consider should as a matter 
of course be sustainable. We understand the IWMS Stage 2 will develop a range of 
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delivery option strategies for each garden community based on a series of potential 
wastewater, water supply, and surface water and flood risk measures. Our expectation 
is that work on the IWMS Stage 2 will be completed and agreed sufficiently in advance 
of the submission of the respective local plans to the Planning Inspectorate for the 
examination in public. Ideally the IWMS Stage 2, and where considered necessary, an 
IWMS Stage 3 will provide the necessary evidence to support the development of the 
respective garden communities without impacting on the environment. 
 
We understand the Tendring Infrastructure Delivery Plan has already been published 
and whilst it does show a programme for water infrastructure, this appears to have been 
based on the water cycle studies carried out at the individual local planning authority 
level. Given this, it might be preferable for a standalone detailed IWMS delivery plan for 
the preferred strategy for the Garden Communities to be provided for evidence 
purposes in support of the water infrastructure requirements for Section 1 of the Local 
Plan. 
 
Section 2 of the Tendring Local Plan Pre-submission 
 
Vision 
We are largely supportive of the thrust of the Vision. Because of Tendring’s coastal 
aspects which are, to a degree, at the forefront of climate change (rising sea level, 
eroding shoreline), we would recommend that the Vision should make include a 
reference to adapting and mitigating against climate change through positive measures. 
Although there is already a reference under Rural Heartland to climate change and 
therefore recognition by the Council of this fundamental environmental issue, we 
consider the overarching Vision should also address the issue. The following wording 
should be added: 
 
Tendring District’s coastal area places economic, social and environmental 
considerations at the forefront of climate change and therefore there will be a need to 
place adaptation and mitigation against climate change at the centre of sustainable 
development. 
 
Policy SPL 3 SUSTAINABLE DESIGN 
We are supportive of the thrust of this policy. We particularly welcome under Part B: 
Practical Requirements, item d, which is concerned with minimising greenhouse gases 
and impact on climate change and item f which is concerned with reducing flood risk 
and integrating sustainable drainage.  
 
Policy HP3 Green Infrastructure 
We are pleased to see references to the functional benefits of green infrastructure for 
the purposes of flood mitigation. 
 
Policy LP9 Traveller sites 
We support the inclusion of point a) within this policy. With regards to flood risk, 
caravans, mobile homes and park homes intended for permanent residential use are 
considered to be ‘highly vulnerable’ land uses by table 2 of the Planning Practice 
Guidance document which supports the NPPF. Table 3 of this document advises this 
type of development is inappropriate in Flood Zone 3 and should therefore not be 
permitted. This is reinforced in paragraph 11 g) in Planning policy for traveller sites 
which should be read in conjunction with the NPPF. 
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It may well be appropriate to include a reference, possibly under the supporting text, to 
drainage aspects for sites, which are often rural in nature. This could be along the 
following lines: 
 

‘The provision for foul water drainage should be that the first presumption is to provide a 
system of foul drainage discharging into a public sewer for treatment at a public sewage 
treatment works. A private means of foul effluent disposal is only acceptable when foul 
mains drainage is not feasible (in terms of cost and/or practicality). An environmental 
permit may, depending on flow quantities and any adjacent sensitive area, be required 
from the Environment Agency.’ 
 
Policy PP10 Camping and Touring Caravan Sites 
This Policy states that ‘if the necessary tests are met in regard to any known flood risk, 
the Council will support proposals for..’  However, we note that there is little in planning 
policy that is prescriptive of season of operation for camping and touring caravan sites, 
but reference to sites proposed in recognised flood risk areas having to have availability 
of advance flood warning services in their locality and to have flood evacuation and 
response plans would have been useful additions to this policy. 
 
This policy does not have any detail about what may/may not be acceptable from a 
flood risk point of view. Land used for camping is particular vulnerable to flood risk, so 
this would be a useful opportunity for the council to highlight the risk and set out how 
future applications will take account of it. The final paragraph does not hint at what 
season the potential occupancy may be limited to. 
 
The previous local plan (adopted December 2007) contained a policy relating to 
caravan and camping sites which included the following: 
 
“The occupation of all types of holiday units, including chalets and caravans, will not be 
permitted between 14 January and 1 March in any year. Occupancy may be further 
restricted to the period 1 March to 31 October where the site: 
i. lacks the necessary and appropriate infrastructure and services for longer 

occupation; or 
ii. is located in an area of flood risk, or adjacent to a site designated for reasons of 

nature conservation.” 
 

This level of detail is not provided within this pre-submission document. Policy PP10 
does reference the council imposing holiday occupancy conditions but it is not specific 
on when and it is not with regards to flood risk. A generic mention of flood risk is 
included but is fairly ambiguous (“…if the necessary tests are met in regard to any 
known flood risk…”). 
 
The NPPF Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) classifies ‘sites used for holiday or short-
let caravans and camping’ as ‘more vulnerable’ and potentially appropriate development 
in Flood Zones 2 and 3a if the Sequential and Exception Tests are passed. The PPG 
also specifies that this type of development must be subject to an appropriate flood 
warning and evacuation plan. However the PPG classifies ‘caravans, mobile homes and 
park homes intended for permanent residential use’ as ‘highly vulnerable’ and considers 
them to be an in-appropriate land use within flood zone 3a and 3b.  
 
The Local Plan presents an opportunity for the Council to present a clear position on 
how this type of development should be considered in areas at risk of flooding. You 
should consider, in terms of the Test of Soundness covering consistency with national 
policy, whether the current text is sufficient in this respect, and whether further detail is 
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required? For example what is the council’s position on caravan parks showing a 
progression to all year round habitation? How should sites in locations at risk of flooding 
be managed? What level of flood risk might be considered acceptable on a caravan 
site? Will you require the site to be evacuated on receipt of a flood warning? 
 
Paragraph 6.7.5 
We strongly support the Council on the need for robust use of planning conditions and 
legal agreements to ensure that holiday accommodation is not displaced by permanent 
residential use, with our focus being on those sites in the high risk (flood zone 3) where 
park homes and static caravans for permanent residential use are deemed to be 
“inappropriate” land uses on the basis of their vulnerability to the impacts of flooding. 
 
Policy PP11 Holiday Parks 
Please see the comments we have made to Policy PP10 which also apply to this Policy.  
 
We are pleased to note that the supporting text references the need to restrict 
occupancy in winter months where a site is at risk of flooding, though it is disappointing 
that it is not specifically reaffirmed in the policy wording. However, we do support the 
recognition that holiday parks should not become home to permanent residential 
accommodation due in part to the possible flood risk implications.  
 
Policy PP 14 Priority Areas for Regeneration 
Our earlier letter dated 8 September 2017 written in response to the Local Plan 
Preferred Options consultation provided comments on certain Priority Areas. As matters 
stand, our comments on the application of the Sequential Test remain outstanding. 
Therefore, pending the finalisation of the updated Tendring Strategic Flood Risk 
Assessment and Sequential Test assessment report, our comments are repeated 
below.  
 
Brooklands, Grasslands and ‘The Village’ areas of Jaywick 
 
These areas include Flood Zone 3 extents, so any redevelopment (in common with any 
allocated development within Flood Zone 2 or 3) will need to pass the Sequential and 
Exception Tests as appropriate. We’ve not seen any evidence that the council have 
applied these Tests to the emerging plan. This evidence will need to support the 
submission version of the Plan. If this is not provided we will need to raise it as a 
soundness issue.  
 
We would also take this opportunity to highlight that regeneration of this area is likely to 
reduce the deprivation index. This will have the consequential effect of reducing the 
proportion of future flood defence infrastructure funding (when measured against the 
current day baseline), that central government can provide through Flood Defence 
Grant-in Aid.  
 
Furthermore, any plot level rebuilds may be considered as new developments. ‘New’ 
development in flood risk areas (post 2012) cannot be taken into account when the 
benefits of new flood defences for an area are calculated. This could mean that the bulk 
of funding for any new flood defence infrastructure would have to be met by local and 
partnership funding sources. Dependence on frontline flood defences and the 
affordability of that infrastructure (which will be required to be upgraded in due course), 
is a key issue for long-term sustainability of this community. The long-term infrastructure 
costs, affordability, sustainability and the lesser proportion of central government 
funding towards replacement  flood defence infrastructure through Flood Defence 
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Grant-in Aid should be carefully weighed up when considering short-term improvements 
to reduce the scale of deprivation through re-build initiatives.   
 
Harwich Old Town 
 
The Old Town all lies within Flood Zone 3 so any redevelopment will need to pass the 
Sequential and Exception Tests as appropriate. As above, we have not seen any 
evidence that the Council have applied these Tests to the emerging plan. This evidence 
will need to support the submission version of the Plan.  
 
Walton-on-the Naze 
 
The area for regeneration appears to lies mainly in Flood Zone 1, though there is a 
small area of the site to the south that is Flood Zone 2 and 3. A sequential approach to 
redevelopment of this area should therefore be taken, with the most vulnerable aspects 
of the proposal being located in the areas of Flood Zone 1. As mentioned above, the 
Sequential and Exception Test will also need to be applied, and evidence submitted 
alongside this Plan that they have been passed.  
 
At the time of writing this response we had received a further version of the SRFA and 
Sequential Test assessment report for our consideration and agreement. A formal 
response will be provided to the Council once we have completed our review, which is 
likely to happen within the course of the next week or so following the issue of this letter. 
 
Section 7.1 Development and Flood Risk 
With regard to paragraphs 7.1.1 and 7.1.2, we have recently advised the Council that 
the update addendum to the SFRA is currently not capable of providing an appropriate 
assessment of the impacts of climate change on flood risk zones. This means it is 
therefore at odds with the Local Plan’s strategic objective for Water and Climate 
Change which is “To reduce the risk of flooding by securing the appropriate location and 
design of new development, having regard to the likely impact of climate change.” 
 
Paragraph 7.1.3 
No reference has been included as to how a Sequential approach or the Sequential 
Test will be applied to new development at “Jaywick Sands”. 
 
Policy PPL1: Development and Flood Risk 
The Policy does not, in our view, fully engage with National Policy and the National 
Planning Practice Guidance. We consider it is not consistent with the National Policy 
position and is therefore unsound. We consider this unsoundness could be overcome 
by adding the following wording to the policy. 
 
All new development within Flood Zones 2 and 3 must not result in a net loss of flood 
storage capacity. 
 
New development in Flood Zone 3 must provide adequate flood storage and not result 
in a net loss of flood storage unless there is compensation on site or, rarely if not 
possible, adjacent off site capacity.  
 
Where possible opportunities must be sought to achieve an increase in floodplain 
storage. 
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All more Vulnerable and Highly Vulnerable development within Flood Zone 2 and 3 
should set finished floor levels 300mm above the known or modelled 1 in 100 annual 
probability (1% AEP) flood level including an allowance for climate change. 
 
As the Policy stands, it would have been better if both parts of the Exception test were 
referred to i.e. “safe” as well as meeting the wider “sustainability needs”. We 
recommend this part of the Policy be re-worded to read as follows: 
 
Where new development cannot be located in an area of lower flood risk and is 
otherwise sustainable, the Exception Test will be applied in accordance with the 
National Planning Policy Framework so that it is safe and meets wider sustainability 
needs. 
 
We would also recommend that the second sentence of the first paragraph of the Policy 
be deleted and replaced with the wording given below in order to highlight the 
requirement for more vulnerable development in particular to not be subject to internal 
flooding and the provision of refuge. 
 
It must be ensured that for new more vulnerable development (for example residential); 
there will be no internal flooding in the design event, refuge will be available above flood 
levels in excess of the design flood, or levels that could occur at the site in the event of 
a breach or failure of flood defence infrastructure, and that a means of escape is 
possible from first floor level. 
 
We consider that the following supporting text covering the provision of an emergency 
flood plan, as discussed in our earlier letter dated 8 September 2017 written in response 
to the Local Plan Preferred Options consultation, is included as a new paragraph 7.1.4. 
Where safe access cannot be achieved, or if the development would be at residual risk 
of flooding in a breach, an emergency flood plan that deals with matters of evacuation 
and refuge should demonstrate that people will not be exposed to flood hazards. The 
emergency flood plan should be submitted as part of a FRA and will need to be agreed 
with yourselves. Refuge should ideally be located 300mm above the 0.1% (1 in 1000) 
annual probability event flood level including allowances for climate change.  
 

This supporting text presents a good opportunity for you to set out your requirements for 
evacuation and refuge. 
 
We consider the following wording should be added as supporting text as a new 
paragraph 7.1.5. 
 
New development proposals should: 

- retain at least an 8m wide undeveloped buffer strip alongside Main Rivers and 
explore opportunities for riverside restoration. Any proposed development within 
8m of a main river will require an environmental permit from the Environment 
Agency. 

 
- retain at least a 3m buffer strip on at least one side of an Ordinary watercourse. 

Any development that could impact the flow within and ordinary watercourse will 
require consent from Essex County Council (as LLFA). 

 
Please note that the recommended additional supporting text items are not considered 
to be soundness matters. 
 
Policy PPL2: Coastal Protection Belt 
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As advised in our letter dated 8 September 2017 written in response to the Preferred 
Options consultation, this policy provides the Council with an opportunity to be more 
prescriptive about what type of development you consider would be acceptable in an 
area affected by coastal change.  
 
For example, paragraph 7-073-20140306 of the Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) 
provides guidance on what sort of development is appropriate in a Coastal Change 
Management Area. You could consider embedding the intention of this guidance into 
Policy PPL 2, or perhaps as supporting text along the following lines: 
 
‘National Planning Practice Guidance provides guidance on what sort of development is 
appropriate in a Coastal Change Management Area. This guidance is considered to 
have relevance to development proposals within the Tendring Coastal Protection Belt’. 
 
In addition, paragraph 7-076-20140306 states that formally allocating land in Local 
Plans for relocation of development and habitat affected by coastal change may be 
appropriate in some instances. Tendring may wish to consider this in order to help 
future decision making.  
 
Policy PPL 4 Biodiversity and Geodiversity 
We are largely supportive of the thrust of this Policy and supporting text. However, we 
would highlight that ‘harm’ to biodiversity can also arise as a result of development 
causing invasive species to be introduced. 6% of the water bodies within the Anglian 
River Basin Management Plan are classified as failing due to invasive species.  
 
We recommend that a biosecurity protocol method statement is required for all 
development proposals to ensure that an adequate means of preventing the 
introduction of non-native species is considered and implemented. This should help to 
prevent the spread of invasive non-native species which have a negative impact on 
biodiversity and ecosystem functioning. We recommend that this aspect be addressed 
within the Local Plan by adding the wording below to the final paragraph of Policy PPL 
4. 
 
‘A biosecurity protocol method statement is required for all development proposals to 
ensure the introduction of non-native species is prevented.’ 
 
Policy PPL5 WATER CONSERVATION, DRAINAGE AND SEWERAGE 
We welcome the reference to SuDs and for adding the reference in the policy to the 
“water quality” benefits of SuDs. We would however make the point that SuDS 
techniques may not be appropriate for sites within Source Protection Zones, where 
there are known pollutants/contamination or the site history indicates pollutants/ 
contamination, or where groundwater is relatively shallow and dispersion may not occur 
in an adequate manner. As matters stand, the Policy does not make any reference to 
the unsuitability of SuDS techniques in certain instances. We recommend that the 
wording set out below is added to the existing wording, or if preferred provided as 
supporting text. 
 
‘SuDS techniques based on infiltration of surface water into the ground may not be 
appropriate, in accordance with Environment Agency policy on the protection of 
groundwater, for: (i) sites within Groundwater Source Protection Zones, which aim to 
protect groundwater from pollutants: (ii) sites with known pollutants/contamination or 
where historical usage indicates the potential presence of pollutants/contamination: (iii) 
sites where the depth to the water table is shallow and there is the risk of harm to an 
aquifer used for drinking water supplies. 

http://planningguidance.communities.gov.uk/blog/guidance/flood-risk-and-coastal-change/coastal-change-management-areas/what-development-will-be-appropriate-in-a-coastal-change-management-area/
http://planningguidance.communities.gov.uk/blog/guidance/flood-risk-and-coastal-change/coastal-change-management-areas/what-approach-should-be-taken-to-making-provision-for-the-relocation-of-development-away-from-coastal-change-management-areas/


  

Cont/d.. 
 

11 

 
The Environment Agency’s Source Protection Zone maps should be checked to ensure 
there is no risk to groundwater quality and before infiltration to groundwater is permitted 
there should be some level of treatment before surface water is infiltrated. 
A risk assessment should be undertaken when using Infiltration components in areas of 
contaminated land.’ 
 
Chapter 10 Delivering Infrastructure  
There is the need for new or replacement flood defences to be supported with other 
sources of funding where these are important to the continued sustainability of key 
settlements and developments. Community Infrastructure Levy and section 106 
agreements are useful means of raising sums to support the Partnership Funding of 
required flood defences to address asset deterioration and replacement to counter the 
envisaged effects of climate change (sea level rise and peakier river flows). 
 
Paragraph 10.2 Design Briefs 
We are keen to assist Tendring District Council with Design Briefs for any site where 
flood risk may be a concern. 
 
Policy LPP 55 Layout and Design of Development 
We support the thrust of this Policy and we are encouraged to see that new 
development will incorporate items such as energy conservation, water efficiency, waste 
separation (internal and external), climate change, flood resilience and resistant 
construction. 
 
Policy LPP 70 Protection, Enhancement, Management and Monitoring of 
Biodiversity 
Our earlier letter dated 18 August 2017 recommended the inclusion of wording covering 
the provision of ecological buffer strips along river corridors and seeking opportunities 
for de-culverting. With this in mind we recommend that the wording given below should 
be inserted as a new final sentence for Policy LPP 70. 
 
‘Development proposals with river frontages should make provision for ecological buffer 
strips with a view to protecting and where appropriate enhancing water dependant 
habitats and species. Where development proposals will be carried out on land with 
watercourse currently culverted, opportunities for de-culverting and restoration to an 
open watercourse should be sought as a means of creating blue infrastructure and 
enhancing the development site.’ 
 
Policy LPP 73 Protecting and Enhancing Natural Resources, Minimising Pollution 
and Safeguarding from Hazards 
We are supportive of the thrust of this policy and its various components. 
 
Policy LPP 74 Climate Change 
We are supportive of the thrust of this policy. 
 
Policy LPP 75 Energy Efficiency 
We are largely supportive of the thrust of this policy. However, with regard to water 
efficiency we consider that this should aim to be more ambitious and include a 
reference to the optional Building Regulation water efficiency standard. With this in mind 
we recommend the following sentence should be inserted between the existing first and 
second sentences to the Policy. 
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‘Residential developments in the area should comply with the Building Regulation water 
efficiency standard of 110 litres per occupier per day’ 
 
Yours faithfully 

 
 
 
Andrew Hunter 
Sustainable Places - Planning Advisor 
 
Direct dial 020 302 58346 
Direct e-mail planning.ipswich@environment-agency.gov.uk 
 
 
 



 

 

 

August 2017 
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1 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

i. This representation provides Gladman Developments Ltd written representations on the 

publication version of the Tendring District Local Plan (TDLP), currently out for public 

consultation.  

ii. Gladman specialise in the promotion of strategic land for residential development with 

associated community infrastructure. 

iii. These representations concern the following main matters: 

• Duty to Cooperate 

• Sustainability Appraisal 

• Housing Needs 

• Shared Strategic Plan for the North Essex Authorities 

• Vision and Objectives 

• Managing Growth 

• Design 

• Housing 

• Rural Landscapes and Green Gaps 

• Heritage 

iv. Alongside this individual submission, Gladman have submitted responses to the Braintree and 

Colchester consultations, with regard to Part 1 of the Local Plan as well as the individual Part 2 

plans. 

v. Gladman commissioned Lichfields to review the Sustainability Appraisal of both the North Essex 

Part 1 Plan and the Tendring Part 2 Plan (attached as Appendix 1). The review concludes that 

although the quantity of sites assessed for garden communities is deemed acceptable, the site 

selection has been artificially supressed by the 5,000-dwelling threshold that has been 

applied.  There is overwhelming evidence that this has resulted in a narrow focus being applied 

to the consideration of the new Garden Community options.  

vi. However, the Sustainability Assessment for Tendring only explores a settlement hierarchy 

approach to the spatial distribution of housing and there is no evidence to suggest that this is 

the most sustainable approach to development in Tendring. As a consequence, the Sustainability 

Appraisal’s approach to site allocations in Tendring cannot be considered robust as they are built 

on an unjustified approach to housing distribution. 

vii. Gladman commissioned Barton Willmore to undertake a review of the Objectively Assessed 

Housing Need (OAHN) undertaken by the Council in 2017. The review (attached as Appendix 2) 

concludes that an unjustified approach has been taken to the issue of Unattributable Population 
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Change in Tendring, the OAHN makes no adjustment for supressed household formation in 

Tendring, it does not provide a consistent approach to the economic aspects of housing need 

and there is evidence to suggest that a greater than 15% uplift should be applied to the OAHN 

for Tendring to address worsening Market Signals.  

viii. In Barton Willmore’s professional opinion, 550 dwellings per annum represents an under 

estimate of the level of housing need for Tendring and at the minimum, there is a need for 674 

dwellings per annum simply to meet the demographic need identified by DCLG in the household 

projections. Barton Willmore’s overall conclusion is that the true level of housing need in 

Tendring is between 674 and 972 dwellings per annum. 

ix. Gladman commissioned Strutt and Parker to undertake an assessment of the delivery of the 

North Essex Garden Communities. As this report covers all of the Garden Communities and 

relates specifically to the strategic Part 1 North Essex Plan (the subject of a joint Examination in 

Public), the detail of its findings has been covered in Gladman’s representations submitted as 

part of the response to the Colchester Borough Local Plan to avoid repetition. 

x. Gladman support the fact that growth will effectively come from development in and around 

existing settlements and through the new garden communities allocated in the plan. Gladman’s 

experience is that the best way in which to ensure the delivery of housing targets is to maintain 

a good spread of sites and site typologies across the districts. It is our view therefore, that the 

spatial strategy needs to recognise new garden villages as well as the larger garden settlements. 

These in addition to the smaller allocations will help the plan soundly meets its housing targets.  

xi. Gladman supports the concept of new garden communities which represent a potentially 

sustainable means of providing new homes, jobs and associated community infrastructure in the 

longer term. It is, however, concerned that the scale, complexity and development requirements 

of the garden communities proposed is such that their anticipated deliverability is questionable 

and consequently considers that the Plan contains unrealistic expectations for the delivery of 

new housing on such developments. 

xii. Having regard to the need for the preparation of the Strategic Growth Development Plan 

Documents, a significant amount of land assembly to be undertaken, the need for a considerable 

amount of infrastructure to be provided and the expectation that the Garden Communities will 

each involve two authorities, Gladman considers that it is extremely unlikely that the delivery of 

new housing on these sites will be achieved within the timescales anticipated by the Councils. 

xiii. Gladman support the inclusion of a detailed Settlement Hierarchy in Policy SPL1 of the Plan and 

the definition of Clacton, Harwich and Dovercourt as Strategic Urban Settlements. Gladman also 

support the identification of Lawford as a Smaller Urban Settlement where modest levels of 

housing growth will be directed. 
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xiv. However, Gladman object to the categorisation of Ardleigh as a Smaller Rural Settlement. 

Ardleigh is considered to be a sustainable settlement with good access to services and facilities 

to meet the daily needs of its residents. It is located in close proximity to Colchester with high 

quality bus service from early morning until the evening allowing easy access to the town for 

employment, education and leisure purposes. It is therefore considered that Ardleigh should be 

categorised as a Rural Service Centre. 

xv. Gladman have some concerns with regards to the Housing Land Supply Policy LP1. The table set 

out within Section 5.1 of the Plan (Table A) also includes completions data from the start of the 

Plan period until 2016/17. This shows an existing shortfall in housing supply against the housing 

requirement totalling 826 units or one and a half years’ worth of supply. This is a significant 

under-supply of dwellings and represents real people in need of housing now. It is therefore 

essential that the Council allocates a range of housing sites in a variety of locations and of a 

variety of sizes to ensure that the housing needs of local people are delivered in the short term, 

before the large scale strategic sites come on stream and to meet the significant backlog within 

the first five years of the Plan. 

xvi. Gladman are promoting a number of sites in sustainable locations which are available, 

achievable and deliverable and should be included within the Tendring Local Plan as residential 

allocations. These include: 

a. Bromley Road, Parsons Heath (Appendix 3). 

b. Grange Road, Lawford (Appendix 4). 

c. Wick Lane, Ardleigh (Appendix 5). 

d. Land East of Oakwood Park, Clacton (Appendix 6). 
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2 INTRODUCTION 

2.1 Introduction 

2.1.1 This representation is made by Gladman Developments Ltd (GDL) in response to the current 

consultation on the publication version of the Tendring District Local Plan (TDLP). GDL specialise in 

the promotion of strategic land for residential development with associated community 

infrastructure and has land interests across Tendring.  

2.1.2 GDL has considerable experience in the development industry in a number of sectors including 

residential and employment development. From that experience, it understands the need for the 

planning system to provide local communities with the homes and jobs that they need to ensure 

that they have access to a decent home an employment opportunities. 

2.1.3 GDL also has a wealth of experience in contributing to the Development Plan preparation process, 

having made representations on numerous local planning documents through the UK and having 

participated in many local plan public examinations. It is on the basis of that experience that the 

comments are made in this representation.  

2.2 Context 

2.2.1 The National Planning Policy Framework sets out four tests that must be met for Local Plans to be 

considered sound. In this regard, we submit that in order to prepare a sound plan it is fundamental 

that it is:  

• Positively Prepared – The Plan should be prepared 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 a proportionate evidence base. 

• 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 Framework. 

2.3 Previous Submissions 

2.3.1 GDL have made submission in response to the following consultations in relation to the TDLP. 

• Issues and Options (September 2015) 

• Preferred Option (August 2016) 
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2.4 Overview of Soundness 

2.4.1 Due to the significant issues raised through this submission, and summarised in Table 1 below, GDL 

consider it necessary that we are given the opportunity to discuss our representations further at the 

Examination in Public. 

Table 1 – Summary of policy soundness  

Policy Sound/Unsound Test of 

Soundness 

Reason Evidence 

SP1 Sound Consistent with 

National Policy 

Reflects the 

presumption in 

favour of sustainable 

development. 

NPPF 

SP2 Unsound Effective Support for focus on 

existing settlements 

but consider that the 

Spatial Strategy 

should consider 

smaller Garden 

Villages as a potential 

source of housing 

supply in the short-

term. 

NPPF 

SP3 Unsound Positively Prepared The Plan does not 

meet the full 

objectively assessed 

housing needs for 

Tendring. 

Barton 

Willmore 

Technical 

Review of 

Housing 

Needs. 

SP5 Unsound Effective See response to 

Colchester Borough 

Local Plan Part 1. 

 

SP7 Unsound Effective There are concerns 

over the speed of 

delivery of the 

Garden Communities 

and as such there is a 

lack of housing 

supply in the early 

part of the Plan 

period and a shortfall 

of supply across the 

entire Plan which 

needs to be 

addressed with 

further allocations. 

 

SP8 Unsound Effective Gladman consider 

that the Garden 

Community on the 

boundary of 

Colchester and 

Tendring will not 

Strutt and 

Parker 
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deliver units as 

quickly as the Council 

expect and therefore 

further smaller scale 

housing sites will be 

required to be 

allocated to deliver in 

the short term. 

SPL1 Unsound Positively Prepared Gladman support the 

identification of 

Clacton as a Strategic 

Urban Settlement 

and Lawford as a 

Smaller Urban 

Settlement. However, 

Gladman consider 

that Ardleigh is mis-

categorised and 

based on its services 

and facilities and 

proximity to 

Colchester, it should 

be a Rural Service 

Centre. 

NPPF 

SPL2 Unsound Positively Prepared 

Consistent with 

National Policy 

The use of Settlement 

Development 

Boundaries to 

arbitrarily restrict 

sustainable sites from 

coming forward does 

not accord with the 

positive approach to 

growth required by 

the Framework. 

NPPF 

SPL3 Unsound Positively Prepared 

Consistent with 

National Policy 

Policy SPL3 should be 

reworded to allow 

the decision maker to 

undertake a planning 

balance exercise as 

required by the NPPF 

rather than a 

proposal having to 

meet every criteria. 

NFFF 

HP4 Comment Consistent with 

National Policy 

Local Greenspace 

designations should 

conform with 

Paragraph 77 of the 

Framework. 

NPPF 

LP1 Unsound Positively Prepared 

Effective 

Consistent with 

National Policy 

The Council have a 

recognised housing 

shortfall which is 

significant and 

should be rectified 

within the first five 

years of the Plan 

period. A larger 

NPPF 
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flexibility factor 

should also be built 

into the plan to 

ensure the housing 

requirement is met. 

LP2 Sound  The focus on 

retirement and extra 

care accommodation 

is supported. 

NPPF 

LP3 Unsound Positively Prepared 

Effective 

Consistent with 

National Policy 

The Council needs to 

provide sufficient 

evidence to justify 

the requirement for 

internal space 

requirements. 

NPPF 

WMS 

LP5 Unsound Effective There is an 

inconsistency in the 

Plan over the 

requirement for 

affordable housing. 

TDLP 

LP10 Sound Effective Support the Council’s 

approach to Care and 

Independent Assisted 

Living. 

 

PP12 Comment  LPAs should work 

positively with 

developers to 

address Educational 

provision. 

NPPF 

PPL3 Unsound Positively Prepared 

Consistent with 

National Policy 

Policy PPL3 is 

inconsistent with the 

Framework’s 

approach to 

designated 

landscapes. 

NPPF 

PPL6 Unsound Positively Prepared 

Consistent with 

National Policy 

Policy PPL6 is 

inconsistent with the 

Framework and the 

need to balance all 

factors in making 

development 

management 

decisions. 

NPPF 

PPL8 Unsound Consistent with 

National Policy 

Policy PPL8 is not 

consistent with the 

Framework in its 

treatment of Heritage 

Assets. 

NPPF 

PPL9 Unsound Consistent with 

National Policy 

Policy PPL8 is not 

consistent with the 

Framework in its 

treatment of Heritage 

Assets. 

NPPF 

CP2 Unsound Consistent with 

National Policy 

Policy CP2 is not 

consistent with the 

Framework in its 

NPPF 
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treatment of traffic 

impact 

DI1 Unsound Justified There is no definition 

of the term minimum 

developer profit level 

which makes the 

Policy unclear. 

NPPF 
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3 NATIONAL PLANNING POLICY 

3.1 National Planning Policy Framework and Planning Practice Guidance 

3.1.1 The NPPF has been with us now for over five years and the development industry has experience 

with its application and the fundamental changes it has brought about in relation to the way the 

planning system functions. The NPPF sets out the Government’s goal to ‘significantly boost the 

supply of housing’ and how this should be reflected through the preparation of Local Plans. In this 

regard, it sets out specific guidance that local planning authorities must take into account when 

identifying and meeting their objectively assessed housing needs: 

“To boost significantly the supply of housing, local planning authorities should: 

• Use their evidence base to ensure that their Local Plan meets the full, 

objectively assessed needs for market and affordable housing in the 

housing market area. 

• Identify and update annually a supply of specific deliverable sites 

sufficient to provide five years’ worth of housing against their housing 

requirements…” 

• Identify a supply of specific, developable sites or broad locations for 

growth, for years 6-10, and where possible for years 11-15” (Paragraph 

47)”. 

3.1.2 The starting point of identifying objectively assessed housing needs is set out in paragraph 159 of 

the NPPF, which requires local planning authorities to prepare a Strategic Housing Market 

Assessment (SHMA), working with neighbouring authorities where housing market areas cross 

administrative boundaries.  It is clear from the NPPF that the objective assessment of housing needs 

should take full account of up-to-date and relevant evidence about the economic and social 

characteristics and prospects of the area, with local planning authorities ensuring that their 

assessment of and strategies for housing and employment are integrated and take full account of 

relevant market and economic signals (paragraph 158).  

3.1.3 Once a local authority has identified its objectively assessed needs for housing these needs should 

be met in full, unless any adverse impacts would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the 

benefits of doing so (paragraph 14).  Local planning authorities should seek to achieve each of the 

economic, social and environmental dimensions of sustainable development, and net gains across 

all three. Adverse impacts on any of these dimensions should be avoided.  Where adverse impacts 

are unavoidable, mitigation or compensatory measures may be appropriate (paragraph 152). 

3.1.4 As the Council will be aware the Government published its final suite of Planning Practice Guidance 

(PPG) on the 6th March 2014, clarifying how specific elements of the NPPF should be interpreted 
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when preparing their Local Plans. The PPG on the Housing and Economic Development Needs in 

particular provides a clear indication of how the Government expects the NPPF to be taken into 

account when Councils are identifying their objectively assessed housing needs. Key points from 

this document include: 

a. Household projections published by the Department for Communities and Local Government 

should provide the starting point estimate of overall housing need. 

b. 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 underperformance, 

infrastructure or environmental constraints. 

c. Household projection based estimates of housing need may need adjusting to reflect factors 

affecting local demography and household formation rates which are not captured by past 

trends, for example historic suppression by under supply and worsening affordability of 

housing.  The assessment will need to reflect the consequences of past under delivery and the 

extent to which household formation rates have been constrained by supply. 

d. Plan makers need to consider increasing their housing numbers where the supply of working 

age population is less than projected job growth, to prevent unsustainable commuting 

patterns and reduced local business resilience. 

e. Housing needs indicated by household projections should be adjusted to reflect appropriate 

market signals, as well as other market indicators of the balance between the demand for and 

supply of dwellings. 

3.1.5 The more significant the affordability constraints (as reflected in rising prices and rents, and 

worsening affordability ratio) and the stronger other indicators of high demand (e.g. the differential 

between land prices), the larger the improvement in affordability needed, and the larger the 

additional supply response should be. 

3.1.6 The total affordable housing need should be considered in the context of its likely delivery as a 

proportion of mixed market and affordable housing developments, given the probable percentage 

of affordable housing to be delivered by market housing led developments.  An increase in the total 

housing figures included in the local plan should be considered where it could help to deliver the 

required number of affordable homes. 

3.2 Housing White Paper – Fixing our broken housing market 

3.2.1 The Government published the Housing White Paper in February 2017 for consultation. Whilst it is 

a White Paper, it nevertheless represents a very clear direction of travel and clear indication of the 

Government’s intent. The Council will need to consider the emerging Plan against the points raised 

within the White Paper, and monitor the progress of the consultation as the proposals within it 

materialise as potential reforms to the planning system. Given that the intention of the document 
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is to have some of its proposed changes come into force by November 2017, it is highly likely that 

a number of its measures will be relevant considerations prior to the adoption of the plan.  

3.2.2 The title of the White Paper makes apparent that the Government considers the housing market to 

be broken, it is also clear from the document forward by the Prime Minister that the cost of housing 

is a key part of why the housing market is considered broken. In the foreword, the Prime Minster 

states: 

“Today the average house costs almost eight times average earnings – an all-

time record.”  

“In total, more than 2.2 million working households with below-average incomes 

spend a third or more of their disposable income on housing.” 

“We need to build many more houses, of the type people want to live in, in the 

places they want to live. To do so requires a comprehensive approach that 

tackles failure at every point in the system.”  

3.2.3 The second foreword from the Secretary of State adds further to the Government’s thinking, 

particularly on the need to build new homes now, it states: 

“This country doesn’t have enough homes. That’s not a personal opinion or a 

political calculation. It’s a simple statement of fact” 

“Soaring prices and rising rents caused by a shortage of the right homes in the 

right places has slammed the door of the housing market in the face of a whole 

generation.” 

“That has to change. We need radical, lasting reform that will get more homes 

built right now and for many years to come.” 

3.2.4 The White Paper outlines further potential reforms to the plan making process, OAN methodology, 

and Green Belt consideration and housing delivery tests, amongst others. Gladman will refer to key 

aspects from the White Paper in relevant sections of this representation.  

3.2.5 The reason for this housing crisis is that the country is simply not building enough homes and has 

not done so for far too long. The consensus is that we need from 225,000 to 275,000 or more homes 

per year to keep up with population growth and to start to tackle years of under-supply. 

3.2.6 Everyone involved in politics and the housing industry therefore has a moral duty to tackle this issue 

head on.  The White Paper states quite unequivocally that “the housing shortage isn’t a looming crisis, 

a distant threat that will become a problem if we fail to act. We are already living in it.” 
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3.2.7 Tackling the housing shortage is not easy. It will inevitably require some tough decisions. But the 

alternative, according to the White Paper, is a divided nation, with an unbridgeable and ever-

widening gap between the property haves and have-nots. 

3.2.8 The challenge of increasing supply cannot be met by Government alone. It is vital to have local 

leadership and commitment from a wide range of stakeholders, including local authorities, private 

developers, housing associations, lenders and local communities. 

3.2.9 The starting point is building more homes. This will slow the rise in housing costs so that more 

ordinary working families can afford to buy a home and it will also bring the cost of renting down. 

We need more land for homes where people want to live. All areas therefore need a plan to deal 

with the housing pressures they face.  

3.2.10 Currently, over 40 per cent of local planning authorities do not have a plan that meets the projected 

growth in households in their area. All local authorities should therefore develop an up-to-date plan 

with their communities that meets their housing requirement based upon an honest assessment of 

the need for new homes.  

3.2.11 Local planning authorities have a responsibility to do all that they can to meet their housing 

requirements, even though not every area may be able to do so in full. The identified housing 

requirement should be accommodated in the Local Plan, unless there are policies elsewhere in the 

Framework that provide strong reasons for restricting development, or the adverse impacts of 

meeting this requirement would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits. Where an 

authority has demonstrated that it is unable to meet all of its housing requirement, it must be able 

to work constructively with neighbouring authorities to ensure the remainder is met.  

3.2.12 Plans should be reviewed regularly, and are likely to require updating in whole or in part at least 

every five years. An authority will also need to update their plan if their existing housing target can 

no longer be justified against their objectively assessed housing requirement.  

3.2.13 Policies in Local Plans should also allow a good mix of sites to come forward for development, so 

that there is choice for consumers, places can grow in ways that are sustainable, and there are 

opportunities for a diverse construction sector including opportunities for SME housebuilders to 

deliver much needed housing. 

3.2.14 In terms of rural areas, the Government expects local planning authorities to identify opportunities 

for villages to thrive, especially where this would support services and help meet the need to 

provide homes for local people who currently find it hard to live where they grew up. It is clear that 

improving the availability and affordability of homes in rural areas is vital for sustaining rural 

communities, alongside action to support jobs and services. There are opportunities to go further 

to support a good mix of sites and meet rural housing needs, especially where scope exists to 

expand settlements in a way which is sustainable and helps provide homes for local people. This is 
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especially important in those rural areas where a high demand for homes makes the cost of housing 

a particular challenge for local people.  

3.2.15 Finally, the Government has made it clear through the White Paper that local planning authorities 

are expected to have clear policies for addressing the housing requirements of groups with 

particular needs, such as older and disabled people. 

3.2.16 The White Paper is the cornerstone of future Government policy on fixing the broken housing 

market. It provides the direction of travel the Government is intending to take and is a clear 

statement of intent that this Government is serious about the provision of the right number of 

houses in the right places. The Tendring Local Plan therefore needs to consider these policy 

intentions now in order to ensure that it fulfils the Government’s agenda and provides the homes 

that its local communities need. 

3.2.17 Following the election, Sajid Javid re-iterated the Government’s intentions for boosting housing 

growth stating that he wants areas that have benefitted from soaring property prices to play their 

part in solving the housing crisis. Mr Javid pointed out that where property prices were particularly 

unaffordable, local leaders would need to take a long, hard and honest look to see if they are 

planning for the right number of homes. He also announced that a new consultation on a 

standardised methodology for calculating housing needs would be released in July 2017. The 

Council will therefore need to consider the implications of this consultation going forward. 
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4 DUTY TO COOPERATE 

4.1 Overview 

4.1.1 The Duty to Cooperate is a legal requirement established through Section 33(A) of the Planning and 

Compulsory Purchase Act, 2004, as amended by Section 110 of the Localism Act. It requires local 

authorities to engage constructively, actively and on an ongoing basis with neighbouring 

authorities on cross-boundary strategic issues throughout the process of Plan preparation. As 

demonstrated through the outcome of the 2012 Coventry Core Strategy Examination and the 2013 

Mid Sussex Core Strategy Examination, if a Council fails to satisfactorily discharge its Duty to 

Cooperate, this cannot be rectified through modifications and an Inspector must recommend non-

adoption of the Plan. 

4.1.2 Whilst Gladman recognise that the Duty to Cooperate is a process of ongoing engagement and 

collaboration as set out in the PPG, it is clear that it is intended to produce effective policies on cross 

boundary strategic matters. In this regard, the Tendring District Plan must be able to demonstrate 

that it has engaged and worked with neighbouring authorities, alongside their existing joint 

working arrangements, to satisfactorily address cross boundary strategic issues and the 

requirement to meet any unmet housing needs. This is not simply an issue of consultation but a 

question of effective cooperation.  

4.1.3 Tendring is working alongside the other North Essex Authorities (Colchester and Braintree) to 

prepare a strategic plan which sets the overall strategic framework for planning in the area upon 

which, the local plans can be based. This approach is to be welcomed as it allows the authorities to 

address cross-boundary strategic issues such as the delivery of new settlements in a coordinated 

manner. It is considered that Maldon is also part of the same Housing Market Area as Tendring, 

Colchester and Braintree but it is recognised that their Local Plan preparation is ahead of the other 

authorities and for practical purposes it may not be possible to align key evidence. However, it is 

important to recognise that the North Essex authorities have a number of key links with other LPAs 

outside of North Essex including Maldon, Chelmsford and Uttlesford and they need to work 

cooperatively with these authorities, through the Duty to Cooperate to address cross boundary 

issues. 

4.1.4 It is noted in paragraph 1.8 of the TDLP that Chelmsford is part of the Housing Market Area (HMA) 

which encompasses the North Essex authorities who are preparing the joint plan, however they are 

not part of the joint plan making process. The Council will therefore need to ensure that such an 

approach is robustly evidenced, and that regardless of the joint plan making between Colchester, 

Braintree and Tendring sufficient consideration of strategic issues as they relate to Chelmsford are 

undertaken through the Duty to Cooperate. For example, the planned opening of Crossrail which 

has its eastern terminus at Shenfield, near Chelmsford. 
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4.1.5 Further, the PPG reflects on the public bodies which are subject to the duty to cooperate. It contains 

a list of the prescribed bodies. The PPG then goes on to state that: 

“These bodies play a key role in delivering local aspirations, and 

cooperation between them and local planning authorities is vital to 

make Local Plans as effective as possible on strategic cross boundary 

matters.”  
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5 SUSTAINBILITY APPRAISAL 

5.1 Context 

5.1.1 Under Section 19 of the 2004 Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act, policies set out in Local Plans 

must be subject to Sustainability Appraisal (SA). Incorporating the requirements of the 

Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations 2004, SA is a systematic process 

that should be undertaken at each stage of the Plan’s preparation, assessing the effects of the Local 

Plan’s proposals on sustainable development when judged against reasonable alternatives. 

5.1.2 The Council need to ensure that the results of the SA process clearly justify its policy choices. In 

meeting the development needs of the area, it should be clear from the results of the assessment 

why some policy options have been progressed, and others have been rejected.  Undertaking a 

comparative and equal assessment of each reasonable alternative, the Council’s decision making 

and scoring should be robust, justified and transparent. 

5.1.3 Gladman remind the Council that there have now been a number of instances where the failure to 

undertake a satisfactory SA has resulted in Plans failing the test of legal compliance at Examination 

or being subjected to legal challenge. 

5.2 North Essex and Tendring Sustainability Appraisal 

5.2.1 Gladman instructed Lichfields to assess the outputs from the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) that has 

been undertaken for the Part 1 North Essex Authority Plan and the Part 2 Tendring Local Plan. 

Associated Part 2 reports were also prepared for Braintree and Colchester. 

5.2.2 The report, included in full as Appendix 1, has made a number of conclusions which are set out in 

summary in the paragraphs below. 

5.2.3 Although the quantity of sites assessed for garden communities is deemed acceptable, the site 

selection has been artificially supressed by the 5,000-dwelling threshold that has been 

applied.  There is overwhelming evidence that this has resulted in a narrow focus being applied to 

the consideration of the new Garden Community options.  

5.2.4 The Sustainability Assessment for Tendring only explores a settlement hierarchy approach to the 

spatial distribution of housing and there is no evidence to suggest that this is the most sustainable 

approach to development in Tendring. 

5.2.5 The Sustainability Appraisal’s approach to site allocations in Tendring cannot be considered robust 

as they are built on an unjustified approach to housing distribution. They have been considered 

against which settlement they are in and therefore this has the potential to exclude more 

sustainable sites just because they are located in a settlement where there are already enough site 

allocations or it is within a settlement which is further down in the hierarchy. 
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5.2.6 On top of this, nowhere in the SA is the appropriate level of development for each settlement in the 

hierarchy established and therefore it is completely unknown if this is the most sustainable level 

that could be achieved. There is also no clarity as to why strategic housing allocations have been 

chosen in the areas they have been and why those in other locations have been excluded. 

5.2.7 On the whole, these factors set out that there is a distinct lack of information supporting any of the 

conclusions made on housing distribution and site allocations and therefore they cannot be relied 

upon within this Sustainability Appraisal to allow the Local Plan to be found sound. 
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6 OBJECTIVELY ASSESSED HOUSING NEED (OAN) 

6.1 Background 

6.1.1 The process of undertaking an OAN is clearly set out in the Framework, principally in §14. §47, §152 

and §159 and should be undertaken in a systemic and transparent way to ensure that the plan is 

based on a robust evidence base. 

6.1.2 The starting point for this assessment requires local planning authorities to have a clear 

understanding of housing needs in their area. This involves the preparation of a Strategic Housing 

Market Assessment (SHMA) working with neighbouring authorities where housing markets cross 

administrative areas as detailed in §159 of the Framework. The Framework goes on to set out factors 

that should be included in a SHMA including identifying: 

“the scale and mix of housing and the range of tenures that the local population 

is likely to need over the plan period which: 

• Meets household and population projections taking account of 

migration and demographic change; 

• Addresses the need for all types of housing including affordable housing 

and the needs of different groups in the community (such as, but not 

limited to, families with children, older people, people with disabilities, 

service families and people wishing to build their own homes); and 

• Caters for housing demand and the scale of housing supply necessary to 

meet this demand.” 

6.1.3 Key points that are worth noting from the above are that the objective assessment should identify 

the full need for housing before the Council consider undertaking any process of assessing the 

ability to deliver this figure. In addition, §159 specifically relates to catering for both housing need 

and housing demand within the authority area. It is also worth pointing out that any assessment of 

housing need and demand within the SHMA must also consider the following factors; falling 

household formation rates, net inward migration, the need to address the under provision of 

housing from the previous local plan period, the results of the Census 2011, housing vacancy rates 

including the need to factor in a housing vacancy rate for churn in the housing market, economic 

factors to ensure that the economic forecasts for an area are supported by sufficient housing to 

deliver economic growth, offsetting a falling working age population by providing enough housing 

to ensure retiring workers can be replaced by incoming residents, addressing affordability and 

delivering the full need for affordable housing in the area.  

6.1.4 Of particular importance is the need to consider market signals. The consideration of market signals 

is one of the core planning principles considered in §17 of the Framework, which states: 
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“Plans should take account of market signals, such as land prices and housing 

affordability, and set out a clear strategy for allocating sufficient land which is 

suitable for development in their area, taking account of the needs of the 

residential and business communities.” 

6.1.5 Of critical importance is what the Framework goes on to say in §158 in the section discussing Plan 

Making. It states here that: 

“Local planning authorities should ensure that their assessment of and 

strategies for housing, employment and other uses are integrated, and that they 

take full account of relevant market and economic signals.” 

6.1.6 Market signals are therefore at the very core of what the Framework is trying to achieve in 

promoting sustainable development and boosting the supply of housing land.  

6.1.7 The Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) gives further explanation to what the Framework means with 

regards to market signals, and sets out in a range of paragraphs the way in which local planning 

authorities should go about factoring in relevant market signals in arriving at their OAN. §19 and 

§20 of the PPG gives guidance on what market signals should be taken into account and how plan 

makers should respond to these market signals. The below extract identifies some particularly 

pertinent points: 

“The housing need number suggested by household projections (the starting 

point) should be adjusted to reflect the appropriate market signals, as well as 

other market indicators of the balance between demand for and supply of 

dwellings. Prices of rents rising faster than national/local average may well 

indicate particular market undersupply relative to demand.” 

6.1.8 The paragraph goes on to indicate that these factors would include, but should not be limited to 

land prices, house prices, rents, affordability, rates of development and overcrowding. However, 

given what the Framework says at §17, quoted above, it seems clear that particular consideration 

should be given to affordability.  

6.1.9 In order to consider how market signals should be taken forward §20 identifies some key concepts: 

“Appropriate comparisons of indicators should be made. This includes 

comparison with longer term trends (both in absolute levels and rates of change) 

in the: housing market area; similar demographic and economic areas; and 

nationally. A worsening trend in any of these indicators will require upward 

adjustment to planned housing numbers compared to ones based solely on 

household projections.” 

6.1.10 It is therefore clear that where market signals are apparent (in any of the indicators assessed) there 

is an absolute and clear direction that an upward adjustment to housing numbers is required. It is 
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also clear that both the level of change and the rates of change are considerations and that local 

planning authorities need to carefully benchmark themselves against other areas. This should not 

simply be a case of considering neighbouring authorities but should look at, as well as these, local 

authorities on a national basis, if the demographic and economic indicators are relevant.  Gladman 

are firmly of the view that considering comparisons purely against neighbouring authorities is not 

sufficiently robust and does not address the underlying issues which both the Framework and the 

PPG are trying to tackle with regard to housing.  

6.1.11 What is of further importance when considering these issues is the period of time analysed when 

considering both relative and absolute change. It has become apparent in our consideration of a 

number of plans that many local planning authorities choose to look at periods of time which are 

not fully representative of the depth of the housing crisis which we are currently within. 

6.1.12 Gladman is of the view that local planning authorities must take a long-term view when considering 

affordability and consider the relative and absolute change over a long term 15-20 year period, 

which coincides with the normal time span of a Local Plan. Authorities should assess as a constituent 

part of their OAN, how they can improve affordability over the life time of a plan to a point where 

affordability is more in line with average earnings and affordable mortgage lending rates. They 

should assess a level of housing over the 15-20 year plan period which would enable this step 

change and consider its deliverability in the plan. Only through planning for significant housing 

growth can local authorities realistically tackle market signals in the way advocated by the PPG and 

tackle the affordability and housing crisis. 

6.1.13 The need to identify the full OAN before considering any issues with the ability of a Local Planning 

Authority to accommodate that level of development has been confirmed in the High Court. Most 

notably in Solihull Metropolitan Borough Council v (1) Gallagher Homes Limited (2) Lioncourt 

Homes Limited where it was considered that arriving at a housing requirement was a two-stage 

process and that first the unconstrained OAN must be arrived at. In the judgment, it was stated: 

“The NPPF indeed effected a radical change. It consisted in the two-step 

approach which paragraph 47 enjoined. The previous policy’s methodology was 

essentially the striking of a balance.   By contrast paragraph 47 required the OAN 

[objectively assessed need] to be made first, and to be given effect in the Local 

Plan save only to the extent that that would be inconsistent with other NPPF 

policies. […] The two-step approach is by no means barren or technical. It means 

that housing need is clearly and cleanly ascertained. And as the judge said at 

paragraph 94, “[h]ere, numbers matter; because the larger the need, the more 

pressure will or might be applied to [impinge] on other inconsistent policies”. 

6.1.14 Therefore, following the exercise to identify the full OAN for housing in an area:  
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“Local planning authorities should seek opportunities to achieve each of the 

economic, social and environmental dimensions of sustainable development, 

and net gains across all three. Significant adverse impacts on any of these 

dimensions should be avoided and, wherever possible, alternative options 

which reduce or eliminate such impacts should be pursued. 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.” (NPPF §152) 

6.1.15 This statement clearly sets out that local planning authorities should seek to deliver the full OAN 

and that this should be tested through the evidence base. Only where the evidence shows that this 

is not achievable, should they then test other options to see if any significant adverse impacts could 

be reduced or eliminated by pursuing these options. If this is not possible then they should test if 

the significant adverse impacts could be mitigated and where this is not possible, where 

compensatory measures may be appropriate. 

6.1.16 The final stage of the process is outlined in §14 and involves a planning judgement as to whether, 

following all of the stages of the process outlined above: 

“Local Plans should meet OAN, 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.”  

6.1.17 It is also worth noting that the final part of this sentence refers to footnote 9 of the Framework which 

sets out the types of policies that the Government consider to be restrictive. These include: 

 “sites protected under the Birds and Habitat Directive (see paragraph 119) 

and/or designated as Sites of Special Scientific Interest; land designated as Green 

Belt, Local Green Space, 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”.  

6.1.18 Although this list is not exhaustive it is clear that local landscape designations, intrinsic value of the 

countryside, character of areas, green gaps etc. are not specifically mentioned as constraints by the 

Framework. 

6.1.19 Obviously, the Government intends to standardise the calculation of housing need as set out in the 

White Paper on housing. As yet, we are unaware of what the new methodology will involve but the 
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Council will need to keep the evidence base of the Local Plan under constant review to ensure that 

it reflects the latest guidance as the White Paper is implemented. It is anticipated that the 

consultation on the standardised housing needs calculation will take place in July/August 2017.  
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7 SHARED STRATEGIC PLAN - TENDRING 

7.1 Overview 

7.1.1 Gladman note the positive intentions for the North Essex areas as outlined in paragraphs 1.1 – 1.13 

of the Plan. Clearly there are a range of issues which promote the need for a strategic approach and 

Gladman support the concept of joint plan making to ensure that unmet housing needs can be met 

in a region or sub region. That said, Gladman note a number of concerns from the opening 

paragraphs of Section 1.  

7.1.2 Firstly, it is noted in paragraph 1.8 that Chelmsford is part of the Housing Market Area (HMA) which 

encompasses the North Essex authorities who are preparing the joint plan, however they are not 

part of the joint plan making process. The Council will need to ensure that such an approach is 

robustly evidenced, and that regardless of the joint plan making between Colchester, Braintree and 

Tendring sufficient consideration of strategic issues as they relate to Chelmsford are undertaken 

through the Duty to Cooperate. For example, the planned opening of Crossrail which has its eastern 

terminus at Shenfield, near Chelmsford. 

7.1.3 Similarly, the plan in paragraph 1.10 also acknowledges that the adjacent authorities of Maldon and 

Uttlesford sit outside the HMA, but that ongoing consideration has been given to strategic issues 

with these authorities.  Gladman remain sceptical of the view that Maldon sits outside of the HMA, 

nevertheless, as we outline in the previous paragraph, it will be imperative that even if the above 

authorities are considered to be outside of the HMA the cross boundary strategic issues will require 

addressing through the Duty to Cooperate. In particular, with regard to Uttlesford due 

consideration will need to be given to key regional issues such as the planned growth at Stanstead 

Airport.  

7.1.4 The plan in paragraph 1.25 clearly recognises the economic growth potential of the area, as we have 

highlighted above there are also regional infrastructure drivers which are likely to sustain significant 

economic growth over the plan period and beyond. Gladman are therefore supportive of the joint 

plan making initiative and its desire to sustainably meet development needs. The Councils however 

must not ignore their neighbouring authorities in Essex as they plan for the future of their districts.  

7.2 Vision for the Strategic Area 

7.2.1 The vision for the areas is set out within paragraph 1.30 of the consultation document. Whilst 

Gladman are fully supportive of the ambitious nature of this vision, seeking for North Essex to be an 

area of significant growth over the period to 2033 and beyond, it is critical that the plan provides 

the policies which are capable of delivering this vision.  

7.2.2 It is key that this positive vision remains within the strategic plan and that it seeks to provide for 

significant economic growth and housing to meet the full needs of the districts. Alongside this it is 
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fundamental that the associated infrastructure is planned for and delivered at the appropriate time. 

These themes, critically, must also cascade down beyond the joint strategic plan and become the 

cornerstones for the development of the policies within the individual Local Plans.  

7.2.3 Clearly North Essex has an important role to play, not just locally, but as a key element of wider 

national importance. Its location in the South East, largely free of constraints mean that as well as 

being able to capitalise on the economic growth of Essex, and the important infrastructure at 

Stanstead Airport and through Crossrail, it can make a significant contribution towards helping 

alleviate housing pressure on both London and the constrained Green Belt authorities to the south. 

These wider regional issues should not be forgotten when considering the context of North Essex 

and the vision and policies within the plans.  

7.3 Policy SP1 – Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development 

7.3.1 Gladman are fully supportive of the inclusion of the policy on Sustainable Development. The ethos 

of sustainable development is key to assessing planning proposals, it is the golden thread running 

through the NPPF.  

7.4 Policy SP2 – Spatial Strategy for North Essex 

7.4.1 Gladman note the different spatial strategies for the component authorities within the Local Plan, 

we will comment on the spatial strategy for Tendring in the following section. With regard to the 

specific provision of Policy SP2, Gladman support the fact that growth will effectively come from 

development in and around existing settlements and through the new garden communities 

allocated in the plan. We also support the policy in recognising that the level of growth to be 

apportioned to a settlement will depend on the needs of that settlement and that in particular the 

diversification of the rural economy will be important. It will be important for the spatial strategies 

of the individual local plans to have these issues in mind when allocating sites and considering 

planning applications.  

7.4.2 Gladman’s experience is that the best way in which to ensure the delivery of housing targets is to 

maintain a good spread of sites and site typologies across the districts. When considering the 

housing needs in North Essex (and with one eye to the next plan period) it is reasonable for the 

Council to consider new settlements. Gladman would contend however, that there is an additional 

level of sites which could require further consideration by the Councils to ensure they can meet 

their short and medium term housing needs. Whilst the new garden settlements will help meet 

housing demands in the medium/long term, the level of infrastructure required to deliver the sites 

is costly and substantial.  It is therefore likely to take time to implement.  

7.4.3 On the other end of the scale the smaller allocations in the plan will no doubt deliver quickly. To fill 

the gap between the two, Gladman consider that the Council may wish to further assess proposals 

for new garden villages. These new settlements of typically 1,000-1,500 dwelling can be developed 
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in places where there is considerable existing infrastructure and can be brought forward relatively 

quickly. Such proposals, if carefully selected, can contribute dwelling completions within the first 5-

10 years of a plan period, thus giving the Council more of a buffer. 

7.4.4 It is our view therefore, that the spatial strategy needs to recognise new garden villages as well as 

the larger garden settlements. These, in addition to the smaller allocations, will help the plan 

soundly meets its housing targets.  

7.4.5 We consider these issues further below when we address the level of overall housing need in North 

Essex and when considering overall Local Plan trajectories. However at this time, whilst there is 

support for elements of policy SP2, without provision for the medium size sites, such as new Garden 

Villages we consider the spatial strategy would be problematic in delivering housing needs. We 

therefore consider it inconsistent with National Policy and not justified or effective and as such 

unsound.  

7.5 Policy SP3 – Meeting Housing Needs 

7.5.1 Gladman object to Policy SP3 in that it fails to identify the full need for housing across the Housing 

Market Area (HMA).  

7.5.2 Gladman instructed Barton Willmore to prepare a critique of the Council’s latest housing needs 

evidence base to assess how robust the study was. The full report is attached as Appendix 2 and 

relates specifically to Tendring District. However, Barton Willmore undertook this exercise on an 

HMA basis and for ease of use, prepared three reports, one for each of the districts currently 

consulting upon their Plans (Braintree, Colchester and Tendring). The representations that Gladman 

have prepared for the other districts’ consultations (Braintree and Colchester) contain the detailed 

reports relating to each of the respective authorities. 

7.5.3 Barton Willmore consider that Maldon forms part of the wider HMA and should have been included 

within the study of housing needs. 

7.5.4 Whilst the Housing Needs Update Report correctly identifies the demographic starting point for 

Braintree, Colchester and Chelmsford, it presents a figure for Tendring of 480 dwellings per annum 

which is below the DCLG 2014-based Household Projections starting point of 674 dwellings per 

annum. This is due to an adjustment which is made by the study to account for Unattributable 

Population Change (UPC). Barton Willmore consider that it is inappropriate to make such an 

adjustment because of a number of factors which are highlighted in Section 4 of their report 

(Appendix 2) and on this basis, they consider the correct demographic starting point for Tendring 

should be 674 dwellings per annum. 

7.5.5 No consideration has been made within the Housing Needs Update Report of alternative migration 

trends for Tendring whereas for Braintree, Colchester and Chelmsford alternative trends have been 

considered. 
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7.5.6 The Housing Needs Update Report concludes that based upon the Greater London Authority (GLA) 

demographic scenario which looks at increased migration out of London, only an additional 74 

dwellings per annum will be needed across the HMA to house out-migrants from London. The 

report concludes that this increase is insignificant and therefore does not make an adjustment to 

overall housing need in the HMA. Barton Willmore disagree as 74 dwellings per annum across the 

Plan period would total an additional 1,776 dwellings across the HMA. 

7.5.7 The Housing Needs Update Report does not make any adjustment to address suppressed 

household formation which Barton Willmore have identified as an issue in Tendring due to 

undersupply and worsening affordability. 

7.5.8 The Housing Needs Update Report does not provide a consistent approach to the assessment of 

the economic element of the housing needs calculation. A different approach is applied to Tendring 

based upon the demographic adjustment made for UPC. Barton Willmore consider that the 

approach to UPC employed is fundamentally flawed and consequently any adjustment to the 

economic element of the housing need calculation should similarly not include an adjustment for 

UPC. 

7.5.9 The Housing Needs Update Report only considered a single economic forecast and economic 

forecasts can vary greatly between forecasting houses. In order to avoid any volatility, Barton 

Willmore suggest that the study should have considered economic forecasts from the three 

recognised forecasting houses and calculated a triangulated average. 

7.5.10 Another weakness of the Housing Needs Update Report is that it provides no detail of how issues 

such as unemployment, commuting or economic activity rates have been considered in Tendring. 

Relying on Experian’s Economic Activity Rates has been acknowledged by various Inspectors as risky 

as they place a reliance on high economic activity rates for older people. 

7.5.11 Finally, whilst the Housing Needs Update Report acknowledges worsening Market Signals and 

makes an adjustment of a 15% uplift for Tendring, based upon the evidence and other methods of 

calculating the level of uplift required to address affordability, a higher uplift is justified. 

7.5.12 In Barton Willmore’s professional opinion, 550 dwellings per annum represents an under estimate 

of the level of housing need for Tendring and at the minimum, there is a need for 674 dwellings 

per annum simply to meet the demographic need identified by DCLG in the household projections. 

Barton Willmore’s overall conclusion is that the true level of housing need in Tendring is between 

674 and 972 dwellings per annum. 

7.5.13 This section has set out a brief summary of Barton Willmore’s findings and for the detail, the Council 

should refer to the full report attached as Appendix 2. 
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7.6 Policy SP5 –Infrastructure and Connectivity 

7.6.1 Gladman commissioned Strutt and Parker to undertake an assessment of the delivery of the North 

Essex Garden Communities. As this report covers all of the Garden Communities and relates 

specifically to the strategic Part 1 North Essex Plan (the subject of a joint Examination in Public), the 

detail of its findings has been covered in Gladman’s representations submitted as part of the 

response to the Colchester Borough Local Plan to avoid repetition. 

7.6.2 Therefore, for Gladman’s response to Policy SP5 please see Gladman’s Colchester representations. 

7.7 Policy SP7 – Development and Delivery of New Garden Communities 

in North Essex 

7.7.1 Gladman notes the proposal to establish three new garden communities which are on the 

Tendring/Colchester boundary, Colchester/Braintree boundary and West of Braintree. Gladman 

supports the concept of new garden communities which represent a potentially sustainable means 

of providing new homes, jobs and associated community infrastructure in the long term. It is, 

however, concerned that the scale, complexity and development requirements of the garden 

communities proposed is such that their anticipated deliverability is questionable and 

consequently considers that the Plan contains unrealistic expectations for the delivery of new 

housing on such developments.  

7.7.2 The two new garden communities proposed for Braintree District are ultimately expected to deliver 

between 15,000 and 24,000 new homes (Colchester/ Braintree Borders) and between 7,000 and 

10,000 homes (West of Braintree) respectively. Both are expected to deliver 2,500 homes in the Plan 

period. The plan only identifies broad search areas for both proposals and it is proposed that further 

detail will be provided in due course by additional Strategic Growth Development Plan Documents 

which will be prepared for both garden community proposals jointly with Colchester Borough 

Council and Uttlesford District Council respectively.  

7.7.3 Similarly, the new garden community on the border between Colchester and Tendring is proposed 

to be allocated for 7,000-9,000 dwellings with 2,500 anticipated to be delivered within the Plan 

period. Again, the plan only identifies a broad area of search for the proposal and it is proposed that 

further detail will be provided in due course by additional Strategic Growth Development Plan 

Documents 

7.7.4 Having regard to the need for the preparation of the Strategic Growth Development Plan 

Documents, a significant amount of land assembly to be undertaken, the need for a considerable 

amount of infrastructure to be provided and the expectation that these developments will each 

involve two authorities, Gladman considers that it is extremely unlikely that the delivery of new 

housing on these sites will be achieved within the timescales anticipated by the Councils. 
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Furthermore, the inclusion of a requirement for Gypsy and Traveller provision to be made on the 

sites is also likely to add further complications (and thus delay) to the development process. 

7.7.5 Gladman considers therefore, that there must be some degree of uncertainty as to whether the 

garden communities will deliver any homes at all during the plan period and that certainly the 

anticipated number of new homes that the Plan expects to be delivered within the plan period will 

be significantly less than set out in the policy. 

7.7.6 Paragraph 1.108 of the Plan states that each of the garden communities is planned to deliver 2,500 

dwellings and that no matter where they are physically built within the Local Plan period to 2033, 

they will be attributed as set out in section 2 of each of the individual Local Plans, or if more 

dwellings are built then on a 50:50 ratio between the two districts concerned.” Gladman considers 

that such a manipulation of completions is artificial and is totally unjustified and unsupported by 

the NPPF and PPG. Dwelling completions can only accrue to the authority in which they are 

physically located. Bearing in mind that the location of the new garden communities are only 

indicative ‘broad locations’ at this stage, there is a possibility that when the extent of these 

proposed developments are finalised, the proportion of each site that is within one authority may 

actually be very small and its housing capacity may bear very little relationship with the above 

mentioned mechanism set out in the Local Plan. 

7.8 Policy SP8 – Tendring/Colchester Border Garden Community 

7.8.1 The new garden community on the border of Tendring and Colchester is proposed in Policy SP8 for 

between 7,000 and 9,000 dwellings with 2,500 dwelling anticipated for delivery before the end of 

the Plan period in 2033. 

7.8.2 Whilst Gladman support the concept of garden communities, we have concerns with various 

aspects of their deliverability and question whether 2,500 units will be delivered by the end of the 

Plan period. 

7.8.3 The site also requires the provision of pitches for Gypsy and Travellers as part of the allocation which 

presents additional barriers to the delivery of the site. 

7.8.4 Policy SP8 requires a Strategic Growth DPD to be prepared which will set out the form and boundary 

of the new community and will also include a concept plan detailing the disposition and quantity 

of future land uses together with a phasing and implementation strategy.  

7.8.5 With the need to prepare the Strategic Growth DPD, along with a significant amount of land 

assembly to be undertaken, the need for a considerable amount of infrastructure to be provided 

and the expectation that the development will involve two authorities, Gladman consider that there 

will be significant lead-in times associated with the site which calls into question its ability to deliver 

2,500 units by 2033. 
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7.8.6 Policy SP8 also sets out a comprehensive and detailed list of requirements which will need to be 

provided as part of the development of the garden community. This includes 30% affordable 

housing, employment provision, a package of transport improvements, new healthcare facilities, 

new district and neighbourhood centres, a secondary school, primary schools and early-years 

facilities amongst other requirements. 

7.8.7 With the requirement set out in Policy SP7 for the sequencing of development and infrastructure 

on the garden communities which needs to ensure that the latter is provided ahead of or in tandem 

with the development it supports, issues of development viability, cashflow and equalisation of 

developer contributions amongst the various interested parties will be complex. The legal 

agreements associated with any planning proposals for the site will similarly be lengthy and 

complex which will add significantly to the lead-in times associated with the site. 

7.8.8 The work undertaken by Strutt and Parker on behalf of Gladman on the viability and deliverability 

of the garden community sites (submitted as part of the Gladman’s representations on Part 1 of the 

Colchester Plan), coupled with the complexities outlined above, must call into question the ability 

of the garden communities to deliver the numbers of units that the Councils expect them to deliver 

in the Plan period. If this is the case, then additional sites will be required in the short to medium 

term to ensure housing delivery is maintained and a 5-year housing land supply can be 

demonstrated across the plan period before the garden communities come on stream. These sites 

should offer something different from the large scale strategic allocations to ensure competition in 

the market and to ensure that small to medium sized housebuilders have an opportunity to deliver 

sites within the districts. Smaller scale housing sites will therefore be required to plug the inevitable 

gap in housing supply and Gladman consider that the sites included in these representations offer 

suitable, available and deliverable alternatives which should be allocated in the Tendring Local Plan 

(See Appendices 3, 4, 5 and 6).. 
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8 LOCAL PLAN FOR TENDRING 

8.1 Vision and Objectives 

8.1.1 Gladman support the Vision contained in the Tendring Local Plan which seeks to meet local housing 

needs through a range of high quality new housing. The Council should not only be seeking to meet 

local needs, but should do everything it can to exceed the housing requirement given the lack of 

delivery in the past and the uncertainty over unmet housing needs in London. 

8.1.2 Gladman support in principle, the Vision to create a new garden suburb to the east of Colchester on 

the border with Tendring to help meet the needs of both areas, although we have concerns over 

the site’s ability to deliver in the timeframe set out in Part 1 of the Plan. 

8.1.3 Gladman also support the Council’s Vision to deliver modest levels of housing growth in the larger 

villages to support local services and facilities and meet local housing needs in areas such as 

Lawford. However, it is considered that the smaller villages such as Ardleigh are also capable of 

providing modest housing growth, in scale with the existing settlements, to ensure that their 

current services and facilities are maintained and local housing need is met. This should be reflected 

in the Vision. 

8.1.4 Gladman consider that Objective 1 should be amended to state that the main objective is to meet 

housing needs in full by providing new dwellings with sufficient variety to meet the needs of a 

growing and ageing population. 

8.1.5 In allocating sites, the Council should therefore be mindful that to maximize housing supply the 

widest possible range of sites, by size and market location are required so that house builders of all 

types and sizes have access to suitable land in order to offer the widest possible range of products. 

The key to increased housing supply is the number of sales outlets. For any given time period, all 

else being equal, overall sales and build out rates are faster from 20 sites of 50 units than 10 sites of 

100 units or 1 site of 1,000 units. The maximum delivery is achieved not just because there are more 

sales outlets but because the widest possible range of products and locations are available to meet 

the widest possible range of demand. In summary, a wider variety of sites in the widest possible 

range of locations ensures all types of house builder have access to suitable land which in turn 

increases housing delivery. 

8.2 Policy SPL1: Managing Growth 

8.2.1 Whilst it is supported that the main urban areas continue to play a key role in the accommodation 

of future development within the district, this should not be at the expense of ensuring that the 

housing and employment needs of other settlements are met. Para 55 of the Framework seeks to 

promote sustainable development in rural areas to maintain and enhance rural vitality and viability. 

It is essential therefore, that the needs of the sustainable rural settlements across the district, 
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including Lawford and Ardleigh are assessed and meaningful growth apportioned to them to 

ensure their ongoing vitality and viability. 

8.2.2 Gladman support the inclusion of a detailed Settlement Hierarchy in Policy SPL1 of the Plan and the 

definition of Clacton, Harwich and Dovercourt as Strategic Urban Settlements. Gladman consider 

that the Garden Community on the border of Colchester and Tendring is a potential appropriate 

solution to delivering the level of housing growth required to meet the needs of both districts in 

the long term but do have concerns over the viability of the proposal and the timescale for delivery. 

8.2.3 Gladman also support the identification of Lawford as a Smaller Urban Settlement where modest 

levels of housing growth will be directed. Lawford is a vibrant settlement which adjoins the built-

up area of the town of Manningtree and provides the community with direct access to a primary 

school, GP surgery and other services within Manningtree including a high school, train station, a 

range of retail opportunities, a pharmacy, public houses and a Post Office. 

8.2.4 Gladman consider that given Lawford’s services and facilities and its lack of constraints, the 

settlement is capable of supporting further growth beyond the minimum 1,500 to 2,500 dwellings 

proposed for this tier of the settlement hierarchy within the Local Plan 

8.2.5 However, Gladman consider that Ardleigh is miss-categorised as a Smaller Rural Settlement both in 

terms of its current levels of services and facilities and its proximity and connections to Colchester. 

The settlement is by far the best performing Smaller Rural Settlement in terms of overall 

sustainability and is served by a number of core services including a primary school, a G.P. Surgery, 

a Post Office, a convenience store and a public house. It also has a village hall, playing fields and 

various sports clubs. There is a good level of employment within a 20-minute travel time of the 

settlement and fast broadband speeds are available that are sufficient to support home working, 

leisure and business activities.  

8.2.6 Ardleigh is therefore considered to be a sustainable settlement with good access to services and 

facilities to meet the daily needs of its residents. It is located in close proximity to Colchester with 

high quality bus service from early morning until the evening allowing easy access to the town for 

employment, education and leisure purposes. It is therefore considered that Ardleigh should be 

categorised as a Rural Service Centre. 

8.3 Policy SPL2: Settlement Development Boundaries 

8.3.1 The Framework is clear that development which is sustainable should go ahead without delay. The 

use of settlement limits to arbitrarily restrict suitable development from coming forward on the 

edge of settlements would not accord with the positive approach to growth required by the 

Framework.  

8.3.2 The Policy has been substantially reviewed since the previous version of the Plan and is now more 

positive in its approach to development outside of the arbitrary Settlement Development 
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Boundaries (SDB). The Council should recognise that a site’s location outside of a SDB is only one 

factor that should be weighed in the planning balance when considering any particular proposal 

and it should not be the determinative factor in assessing whether a scheme is acceptable or not. 

8.4 Policy SPL3: Sustainable Design 

8.4.1 Policy SPL3 introduces a large number of criteria which proposals must meet in order to be 

considered acceptable. Gladman would point out that the Framework is based on a planning 

balance exercise being undertaken by the decision maker and it is only where the harms of a 

proposal significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits that planning permission should be 

refused. Policy SPL3 should therefore be worded to allow the decision maker to undertake such a 

balancing exercise and so that failure to meet any one of the criteria listed would not automatically 

mean a failure to conform with the policy overall.  At present, Policy SPL3 is not worded in this 

positive fashion and should be redrafted. 

8.4.2 Criterion (a) under Part B of the Policy states that proposals should not lead to an unacceptable 

increase in congestion. This is contrary to the Framework as para 32 states that development should 

only be refused on transport grounds where the residual cumulative impacts of development are 

severe. Criterion (a) should be reworded to reflect this guidance. 

8.4.3 Part C of Policy SPL3 also requires developers to consider the use of renewable energy and the 

reductions of emissions as part of any proposals. The Written Ministerial Statement of 25th March 

2015 clearly states that improvements in energy efficiency and carbon reductions will be delivered 

through changes to Building Regulations with only a limited number of optional technical 

standards that can be required through local plans where supported by specific evidence. There is 

no evidence that the Local Plan should require such measures and therefore this reference should 

be deleted from the Policy. 

8.5 Policy HP4: Safeguarded Local Greenspace 

8.5.1 Gladman take this opportunity to remind the Council of the tests which need to be met when 

seeking to designate Local Green Space (LGS). 

8.5.2 Paragraph 77 of the Framework sets out the following in terms of when it is appropriate or not to 

designate land as a LGS.  

“The Local Green Space designation will not be appropriate for most green areas or open space. 

The designation should only be used: 

• Where the green space is in reasonably close proximity to the community it serves; 

• Where the green area is demonstrably special to a local community and holds particular 

local significance, for example because of its beauty, historic significance, recreational 

value (including as a playing field), tranquillity or richness of its wildlife; and 
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• Where the green area concerned is local in character and is not an extensive tract of 

land.” 

8.5.3 The Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) provides further guidance on LGS designations including 

paragraph ID. 37-015-20140306,  

“There are no hard and fast rules about how big a Local Green Space can be because places are 

different and a degree of judgement will inevitably be needed. However, paragraph 77 of the 

National Planning Policy Framework is clear that Local Green Space Designation should only be 

used where the green area concerned is not an extensive tract of land. Consequently, blanket 

designation of open countryside adjacent to settlements will not be appropriate. In particular, 

designation should not be proposed as a ‘back door’ way to try to achieve what would amount 

to a new are of Green Belt by another name.” 

8.6 Policy LP1: Housing Supply 

8.6.1 Gladman have some concerns with regards to the Housing Land Supply Policy LP1. Our issues with 

the overall housing requirement have been set out above in Section 7.5 and in the report prepared 

by Barton Willmore on our behalf (Appendix 2). It is therefore not necessary to repeat these here. 

8.6.2 Paragraph 5.1.3 of the Plan refers to the 550 homes a year housing requirement as a target. This is 

not consistent with the Framework as housing requirements should be expressed as a minimum 

and should be exceeded if possible. This statement should therefore be amended. 

8.6.3 The table set out within Section 5.1 of the Plan (Table A) also includes completions data from the 

start of the Plan period until 2016/17. This shows an existing shortfall in housing supply against the 

housing requirement totalling 826 units or one and a half years’ worth of supply. This is a significant 

under-supply of dwellings and represents real people in need of housing now. 

8.6.4 In fact, Tendring have only achieved their housing requirement in one year (2016/17) out of the first 

four years of the plan period. Given the fact that the Council has also not met its housing 

requirement in 10 of the past 19 years between 1996/97 and 2014/15, it is inevitable that the Council 

needs to apply a 20% buffer to its housing requirement as required by the Framework for persistent 

under-delivery. 

8.6.5 In addition, based upon the housing trajectory which is included in the latest Annual Monitoring 

Report (2015/2016), the Council are anticipating the delivery of just over 400 units in 2017/18 which 

again is below the new housing requirement, further adding to the housing under-supply. 

8.6.6 Based on the guidance set out in the Planning Practice Guidance (PPG), the Council should be 

seeking to address this housing shortfall in the first five years of the Plan period. This would mean a 

significant step change in housing delivery for the Council once the Plan is adopted. 
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8.6.7 It is therefore essential that the Council allocates a range of housing sites in a variety of locations 

and of a variety of sizes to ensure that the housing needs of local people are delivered in the short 

term, before the large scale strategic sites come on stream and to meet the significant backlog. 

8.6.8 Gladman are also concerned with the level of windfall sites that the Council are including within the 

housing supply going forward. The Framework states that local planning authorities may make an 

allowance for windfall sites if they have compelling evidence that such sites have consistently 

become available in the local area and will continue to provide a reliable source of supply going 

forward. Any allowance should be realistic having full regard to the Strategic Housing Land 

Availability Assessment (SHLAA). Therefore, in order to include a windfall allowance in the Plan, 

Tendring will have to provide robust and credible evidence on this source of supply to justify the 

1,399 units which is included in the Local Plan. 

8.6.9 The table on page 115 sets out that the Council’s housing requirement over the Plan period is 11,000 

units whilst the sources of supply listed total 12,001, a contingency of 9.1%. This is considered to be 

too little flexibility to mitigate against sites not coming forward as anticipated in the Local Plan. 

Given the issues raised in this representation regarding the speed of delivery of the strategic sites, 

it is considered that a 20% flexibility factor is built into the Local Plan which is equivalent to 2,200 

units above the housing requirement. 

8.7 Policy LP2: Housing Choice 

8.7.1 Gladman support Policy LP2 in that the Council will support the development of retirement 

complexes, extra care housing and other forms of residential accommodation aimed at meeting the 

future needs of older and disabled residents. 

8.8 Policy LP3: Housing Density and Standards 

8.8.1 Gladman object to Policy LP3 in relation to the reference to national space standards. The Written 

Ministerial Statement (WMS) dated 25th March 2015 confirms that “the optional new national 

technical standards should only be required through any new Local Plan policies if they address a 

clearly evidenced need, and where their impact on viability has been considered, in accordance 

with the NPPG”. Furthermore, with particular reference to the nationally described space standard, 

the NPPG (ID: 56-020-20150327) confirms “where a need for internal space standards is identified, 

local planning authorities should provide justification for requiring internal space policies”. If the 

Council wishes to adopt this standard it should be justified by meeting the criteria set out in the 

NPPG including need, viability and impact on affordability. The Council therefore needs to provide 

sufficient evidence to justify adoption of either of these standards or delete reference to these 

standards in Policy LP3. 
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8.9 Policy LP5: Affordable and Council Housing 

8.9.1 There is an inconsistency in the Local Plan between the level of affordable housing required as set 

out in paragraph 5.1.4 (30%) and that set out in Policy LP5 (25%). This needs to be rectified in order 

to ensure the policy position is clear. 

8.10 Policy LP10: Care, Independent Assisted Living 

8.10.1 Gladman support Policy LP10 on Care and Independent Assisted Living and in particular, the 

support shown for the construction of high quality care and extra-care housing in sustainable 

locations. 

8.10.2 Gladman also support the Council’s approach to care homes located outside of Settlement 

Development Boundaries as set out in Policy LP10. 

8.11 Policy PP12: Improving Education and Skills 

8.11.1 The requirement to provide educational facilities is a key part of the Framework. Paragraph 72 states 

that local planning authorities should take a proactive, positive and collaborative approach to 

meeting this requirement. This should involve working closely with developers over schemes to 

assess the best possible solution to educational provision taking account of the capacity of all 

schools in the area that serve the development, the distance pupils travel to access schools and the 

most efficient and sustainable use of existing educational resources before requiring the provision 

of new facilities. Viability should also be a key consideration to ensure schemes are not prevented 

from being brought forward because of the need for significant infrastructure contributions. 

Gladman remind the Council that the lack of educational provision should not be used a reason for 

refusal as local planning authorities should work positively with the development industry to 

identify suitable and deliverable solutions to these issues. 

8.12 Policy PPL3: The Rural Landscape 

8.12.1 Policy PPL3 on the Rural Landscape is unsound. The guidance set out in the Framework advocates 

a balancing exercise of all of the benefits of a proposal against the harms to determine if the harms, 

significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits. 

8.12.2 In addition, any policy for the protection and enhancement of the environment should be 

established in light of the national policies contained in the Framework, particularly paragraphs 109 

to125. 

8.12.3 Para 109 sets out that the planning system should contribute to and enhance valued landscapes 

with advice in Para 113 stating that Local Planning Authorities should set criteria based policies 

against which proposals for any development on or affecting such sites should be judged. In 

addition, Para 113 highlights that distinctions should be made between the hierarchy of 
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international, national and locally designated sites so that protection is commensurate with their 

status. 

8.12.4 It is important to note that this advice does not suggest a ban on all development in or adjacent to 

designated areas and that the weight that can be attached to any conflict with such designations 

should be aligned with their importance based on the hierarchy detailed above. 

8.12.5 Policy PPL3 as written is therefore contrary to the Framework and should be reviewed to reflect the 

guidance contained above. In particular, the policy should be flexible enough to be able to 

accommodate new development, outside of existing development boundaries, to allow the Council 

to quickly address any issues in a shortfall in housing land supply against the plan requirement. 

8.13 Policy PPL6: Strategic Green Gaps 

8.13.1 In terms of the natural environment, the identification of any local environmental designations, 

including Strategic Green Gaps and separation policies, must be predicated on a robust and 

comprehensive evidence base that can be used in the planning balance advocated by the 

Framework, allowing the Council to assess whether the adverse impacts of the loss of such areas 

significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits of delivering the full need for housing. 

8.13.2 Green Gap policies have been questioned by Inspectors in recent appeal decisions as to whether 

they are compliant with the Framework and the Presumption in Favour of Sustainable 

Development. It is unlikely that any Green Gap policy will meet the tests of the Framework. 

Inspectors have dismissed similar policies as being inconsistent with the Framework in the 

determination of a number of recent Appeals. Gladman do not support the Green Gap policy 

approach due to its inconsistency with the Framework as it may prevent the Council from granting 

planning permissions in sustainable locations to meet its full objectively assessed need. The Council 

should therefore not continue to promote this policy designation. 

8.14 Policy PPL8: Conservation Area 

8.14.1 Paragraphs 132 to 134 of the Framework relate specifically to designated heritage assets and 

highlight that the more important the asset the greater the weight that should be attached to it. 

The policies in the Local Plan therefore need to make such a distinction so as to ensure they are 

consistent with the Framework.  

8.14.2 The Framework states that if the harm to a heritage asset is deemed to be substantial then the 

proposal needs to achieve substantial public benefits to outweigh that harm.  If the harm is less 

than substantial, then the harm should be weighed against the public benefits of the proposal 

including securing its optimum viable use. The policies in the Local Plan should therefore make a 

distinction between the two tests included in the Framework for designated heritage assets to 

ensure they are sound. 
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8.14.3 Paragraph 135 of the Framework relates specifically to non-designated heritage assets and the 

policy test that should be applied in these cases is that a balanced judgment should be reached 

having regard to the scale of any harm and the significance of the heritage asset. Once again, 

policies in the Local Plan need to reflect this guidance. 

8.14.4 In addition, in light of the judgement in FODC v. SSCLG and Gladman Developments Ltd. [2016] 

EWHC 421 Admin, Gladman consider it is necessary for the TDLP to carry out an assessment of the 

potential impact of proposed development on heritage assets, as set out in paragraph 129 of the 

Framework. The Judgement concerns the interaction between paragraph 14 and paragraph 134 of 

the Framework, and the issues of the balancing exercise to be undertaken to assess the harm of any 

proposals against the benefits of the identified proposed development in accordance with 

paragraphs 133, 134 and 135 of the Framework. Gladman consider that the implications of the 

Judgement apply equally to both the decision-making process and the plan making process. 

Paragraph 134 is clear in talking about ‘development proposals’, a phrase which can apply equally 

to planning applications and proposed allocations. Furthermore, footnote 29 of the Framework 

clearly states that “The principles and policies set out in this section apply to the heritage-related 

consent regimes for which local planning authorities are responsible under the Planning (Listed 

Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990, as well as to plan-making and decision-taking”. It is 

therefore essential that the implications of the above Judgment are fully considered in the context 

of both decision-taking and plan-making. 

8.15 Policy PPL9: Listed Building 

8.15.1 Gladman object to Policy PPL9 on the same basis as set out above in Section 8.14. 

8.16 Policy CP2: Improving the Transport Network 

8.16.1 Gladman object to Policy CP2 in that it states that proposals which would have any adverse 

transport impacts will not be granted planning permission. This is completely contrary to the 

Framework.  

8.16.2 Para 32 of the Framework states that development should only be refused on transport grounds 

where the residual cumulative impacts of development are severe. Policy CP2 should therefore be 

reworded to avoid it being unsound. 

8.17 Policy DI1: Infrastructure Delivery and Impact Mitigation 

8.17.1 Gladman object to Policy DI1 in that there is no definition within the Policy, nor supporting text, as 

to what the Council consider to be a minimum level of developer profit. This Policy is therefore 

unclear, not enforceable and the implications of the Policy cannot be properly tested. Reference to 

a minimum level of developer profit should therefore be removed from the Policy. 
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9 SITE SUBMISSIONS 

9.1 Overview 

9.1.1 Gladman consider that there is an over reliance in the North Essex Part 1 Plan for Braintree, 

Colchester and Tendring on the strategic Garden Communities. These are all large-scale sites with 

significant requirements for infrastructure which will take a considerable amount of time to deliver. 

It is considered that the Councils’ view that 2,500 units will be delivered on each of the Garden 

Communities by the end of the Plan period (2033) is ambitious and because of the reliance on the 

large-scale sites, there will be a shortfall of housing provision in the early years of the Plan. 

9.1.2 Barton Willmore have also highlighted an issue with the OAN for Tendring suggesting that 550 

dwellings per annum does not meet the full need for housing in the district and that, as a minimum, 

the Local Plan should be based on a minimum housing requirement of 674 dwellings per annum, 

with the need having the potential to be significantly higher than this figure. 

9.1.3 There is also a need for the Local Plan for Tendring to be flexible to allow for changes in 

circumstances which include sites not coming forward as anticipated or delivering fewer units than 

expected. Typically, Inspectors are seeking an additional 20% above the housing requirement to 

ensure that the Local Plan meets or hopefully surpasses the housing requirement over the Plan 

period. 

9.1.4 Therefore, in order to account for all of the above factors, it is considered that additional, small scale 

allocations should be made in the Tendring Local Plan to deliver housing in the short term, 

contributing to the Council’s 5-year housing land supply and allowing small and medium sized 

housebuilders the opportunity to deliver sites in Tendring, thereby increasing delivery in the 

district. 

9.1.5 Gladman are promoting a number of sites across the district which are located in sustainable 

settlements and are available, achievable and deliverable. The sites are listed below and are covered 

in more detail in the attached Development Briefs (Appendices 3, 4, 5 and 6). These sites should 

therefore be allocated in the Tending Local Plan. 

9.2 Bromley Road, Parsons Heath 

9.2.1 Gladman is promoting land at Bromley Road, Parsons Heath for residential development (See 

Appendix 3). The 7.33-hectare site presents an ideal opportunity to create a sustainable, high quality 

residential development situated in a sought-after location. 

9.2.2 The site is located on the eastern edge of Colchester and it is anticipated that around 4.2 hectares 

would be residential development, with the remainder comprising green infrastructure. 
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9.2.3 The land lies to the south of Bromley Road and comprises two fields. It is well enclosed by tree and 

hedgerow cover along its boundaries with Churn Wood, Bromley Road and Salary Brook, which is 

located directly to the west of the site. Its north-eastern boundary adjoins the grounds of Hill Farm 

and Crockleford Grange. The site is opposite existing residential development at Longridge. The site 

is also adjacent to the large town of Colchester and falls within a broad location proposed as a new 

garden community on the Colchester-Tendring border.  

9.2.4 Parsons Heath is a vibrant area on the edge of Colchester which offers a range of amenities within 

walking and cycling distance of the site. These are located in three main clusters: on Bromley Road, 

on Harwich Road/Parsons Heath and in Greenstead district centre. These areas offer services and 

facilities including nursery schools, primary schools, a secondary school, a health centre, pharmacy, 

leisure centre, library and places of worship. 

9.2.5 The site is capable of delivering up to 145 dwellings of varying sizes, types and tenures including 

affordable housing delivered in accordance with planning policy and is capable of coming forward 

within the next 5 years. 

9.2.6 The site is not subject to any national, local or other landscape designations and landscape buffers 

could be provided to the north and east of the site, adjacent to Churn Wood and Salary Brook, which 

would be designated as a new waterside park. The site is well-contained adjacent to the existing 

urban context and a residential development and associated green infrastructure could be 

incorporated within the local landscape without resulting in any unacceptable landscape or visual 

effects. 

9.2.7 Gladman consider the site is available, achievable and deliverable and should therefore be allocated 

in the Tending Local Plan. 

9.3 Grange Road, Lawford 

9.3.1 Gladman are promoting land at Grange Road to the south-west of Lawford for residential 

development (See Appendix 4). This 6.6-hectare site presents an ideal opportunity to create a 

sustainable, high quality residential development situated in a sought-after location. 

9.3.2 It is currently envisaged that built development would only be situated in the southern part of the 

site in order to protect and enhance a Scheduled Monument in the northern portion. With this in 

mind the developable area is likely to be less than 6.6 hectares. 

9.3.3 Lawford is a vibrant settlement which adjoins the built-up area of the town of Manningtree. The 

civil parish of Manningtree (which includes Lawford) is home to a population in the region of 5,700 

people according to the 2011 Census.  

9.3.4 Lawford is an active and successful community and provides residents with direct access to 

community facilities including: 
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• Lawford Church of England Primary School 

• Highfields County Primary School 

• The Lawford GP Surgery 

9.3.5 Lawford is also accessible to facilities in Manningtree, such as: 

• Manningtree High School 

• Manningtree Train Station 

• A range of retailers including convenience stores 

• Pharmacies 

• Public Houses 

• Post Office 

9.3.6 Lawford (alongside Manningtree and Mistley) is identified within the emerging Local Plan as a 

suitable location to accommodate additional homes with an established town centre, employment 

areas and infrastructure. Gladman believe that Lawford is capable of supporting further growth 

beyond the minimum 1,500 to 2,500 dwellings proposed for this tier in the emerging Local Plan, so 

housing development need not be limited to this amount. 

9.3.7 The site is capable of delivering up to 105 dwellings of varying sizes, types and tenures including 

affordable housing delivered in accordance with planning policy. The proposed development will 

follow a design-led approach, informed by consultation with the District Council, key stakeholders 

and the local community, responding sensitively to the site’s setting and respecting the grain of the 

surrounding landscape, both built and undeveloped. The development will be a positive addition 

to Lawford, complementing the character of the surrounding area in terms of scale, density, 

character and quality. 

9.3.8 Gladman consider the site is available, achievable and deliverable and should therefore be allocated 

in the Tending Local Plan. 

9.4 Wick Lane, Ardleigh 

9.4.1 Gladman is promoting land at Wick Lane, Ardleigh for residential development (Appendix 5). The 

7.58-hectare site presents an ideal opportunity to create a sustainable, high quality residential 

development situated in a sought-after location. It is anticipated that around 4.2 hectares would be 

residential development, with the remainder comprising green infrastructure. 

9.4.2 The land lies to the north of Wick Lane, at its junction with the A137 (Colchester Road). The southern 

boundary of the site abuts 12 existing properties on Colchester Road. Immediately east of the site 

lies St Mary’s Church of England Primary School and land used by the neighbouring industrial area 

for the storage and distribution of agricultural machinery. The village centre is also situated to the 
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east, focused along The Street and Colchester Road. Open countryside under arable cultivation lies 

to the north and west of the site. 

9.4.3 Ardleigh is an active and successful community and provides residents with direct access to 

community facilities including: 

• St Mary’s Primary School; 

• General Stores and Post Office; 

• Newstrend newsagents; 

• Ardleigh Surgery 

• Ardleigh Village Hall. 

9.4.4 Ardleigh is identified in the adopted and emerging versions of the Tendring District Local Plan as a 

suitable location to accommodate additional homes.  

9.4.5 The site is capable of delivering up to 118 dwellings including affordable housing delivered in 

accordance with the Council’s requirements. The site is not subject to any national, local or other 

landscape designations and is well contained within the landscape.  A landscape appraisal has 

confirmed that through sensitive landscaping, green infrastructure provision and good quality 

design, any impact of a development on the countryside and the character of Ardleigh could be 

minimised. 

9.4.6 A high-quality housing development would be a positive addition to Ardleigh, complementing the 

character of the surrounding area in terms of character and quality. Gladman consider the site is 

available, achievable and deliverable and should therefore be allocated in the Tending Local Plan. 

9.5 Land East of Oakwood Park, Holland Road, Clacton 

9.5.1 Gladman are promoting land to the East of Oakwood Park, Holland Road to the north-east of 

Clacton Town Centre for residential development (See Appendix 6). This 11.6 ha site is located 

within the Settlement Development Boundary of Clacton to the east of the proposed allocation 

SAMU3. 

9.5.2 Clacton is a Strategic Urban Settlement at the top of the Council’s Settlement Hierarchy where a 

considerable level of new housing growth will be directed and the Council have accepted that 

growth in this location is sustainable by allocating land at Oakwood Park in Policy SAMU3. 

9.5.3 The site is capable of delivering up to 300 residential units with associated community benefits, 

open space and affordable housing delivered in accordance with the Council’s requirements. The 

site is not subject to any national, local or other landscape designations and is well contained within 

the landscape and landscape features would be retained where possible.  
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9.5.4 A high-quality housing development would be a positive addition to Clacton, complementing the 

character of the surrounding area in terms of character and quality. Gladman consider the site is 

available, achievable and deliverable and should therefore be allocated in the Tending Local Plan  
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10 CONCLUSIONS 

10.1 Overview 

10.1.1 Having considered the TDLP, Gladman are concerned about a range of matters including the 

housing and employment needs, delivery of the Garden Communities, spatial distribution and 

several of the detailed development management policies. 

10.1.2 The plan must be positively prepared, effective, justified and consistent with national policy to be 

found sound at examination. In the first instance, the Council must start with clearly defining a NPPF 

and PPG compliant OAN by developing an unconstrained requirement which properly follows the 

guidelines set out at the national level. The Council should then develop a robust housing 

requirement using this OAN as a starting point.  

10.1.3 Gladman commissioned Barton Willmore to undertake a review of the Objectively Assessed 

Housing Need (OAHN) undertaken by the Council in 2017. The review (attached as Appendix 2) 

concludes that an unjustified approach has been taken to the issue of Unattributable Population 

Change in Tendring, the OAHN makes no adjustment for supressed household formation in 

Tendring, it does not provide a consistent approach to the economic aspects of housing need across 

the HMA and there is evidence to suggest that a greater than 15% uplift should be applied to the 

OAHN for Tendring to address worsening Market Signals.  

10.1.4 In Barton Willmore’s professional opinion, 550 dwellings per annum represents an under estimate 

of the level of housing need for Tendring and at the minimum, there is a need for 674 dwellings 

per annum simply to meet the demographic need identified by DCLG in the household projections. 

Barton Willmore’s overall conclusion is that the true level of housing need in Tendring is between 

674 and 972 dwellings per annum. 

10.1.5 Careful consideration needs to be given to the spatial strategy that forms the basis of the spatial 

distribution of growth across the district. All sustainable settlements should be allowed to play their 

part in meeting their own housing and employment needs as well as contributing to the wider 

district’s requirements. A flexible approach to delivering the development needs of the district will 

ensure the plan’s ultimate deliverability and success. 

10.1.6 Whilst it is supported that the main urban areas continue to play a key role in the accommodation 

of future development within the district, this should not be at the expense of ensuring that the 

housing and employment needs of other settlements are met. Para 55 of the Framework seeks to 

promote sustainable development in rural areas to maintain and enhance rural vitality and viability. 

10.1.7 This is particularly the case given that with the complexities of delivering the Garden communities, 

it is considered that there is a significant shortfall of housing provision in the short to medium term 

which needs to be addressed through additional smaller scale housing allocations. 
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10.1.8 With this in mind, Gladman are promoting a number of sites in sustainable locations which are 

available, achievable and deliverable and should be included within the Tendring Local Plan as 

residential allocations. These include: 

a. Bromley Road, Parsons Heath. 

b. Grange Road, Lawford. 

c. Wick Lane, Ardleigh. 

d. Land East of Oakwood Park, Holland Road, Clacton. 
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1.0 Introduction 

1.1 Gladman Developments is promoting various sites across the North Essex Housing Market Area 

(HMA). These sites are at various stages in the planning process and also range in size- from 

approximately 50 dwellings to a new Garden Village of up to 1,000 dwellings. Within Tendring 

District there are three sites in Gladman’s interest, for between 50 and up to 145 dwellings.  

1.2 The purpose of this report is to assess if the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) process in Tendring 

has been robust- this is both in terms of its basis for underpinning the emerging Local Plans’ 

soundness and in determining the selection of sites. Tendring District currently has its 

Publication Draft Local Plan out to consultation until 28th July 2017. To date, there has been SA 

work covering the Strategic Plan for North Essex  for the North Essex HMA authorities 

(Braintree, Colchester and Tendring) (June 2017), with the most recent SA work relating to the 

development of the emerging Local Plan being the Tendring District Publication Draft Local 

Plan SA (June 2017). 

1.3 This assessment is set out against the requirements of the National Planning Policy Framework 

(NPPF) in paragraph 165 whereby “a sustainability appraisal which meets the requirements of 

the European Directive on strategic environmental assessment should be an integral part of 

the plan preparation process, and should consider all the likely significant effects on the 

environment, economic and social factors.”  

1.4 Following this the PPG (ID11-018) requires that different realistic and deliverable options for 

policies within the plan are tested, with the PPG setting out “They must be sufficiently distinct 

to highlight the different sustainability implications of each so that meaningful comparisons 

can be made.”  The SA is required to set out why those reasonable alternatives were chosen. In 

terms of housing policies for a plan this means testing: 

1 Reasonable alternatives on the quantum of development (i.e. the housing requirement); 

and, 

2 Reasonable alternatives on the distribution of development (i.e. the spatial strategy and 

combination of site allocations to be made). 

1.5 The report is set out as follows: 

 Section 2.0 provides an overview of the approach to the Sustainability Assessment for the 

North Essex HMA and evaluates the robustness of the assessment for the Garden 

Community sites; 

 Section 3.0 gives an overview of the SA work done specifically for Tendring District, in 

particular through the methodology and conclusions made in determining the quantum of 

development, spatial distribution and site selection for housing, as well as addressing 

whether Gladman’s sites in the District were fairly assessed; 

 Section 4.0 draws conclusions on the SA work. 
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2.0 Overview of the North Essex SA 

2.1 The local authorities that make up the North Essex HMA (Braintree, Colchester and Tendring- 

excluding Chelmsford City Council) are producing a common (or ‘joint’) Part 1 plan, which will 

consist of the strategic plan for all three authorities. As part of this, the authorities undertook an 

SA which was published as the Section One for Local Plans (Reg 19) SA in June 2017. Part 2 of 

the Local Plan consists of the policies specifically for Tendring District up to 2033. At present it 

is at the Publication Draft stage, out for consultation until the 28th July, with the expectation 

that the Plan will be adopted in Autumn 2018. 

2.2 This section will address whether the Section One for Local Plans (Reg 19) SA (June 2017) 

promotes sustainable development and effectively assesses reasonable alternatives against the 

preferred approaches included in the Strategic Plan for North Essex.  

2.3 Firstly, in respect of the scale of growth across the area, the SA assesses three alternatives. 

Considering demographic projections and job growth forecasts, the SA utilises a starting point 

that 2,186 new homes will be needed every year in the HMA (excluding Chelmsford) between 

2013 and 2033, based on an uplift of 15% in housing related to job growth, as established in the 

OAHN Study Update (November 2016). The SA assesses the alternative scenarios as included in 

the OAHN Study Update (November 2016) in meeting housing needs as: 

 Alternative 1 – A lower uplift in employment in the HMA than the policy approach (8%) 

 Alternative 2 – A higher uplift in employment in the HMA than the policy approach (17%) 

2.4 Alternative 2 comes out with mixed positive and negative results against the Sustainability 

Objectives (SO) compared to Alternative 1 where the impacts are unknown or neutral. More 

specifically, for Alternative 2 positive impacts were identified for housing, while there were 

negative impacts identified for landscapes as a result of higher growth than that stated in policy. 

2.5 Secondly, in terms of the Spatial Strategy assessed in the SA, the preferred approach involves 

focusing growth on existing settlements- either within or adjoining them, with the majority in 

the principal settlements of each local authority and other development accommodated 

according to the settlement hierarchy for each District. Three garden communities are also 

proposed as part of this strategy, to accommodate 7,500 new homes in the Plan period. This 

preferred approach is predominantly positive; with the Council also expressing that should any 

of the preferred Garden Community options become undeliverable or unviable, that other 

options will be explored. 

2.6 The reasonable alternatives considered in the SA against this preferred approach are: 

 Alternative 1 – A focus on allocating all the explored Garden Community options 

proposed in the Strategic area at smaller individual scales; 

 Alternative 2 – The allocation of one Garden Community only; 

 Alternative 3 – The allocation  of two Garden Communities only; 

 Alternative 4 – A focus on existing settlements only across the Strategic Area, 

commensurate to proportionate growth (exploring whether needs can be met without the 

allocation of Garden Communities); and 

 Alternative 5 – A focus on stimulating infrastructure and investment opportunities across 

the Strategic Area. 

2.7 The Council also asked that a sixth alternative be considered, which was put forward by the 

Campaign Against Urban Sprawl in Essex (CAUSE). It seeks to deliver infrastructure first, to 

deliver a frequent rail service and then accommodate between 6,000-9,000 homes (depending 
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on densities) along the Colchester-Clacton rail corridor (between Alresford, Great Bentley, 

Weeley and Thorpe le Soken). 

 Alternative 6 – CAUSE’s Metro Plan 

2.8 All alternatives were rejected against the sustainability objectives. It was assessed that 

Alternative 1 was strong for overall positive impacts, however it would not allow for distribution 

across existing settlements with overprovision in Colchester and housing and employment 

inequalities. Furthermore the addition of more Garden Communities since the Draft Local Plan 

in 2016, growth would be significantly above that of the OAN. Alternative 2, 3 and 4 were 

rejected on the grounds that they would not meet the North Essex authorities’ housing 

requirement. Alternative 5 was rejected on the grounds that it goes against the selection of 

Garden Communities that represent a good balance of opportunities and constraints and 

sustainability, rather than just economic needs. Alternative 6 was rejected for its focus on 

development in Tendring and lack of development for Braintree, its impact on environmental 

sustainability resulting from the geographical distribution of development and an increase in 

visitors to the coast due to the transport improvements and Tendring has also identified that it 

only has capacity for 550 dwellings per annum. 

2.9 The North Essex SA assesses the Garden Community options across the HMA, based on the 

Town and Country Planning Association (TCPA) Garden City Principles. The SA only includes 

sites that can deliver at least 5,000 dwellings largely due to it being considered the tipping point 

for delivering a secondary school (see SA pg.185, 3rd paragraph). These are included in Policies 

SP8-SP10 of the Strategic Plan for North Essex. The six broad locations of Garden Villages in the 

HMA assessed were: 

 Tendring/Colchester Borders- including three sub-options, this is a preferred option as 

it is believed to be able to stimulate infrastructure delivery and is a relatively unconstrained 

location; 

 North Colchester- including two sub-options, this option has been rejected due to the 

limited scope for maximum sustainable benefits associated with adhering to Garden City 

principles; 

 Colchester/Braintree Borders- including four sub-options and covering both 

Colchester BC and Braintree DC, this is a preferred option for similar reasons to that of East 

Colchester;  

 West of Braintree- this includes two sub-options and covers Braintree DC as well as the 

potential to incorporate Uttlesford DC, it is a preferred option although the option 

incorporating Uttlesford land has been rejected at this stage on the basis that they are not 

working alongside the North Essex authorities; 

 CAUSE ‘Colchester Metro Plan’- including one sub-option, this option has been 

rejected due to its inability to deliver the required growth and the deliverability, 

developability and availability of sites in this location; and 

 Monks Wood- including one sub-option, this relies on the delivery of an A120 project to 

come forward. It is not guaranteed that this project will come forward at all and if it does, is 

not due to be completed until 2026. 

2.10 The final two were not included in the Garden Communities assessed in the SA for the Draft 

Local Plan in June 2016 (although CAUSE’s plan was considered for the spatial strategy as seen 

above). Their inclusion has come about through consultation since the Draft Plan was 

published. Three of the above options form policies SP8-10 of the Strategic Plan for North 

Essex- their assessment within the SA (June 2017) can be seen below. 
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Has the SA assessed Garden Village allocations in the North 
Essex HMA robustly? 

2.11 Considering the strategic nature of the Garden Communities and the fact that in some cases they 

cross over authority boundaries, they have been assessed within the North Essex SA. Three of 

the options for Garden Communities are allocated within the most recent iterations of the 

emerging Local Plans (Part 1) of the local authorities. These are Tendring/Colchester Borders, 

Colchester/Braintree Borders and West of Braintree- all for 2,500 homes each in the Plan 

period. 

2.12 Appendix 1 of the North Essex SA (June 2017) assesses all the Garden Community options, with 

the table of reasons for selection or rejection is included below (Table 26 of the SA). A threshold 

for a 5,000 dwelling capacity for a site to be considered for a Garden Community was applied. 

This was considered to be largely based on the threshold for a mixed use development to deliver 

a secondary school (see SA pg.185, 3rd paragraph). 

  

Table 2.1 The Garden Community Options in North Essex 

Option Sub-Option Indicative 
Scheme 

Reason for selection/rejection 

Tendring/ 
Colchester 

Borders 

Option 1: 
Southern 
Land Focus 

6,611 homes, 
7ha mixed use, 
5ha 
employment 

The Tendring / Colchester Borders Garden Community has 
more opportunities for sustainable travel links into 
Colchester than other options, a major regional centre. 
The Garden Community is also in close proximity to the 
University and high quality employment opportunities. As 
one of the major centres in the region, Colchester offers a 
full range of facilities including a hospital and 

is a major shopping and cultural destination. This would 
provide high order services not on the garden community 
within a closer proximity with the opportunities for public 
transport, walking and cycling links. Colchester is also a 
major employer in the region and provides a good level 
and mix of employment opportunities. There is the 
opportunity to access these opportunities via public 
transport, walking and cycling. 

Option 2: 
A133 to 
Colchester-
Ipswich rail 
line 

8,834 homes, 
10ha mixed use, 
5ha 
employment 

Option 3: 
North to 
South wrap 

11,409 homes, 
13ha mixed use, 
7ha 
employment 

North 
Colchester 

Option 1: 
East of 
Langham 
Lane focus 

6,606 homes, 
7ha mixed use, 
7ha 
employment 

The discounting of the North Colchester site for a Garden 
Community was based on the negative environmental 
impacts of a large Garden Community on 

an area of significant landscape and environmental value. 
Additionally, the deliverability and sustainability of 
Garden Communities was considered to be best served by 
their location in two distinct areas of the 

Borough as opposed to adjacent communities such as 
North Colchester. 

Option 2: 
Maximum 
Land Take 

10,132 homes, 
10ha mixed use, 
10ha 
employment 

Colchester/
Braintree 
Borders 

Option 1: 
North and 
South of 
A12/Rail 
Corridor 
focus 

16,861 homes, 
9ha mixed use, 
10ha 
employment 

The Colchester Braintree borders site is in closer proximity 
to the mainline railway station at Marks Tey, which with 
upgraded facilities would give regular train links to 
London, Colchester and beyond within walking, cycling or 
bus rapid transport system to the station. There are also 
more opportunities for sustainable travel links into 
Colchester, a major regional centre of facilities and 
employment. The Colchester Braintree borders site is in 

Option 2: 
South of 

17,182 homes, 
9ha mixed use, 
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Option Sub-Option Indicative 
Scheme 

Reason for selection/rejection 

A120 and 
North of 
Marks Tey 
existing 
settlement  

11ha 
employment 

closer proximity to Colchester. As one of the major 
centres in the region, Colchester offers a full range of 
facilities including a hospital and is a major shopping and 
cultural destination. This would provide high order 
services not on the garden community within a closer 
proximity with the opportunities for public transport, 
walking and cycling links. Colchester is also a major 
employer in the region and provides a good level and mix 
of employment opportunities. There is the opportunity to 
access these opportunities via public transport, walking 
and cycling. 

Option 3: 
South of 
A120 Focus 

13,105 homes, 
7ha mixed use, 
9ha 
employment 

Option 4: 
Maximum 
land take 

27,841 homes, 
16ha mixed use 
15ha 
employment 

West of 
Braintree 

Option 1: 
Braintree DC 
only 

9,665 homes, 
12ha mixed use, 
10ha 
employment 

The West of Braintree garden community is suitable and 

deliverable. Further work will continue to be undertaken 
with Uttlesford District Council who will be shortly 
deciding whether to take forward additional land within 
UDC. If UDC chose to take this option forward, then 
further evolutions of the proposals will take place, taking 
into account a wider development area. 

Officers have balanced the impacts of development, such 
as the loss of high quality agricultural land and the change 
in character of the area, with the benefits of the long term 
delivery of new homes, infrastructure and 

community facilities and consider that a new standalone 
garden community is suitable for West of Braintree and 
are recommending that this is taken forward in the Local 
Plan. 

Option 2: 
Braintree DC 
and 
Uttlesford 
DC land 

12,949 homes, 
16ha mixed use, 
13ha 
employment 

CAUSE 
‘Colchester 
Metro Plan’ 

Option 1: 
Metro Plan 
submission 

6,000-8,000 
dwellings 

The CAUSE option has been rejected due its inability to 
deliver the required growth, linked to deliverability / 
developability and the availability / lack of promotion of 
land within the model to the required scales. It is also not 
considered that a series of smaller developments can 
successfully combine to meet the requirements of 
sustainability / Garden City principles. 

Monks 
Wood 

Option 1: 
Proposal as 
submitted 

Up to 15,000 
homes, 
245,300sqm 
non-residential 
space 

The option at Monks Wood is currently located on the 
highly trafficked and single carriageway section of the 
A120. The only other roads in the vicinity are very rural 
lanes in the vicinity and no opportunity to access a site of 
this size by other routes. If the A120 project is to go 
ahead, 1 of the 5 options could see the new A120 run 
through the site, the other 4 would be distant from the 

site. Whilst any upgrade option would provide capacity on 
the existing A120 network, there are no guarantees that 
the project will go forward. With the exception of option 
A travel to the strategic highway network would need to 
be via Marks Tey to the east or Braintree to the 

west. In addition the project is not due to complete until 
2026, so completions would not be able to start until that 
date. The employment market in Braintree 

is less strong than Colchester and major new employment 
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Option Sub-Option Indicative 
Scheme 

Reason for selection/rejection 

areas are proposed on the west side of Braintree which is 
in close proximity to the West of Braintree garden 
community. 

Source: Section One for Local Plans (Reg 19) Sustainability Appraisal (June 2017) 

2.13 Overall it is self-evident that the North Essex authorities have assessed a reasonable range of 

alternatives, with most of these options including multiple sub-options within them. It appears 

that the eventual selection of the three Garden Communities was a result of wanting them to be 

relatively evenly spread out across the three authorities, within the most sustainable locations in 

terms of being close to the main road network and District centres and also based on the 

feedback received through previous public consultations. Meanwhile other sites not included in 

the above table were rejected in both the call for sites process and issues and options stage on 

the grounds of scale (i.e. capacity for less than 5,000 dwellings and included in assessment in 

Section 2) and deliverability- including availability of sites.  

2.14 However, the threshold of 5,000 dwellings appears to be entirely arbitrary and is considered 

potentially unreasonable as it artificially reduces the scope and range of reasonable alternatives 

considered for Garden Village locations. It is put forward on the basis that it is the tipping point 

at which a Garden Village can provide a secondary school, but the threshold is unjustified 

because: 

1 Information contained within The Essex County Council Developers’ Guide to 

Infrastructure Contributions – Revised Edition 2016 states that four forms of entry (600 

pupils in the 11 to 16 range), is the minimum secondary school size that would normally be 

considered financially viable. This is then established to equate to 3,000 houses or a mixed 

development of over 4,000 houses and flats. The SA however states that “what constituted 

a reasonable Garden Community option is 5,000 dwellings… broadly based on that of the 

threshold for the required provision of a new secondary school for a mixed-use 

development in the ECC Developer’s Guide to Infrastructure Contributions – Revised 

2016”. Another council within the North Essex HMA and therefore also subject to the 

Strategic Plan for North Essex SA- Braintree Council- also deem it appropriate to apply the 

3,000 threshold identified by Essex County Council by also including evidence at paragraph 

2.59 of their Local Plan SA (June 2017), that when assessing sites for housing allocations 

there should be the assumption that sites with capacity for at least 3,000 dwellings would 

provide a new secondary school. The scale of development to justify delivery of a secondary 

school (the apparent logic engaged by the SA to justify the threshold) is actually much lower 

than the  threshold; 

2 Sites of less than 5,000 dwellings can deliver new secondary schools and we are aware of 

examples of smaller garden villages being planned on this basis. In particular the SA fails to 

reflect that secondary schools will typically serve a wider catchment than the sole area they 

are located in; pinning such a threshold to delivery of a secondary school fails to reflect the 

various real world situations where smaller garden villages may still deliver schools. There 

is also no justification included in any of the SA work as to why the capacity to deliver a 

secondary school should be the criteria for the garden communities of North Essex. 
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3 The Government define a garden village as between 1,500 and 10,000 homes1. Therefore 

the SA takes a different definition as to the scale of garden village that could sustainably 

contribute towards meeting the housing needs of areas. 

2.15 Notwithstanding, the above factors, the SA chooses to use a 5,000 dwelling threshold (see para 

2.14, point 1) despite no justification given for it. The 5,000 dwelling capacity threshold appears 

arbitrary and unnecessarily high. Overall therefore the SA’s approach has considerable 

shortcomings in assessing reasonable alternatives for new garden communities as the sites 

assessed were based on overly restrictive criteria and therefore failed to address all reasonable 

alternatives for garden communities across the three local authorities. 

2.16 The criteria for minimum size garden communities should be reassessed and fully justified by 

the North Essex local authorities to establish what the real threshold for a garden community is. 

Currently Gladman have two potential new village sites of Coggeshall Road, Stisted (Braintree 

DC) and potentially Wakes Colne (Colchester BC) which have a capacity for up to 1,000 

dwellings. At present it appears that the threshold for garden communities means that sites of 

this level of development will be unfairly assessed or excluded altogether from the SA. Section 

3.0 will establish if housing allocations at the local authority level deem this to be the case. 

Summary 

2.17 In terms of the spatial strategy, at this stage the range of alternatives explored against the 

preferred approach does not appear to be unreasonable. 

2.18 The key issue highlighted which impacts on all three North Essex authorities is the restrictive 

nature of the screening out of reasonable alternatives for new garden communities for not 

meeting the 5,000 dwelling threshold while sites from 1,500 would be considered garden 

villages and 3,000 dwellings is the recognised threshold to deliver a secondary school in Essex. 

More clarity for this position is required here for the SA to be deemed robust as it seems likely 

that reasonable alternatives have been overlooked and as a result at this stage the preferred 

garden community options cannot be considered as the most sustainable options available. 

2.19 It should be noted that if the OAN were to change again- as it did between the original OAHN 

Study in July 2015 and its update in November 2016- then the North Essex SA would need to 

properly factor in what the consequential impact would be. 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                              
1 HM Government https://www.gov.uk/government/news/first-ever-garden-villages-named-with-government-support (January 
2017) 

https://www.gov.uk/government/news/first-ever-garden-villages-named-with-government-support
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3.0 The Tendring Local Plan SA Approach 

3.1 The most recent iteration of the emerging Local Plan- the Tendring District Council Local Plan 

Section 2: Draft Publication (Regulation 19)- and its accompanying SA were published in June 

2017. 

Has the SA assessed reasonable alternatives for the scale of 
housing robustly? 

3.2 The Council’s preferred option is to deliver 11,000 between 2015 and 2033, at a rate of 550 

dwellings per annum (dpa). The SA also looked at other alternatives for housing delivery: 

 Option 1 – A lower-range OAN growth scenario of an average of 500 dwellings per annum 

over the Plan period 

 Policy LP1 – A mid-range OAN growth scenario of an average of 550 dwellings per annum 

over the Plan period 

 Option 2 – A higher-range OAN growth scenario of an average of 600 dwellings per 

annum over the Plan period 

 Option 3 – An indicative higher growth scenario than that identified in the new OAN study 

(>600 dwellings per annum) 

 Option 4 – The previous Local Plan target of 375 dwellings per annum- an indicative lower 

growth scenario than that identified in the OAN study 

3.3 The preferred approach was chosen as it was the figure recommended in the OAHN Study 

Update (November 2016) and because it represents the most appropriate quantum for 

development in regard to the most suitable, available, deliverable and developable sites explored 

in the plan-making process.  

3.4 In terms of the other options, it seems that in some areas the alternatives involving a higher 

quantum of development have been unfairly assessed. For example, it is considered that Option 

3 will not promote regeneration. However it can be argued that this scale of development will 

still require the development of regeneration sites while also including greenfield sites, thus 

meaning a minor negative impact is unjust.  

3.5 Moreover it appears that Options 2 and 3 are viewed negatively due to the requirement that with 

this scale of development the Expanded Settlement at Weeley will have to come forward. 

Interestingly as Option 2 was the preferred option at the previous stage of the emerging Local 

Plan, its inclusion results in poor scores in terms of sustainable development and transport and 

climate change. For example, for climate change 600dpa is considered the tipping point at 

which emissions and pollution reach an uncertain and then negative impact, while development 

between 375dpa and 550dpa will have a positive impact across all of the measurements. There is 

no justification as to why this would be the case or the evidence that supports this position. 

Other examples where the impact is not effectively justified include where this 550dpa is 

considered the tipping point at which there would be a negative impact on reducing the need for 

greenfield development. There should be information on the availability of sites across the 

District, and in particular how much brownfield/regeneration land is available for this to be 

substantiated.  

3.6 Overall however, the assessment of reasonable alternatives for the scale of housing within the 

SA does not appear to be unreasonable at this stage. A range of different scales of development 

have been assessed. 
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Has the SA assessed reasonable alternatives for the 
distribution/strategy of housing robustly? 

3.7 The Council’s preferred option under Policy LP1 is to deliver 11,551 homes based on a strategy 

of: 

 Large sites with planning permission/resolution to grant (5,527 homes) 

 Strategic allocations- mixed use (2,680 homes) 

 Strategic allocations- housing (564 homes) 

 Medium sized allocations (530 homes) 

 Tendring Colchester Garden Community (1,250 homes) 

3.8 It appears that the spatial strategy is based on the settlement hierarchy (Policy SPL1) and no 

alternatives were considered reasonable for the distribution or spatial strategy for housing. This 

settlement hierarchy is set out as: 

1 Strategic Urban Settlements (e.g. Clacton-on-Sea, Harwich and Tendring/Colchester 

Borders Garden Community) 

2 Smaller Urban Settlements (e.g. Frinton, Walton and Manningtree) 

3 Rural Service Settlements (e.g. Alresford, Great Bentley and Little Clacton) 

4 Smaller Rural Settlements (e.g. Ardleigh, Great Bromley and Tendring) 

3.9 However, it was noted that at the Preferred Options stage of the Local Plan in 2016, the 

Expanded Settlement at Weeley had been included as an additional level in the hierarchy 

between smaller urban settlements and rural service settlements. Therefore this was considered 

as a reasonable alternative to introduce it into the hierarchy in the SA. 

3.10 In assessing it against the sustainability objectives, this alternative achieves less significant 

positive impacts against the objectives in ensuring development is located sustainability and 

makes efficient use of land and minimising transport growth. This singular alternative was 

rejected in light of a reduction in the OAN for the District needing to be met. 

3.11 Significantly however, the SA does not assess reasonable alternatives other than the settlement 

hierarchy approach, for example focusing on large strategic developments or infill development 

only or a hybrid method including a number of different approaches. This brings into question 

the robustness of the SA in respect of spatial strategy assessed. Although the Issues and Options 

consultation for the Local Plan (September 2015) sets out options for growth, these have not 

been assessed in either the Local Plan preferred options SA (August 2016) or the Local Plan 

Draft Publication SA (June 2017). 

3.12 As included in the PPG (ID 11-018), different realistic and deliverable options that are distinctly 

different should be tested. Quite clearly no assessment of any reasonable alternatives has been 

made for the distribution of development, in particular testing any other approach that does not 

simply follow the settlement hierarchy. There is also no explanation included in the SA as to why 

any other potential alternatives to this approach were considered unreasonable. In this case it is 

evident that the SA has failed in its purpose and is therefore fundamentally flawed in supporting 

the Local Plan in putting forward the most sustainable approach to the distribution of 

development. 
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Has the SA assessed reasonable alternatives for housing sites 
robustly? 

3.13 The SA sets out the assessment of its housing sites within Appendices 1 and 2. These sites were 

identified through the Council’s on-going SHELAA and Call for Sites process. The assessments 

are separated out into mixed use sites and housing sites. 

3.14 For the mixed use sites, five sites have been allocated with a further seven alternative options 

also assessed. The strategic allocations were assessed in light Garden City principles (as 

informed by the TCPA and NPPG) while purely housing sites were assessed against a ‘policy-off’ 

approach. The allocated sites vary in size from just 150 homes to 1,000, while the alternatives 

explored are much larger at between 675 and 5,400 dwellings. These mixed use site allocations 

are as follows: 

 Tendring Colchester Borders Garden Community (1,250 dwellings) 

 Edme Maltings, Mistley (150 dwellings) SAMU1 

 Hartley Gardens, Clacton (800-1,000 dwellings) SAMU2 

 Oakland Park, Clacton (500 dwellings) SAMU3 

 Rouses Farm, Clacton (850 dwellings) SAMU4 

 South of Thorpe Road, Weeley (280 dwellings) SAMU5 

3.15 There are a few disparities highlighted in the assessment of the mixed development sites which 

appear to give a slightly more favourable approach to allocated sites compared to the 

alternatives. A few examples of this are set out below: 

 Allocated sites SAMU3 and SAMU4 are considered to be mixed use due to delivering 

community facilities as opposed to employment land- yet they are given a neutral impact for 

improving the range of employment opportunities to support a growing population.  It is 

considered that this should be reassessed as a negative impact as their development is 

supporting a growing population but will not improve the range of employment 

opportunities through only providing community facilities. 

 For the objective of enhancing the vitality and viability of town centres, SAMU1 was only 

assessed as having a minor negative impact, while Alternative Option 6 is located in the 

same place and given a significant negative impact, with the reasoning being its lack of rail 

access to Clacton and ease of road access to Colchester. This should be reassessed so that 

both options are assessed as having the same impact- either both a minor negative impact or 

a significant impact- as at present this contributes to the potential of different conclusions 

being drawn on the most sustainable sites for allocation. 

 For the objective relating to the protection and enhancement of listed buildings, SAMU1 

considered to have a minor negative impact due to a listed building being within the site 

boundary; however it is considered that this can be mitigated. Meanwhile Alternative 

Options 2 and 4 both contain scheduled monuments but are given significant negative 

impacts. It appears that here mitigation was only considered an option for the allocated site 

and as such the impact for Alternative Options 2 and 4 should be reassessed as minor 

negative impacts in consideration that mitigation would also be available for these sites. 

Alternatively the Council should set out why development near to a heritage asset could not 

be mitigated to the same extent as that considered for SAMU1. 

3.16 In this final case the SA goes against the PPG (ID11-018) recommendation that “the 

sustainability appraisal must consider all reasonable alternatives and assess them in the same 

level of detail as the option the plan-maker proposes to take forward in the Local Plan (the 
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preferred approach).” As such, it is suggested that there has not been a reasonable assessment 

of all the options, and that a more forensic assessment of this part of the SA would draw out 

more shortfalls in the assessment of the sites which could result in different outcomes for the 

most sustainable sites. 

3.17 It is not clear why mixed housing sites were assessed against the garden city principles- all but 

one of both the mixed use and housing only sites meets the Government’s definition of a Garden 

Village being between 1,500-10,000 homes and therefore this methodology is likely to award 

more significant positive impacts to larger sites. There is no justification for this methodology 

being applied. 

3.18 For the strategic housing allocations, sites were excluded from the SA process if they gained 

planning permission in 2013-2017, if their position in the settlement hierarchy does not allocate 

any development there and if the capacity of the site is for under 10 dwellings. The assessment 

has also been influenced by PAS guidance which sets out exclusionary criteria (e.g. Footnote 9 

constraints under the NPPF), discretionary criteria (e.g. PRoW and agricultural land) and 

deliverability criteria (e.g. land ownership and viability). The assessment assessed sites based on 

the settlement they are in and whether they are strategic/medium-sized or non-strategic (under 

60 dwellings). There are just three strategic housing allocations varying in size between 115-300 

dwellings. These are assessed against all alternatives that can accommodate over 10 dwellings as 

included in Appendix 2 of the SA (June 2017). There is no clear justification as to why these 

three strategic sites have been chosen, and why they have been chosen in these locations ahead 

of other sites in other settlements as they are all assessed based on what settlement they are in 

and there is no commentary to support their assessment against the SA objectives and why the 

other sites have been excluded as preferred allocations. This goes against the guidance in the 

PPG (ID11-018) whereby: 

“The sustainability appraisal should outline the reasons the alternatives were 

selected, the reasons the rejected options were not taken forward and the reasons for 

selecting the preferred approach in light of the alternatives.” 

3.19 Further to this, the key issue with not providing the commentary to the assessment is that there 

are clearly some sites which score better against the SA objectives than the allocated sites but it 

is not clear if they have been rejected for another reason such as deliverability or that against 

this the sites chosen do pass these criteria. As such the preferred sites have not been effectively 

justified in the SA and therefore cannot be supported as sustainable allocations in the Local 

Plan. 

3.20 Significantly in assessing all housing allocation sites, there is a clear issue with separating out all 

the sites into their settlement location in the District. This could quite easily lead to more 

sustainable sites being unfairly excluded as a preferred option. This would occur whereby a 

settlement has reached the capacity the Council has decided is sustainable for it and thus a 

sustainable site there is rejected, while less sustainable sites elsewhere are selected to meet that 

settlements capacity aim. This approach is likely also causing a ‘sustainability trap’2 whereby: 

“Smaller and rural communities [are considered] as unsustainable in principle. Local 

authorities are now increasingly defining settlement hierarchies as a basis for determining the 

permissible scale and nature of sustainable development. However, few if any have devised 

any means by which a settlement at a lower level can migrate up the sustainability ladder. 

This all results in a ‘sustainability trap’. In essence, otherwise beneficial development can only 

be approved if the settlement is considered sustainable in the first place.” 
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                              
2 ‘Living Working Countryside: The Taylor Review of Rural Economy and Affordable Housing’ 2008 
http://www.wensumalliance.org.uk/publications/Taylor_Review_Livingworkingcountryside.pdf  

http://www.wensumalliance.org.uk/publications/Taylor_Review_Livingworkingcountryside.pdf
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3.21 Consequently, as the SA has failed to robustly assess the reasonable alternatives for the 

distribution of housing this sustainability trap adds significant weight to the likelihood that the 

SA has failed in its objectives and that therefore the sites allocated are not sustainable either. It 

is also unclear how the proportion of development has been assigned to each tier of the 

settlement hierarchy and as a result it is evident that reasonable alternatives for housing 

allocations (both for mixed and housing only sites) have either been unfairly assessed or 

completely ignored on the grounds of where they are in the settlement hierarchy. 

3.22 It is therefore considered that there are significant shortcomings in the SA’s approach, and that 

this contributes to the SA not meeting its requirements and therefore potentially not being 

robust in the case of assessing site allocations. The allocations chosen as the preferred options 

are also disadvantaged from not being selected out of a robust housing distribution strategy. The 

SA does not separate out its assessment of strategic and smaller housing allocations and 

provides no basis as to why this has not been done or how this can be supported. Finally the lack 

of a commentary for all of the sites only for housing means there is no justification whatsoever 

in support of the selection of the preferred options and as such this cannot form a substantive 

platform upon which sound housing allocations options can be supported in the Local Plan. 

Gladman’s land interests in Tendring 

3.23 It is difficult to fully assess Gladman’s sites as the SHELAA 2017 is not currently available and 

there are no site locations included within the SA. However the following considerations have 

been made. 

Bromley Road, Parsons Heath 

3.24 The site at Bromley Road, Parsons Heath falls into the broad location for the 

Colchester/Tendring Borders Garden Community. Of all of the sub-options included, the site 

falls either partly or wholly within all of them. Gladman’s site itself has not been assessed 

individually however it can be considered that it would be likely to be viewed favourably due to 

its location within a preferred Garden Community location. An application was submitted for 

145 dwellings in May 2017 (17/00859/OUT) and is currently awaiting a decision. 

Grange Road, Lawford 

3.25 The site at Grange Road, Lawford is not currently known by the Council. It falls into the 

settlement hierarchy under smaller urban settlements of Manningtree (including Lawford and 

Mistley) where the two preferred housing allocations total 175 dwellings.  

3.26 It is unknown whether the site MA13 (land off Grange Road) is the Gladman site, part of the site 

or another site- however it is likely to at least be nearby based on its address. It is stated to have 

capacity for 30 dwellings compared to Gladman’s site for 50-100 dwellings. This site scores 

better against the SA objectives than the preferred options overall, in particular against the 

measurements for GP services, the historic environment and secondary school provision.  

3.27 Although MA13 also then has a minor negative impact for secondary school capacity, one of the 

preferred options has a significant negative impact for secondary school provision but a minor 

positive score for secondary school capacity. In terms of the SA, it should be more important 

that the secondary school is nearby and capacity can be improved through financial 

contributions rather than the secondary school being outside of a sustainable distance. In 

general assessment terms, this highlights an issue with the methodology that in sustainability 

terms having a school closer to the site should be given more importance than one that is further 

away but has considerable capacity for new pupils. The only other area where the Lawford site 

performs worse against the allocated sites was for a minor negative impact against 
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greenfield/brownfield/landscape in regards to the sustainable location of development. Overall 

considering the relative weight which should be awarded to these SA objectives for the assessed 

sites in this settlement, the MA13 site performs better against the SA objectives than in 

particular the land south of Pound Corner (MA17) site which is preferred.  

3.28 If this is not the Gladman site, it will at least be in close proximity and receive similar results 

against the SA objectives like those highlighted above regarding the accessibility for certain 

services and facilities. Considering the use of the PAS guidance to exclude sites, it could also be 

considered that any questions over the deliverability criteria would be resolved through 

Gladman supporting the site for development. As the site is not known to the Council no clear 

conclusions can be drawn as to whether this site was fairly assessed, although it does appear 

that there may have been some unfair assessment for the Manningtree sites overall. 

Wick Lane, Ardleigh 

3.29 The site at Wick Lane has not been assessed within the SA and significantly no sites within 

Ardleigh have been included as preferred options in the Publication Draft Plan. This is likely to 

be associated with Ardleigh’s position in the settlement hierarchy as a smaller rural settlement 

and therefore having a reduced focus for development. It could therefore be contributing to the 

sustainability trap as set out in the previous section. 
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4.0 Conclusions 

4.1 Although the quantity of sites assessed for garden communities is deemed acceptable, the site 

selection has been artificially suppressed by the 5,000 dwelling threshold applied for the sites to 

be assessed in the first place. There is overwhelming evidence that this has resulted in a narrow 

focus and there is a distinct lack of justification as to why this has been done. As a result there is 

likely to be a number of garden communities that the SA has completely failed to consider. 

4.2 The key aspect of the Tendring SA work which means it is not robust is its assessment of the 

reasonable alternatives for the spatial distribution of housing. The SA only explores a settlement 

hierarchy approach and there is no evidence to support this is the most sustainable approach to 

development in Tendring District. This makes the SA fundamentally flawed.  

4.3 As a consequence of this the SA’s approach to site allocations for Tendring cannot be considered 

robust as they are built on an unjustified approach to housing distribution. They have been 

considered against which settlement they are in and therefore this has the potential to exclude 

more sustainable sites just because they are located in a settlement where there are already 

enough site allocations or it is within a settlement which is further down in the hierarchy.  

4.4 On top of this, nowhere in the SA is the appropriate level of development for each settlement in 

the hierarchy established and therefore it is completely unknown if this is the most sustainable 

level that could be achieved. There is also no clarity as to why strategic housing allocations have 

been chosen in the areas they have been and why those in other locations have been excluded. 

As such there is reason to believe that the assessment of strategic and smaller site allocations 

has not been done in a robust manner. 

4.5 The assessment of sites in Gladman’s interests also suggests there may be some shortfalls in 

assessment in terms of the reasons behind their inclusion and exclusion but without more 

information it is difficult to draw some solid conclusions.  

4.6 On the whole, these factors set out that there is a distinct lack of information supporting any of 

the conclusions made on housing distribution and site allocations and therefore they cannot be 

relied upon within this SA and to allow the Local Plan to be found sound. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 This report has been prepared by Barton Willmore LLP’s National Research Team on behalf of 

Gladman Developments Ltd.   

 

1.2 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) states that to boost significantly the supply of 

housing, local planning authorities should use their evidence base to ensure that their Local 

Plan meets the full, objectively assessed need for market and affordable housing (paragraph 

47). 

 

1.3 This report provides a review, critique, and evaluation of Tendring District Council’s most recent 

evidence in respect of the objective assessment of housing need (OAHN).     

 

1.4 At the time of writing the most recent OAHN evidence available from the Council is the 

‘Objectively Assessed Housing Need Study, November 2016 Update’ produced by Peter Brett 

Associates (PBA) for the local authorities of Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester and Tendring.   

 
1.5 The OAHN Update supersedes the original July 2015 OAHN Study and a January 2016 Update 

to take account of the 2014-based official Government population and household projections, 

which provide the starting point for assessing housing need.   

 
1.6 The OAHN Update also gives further consideration to the issue of Unattributable Population 

Change (UPC), utilising a data tool published by the Office for National Statistics (ONS) in 

September 2015 which was considered in the January 2016 Update.  However, the OAHN 

Update considers the issue of UPC in the context of the more recent 2014-based Government 

projections.  The treatment of UPC has a particular impact on the assessment of housing need 

for Tendring when compared with the other authorities of the Housing Market Area (HMA).   

 

1.7 Table 1.1 summarises the OAHN derived from the original July 2015 OAHN Study and the 

November 2016 Update.  The reports provide OAHN for the four authorities considered by the 

Council to represent the HMA. 
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Table 1.1: Comparison of OAHN assessed by the PBA original July 2015 Study and 
November 2016 Update (2013-2037) 

 July 2015 
Dwellings per annum 

November 2016 
Dwellings per annum 

Braintree 845 
 

716 

Chelmsford 775 
 

805 

Colchester 920 
 

920 

Tendring 597 
 

550 

Source: PBA 

 
1.8 The November 2016 OAHN Update concludes that full OAHN for Tendring is 550 dwellings per 

annum and on this basis Policy SP3 of the Publication Draft Local Plan for Tendring makes 

provision for 550 dwellings per annum (dpa) over the Plan period 2013-2033.     

 

1.9 In this context, the purpose of this report is to review the November 2016 OAHN Update to 

determine whether 550 dpa does reflect full OAHN for Tendring District.  We review the OAHN 

Update in the context of the policies of the NPPF and the NPPF’s accompanying Planning 

Practice Guidance (PPG). Specifically, section ID2a of the PPG – ‘Housing and Economic 

Development Needs Assessments’ (HEDNA) – which sets out the recommended methodology 

to be followed in calculating the OAHN.  This report reviews the OAHN Update in the context 

of the stepped approach prescribed by the PPG’s HEDNA methodology. 

 

1.10 This review is structured as follows: 

 

1.11 Chapter 2 outlines the approach to establishing OAHN required by the NPPF and PPG.  A 

summary of proposed changes set out in the recent Housing White Paper (February 2017) are 

also presented. 

 

1.12 Chapter 3 reviews the definition of the Housing Market Area (HMA) adopted by the Council 

for assessing OAHN. 

 
1.13 Chapter 4 addresses the demographic projections presented in the Council’s evidence base, 

specifically the population projections and their conversion into household projections.   

 

1.14 Chapter 5 addresses the approach and results reported in the Council’s evidence base 

concerning the number of homes needed to support future jobs growth in Tendring.  

Specifically, this chapter considers the number of jobs that the evidence base suggests the 

OAHN should be underpinned by and how that number of jobs is converted into homes.   
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1.15 Chapter 6 examines the market signals evidence presented in the Council’s evidence, paying 

particular attention to affordability, and appraises the conclusions regarding market signals 

(worsening or not) and the proposed response. An alternative to the conclusions and response 

to market signals by the Council’s evidence is presented alongside an explanation as to why it 

should be preferred.  

 

1.16 Finally, Chapter 7 summarises the main findings of this review and presents overall 

conclusions on whether there is the potential for an increase to the Council’s existing OAHN. 
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2.0 THE APPROACH TO ASSESSING HOUSING NEED 

 

2.1 This chapter summarises the national planning policy rationale and practice guidance for 

objectively assessing housing need.  

 

i) National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF, 27 March 2012) 

 

2.2 NPPF sets out the Government’s planning policies for England and how these are expected to 

be applied. NPPF states that planning should proactively drive and support sustainable 

economic development to deliver the homes that the country needs, and that every effort 

should be made to objectively identify and then meet housing needs, taking account of market 

signals (paragraph 17). 

 

2.3 In respect of delivering a wide choice of high quality homes, NPPF confirms the need for local 

authorities to boost significantly the supply of housing. To do so, it states that local authorities 

should use their evidence base to ensure that their Local Plan meets the full, objectively 

assessed needs for market and affordable housing in the housing market area (paragraph 47).  

 

2.4 With regard to plan-making, local planning authorities are directed to set out strategic priorities 

for their area in the Local Plan, including policies to deliver the homes and jobs needed in the 

area (paragraph 156).   

 

2.5 Further, Local Plans are to be based on adequate, up to date and relevant evidence, integrating 

assessments of and strategies for housing and employment uses, taking full account of relevant 

market and economic signals (paragraph 158).  

 

2.6 For plan-making purposes, local planning authorities are required to clearly understand housing 

needs in their area.  To do so they should prepare a Strategic Housing Market Assessment 

(SHMA) that identifies the scale and mix of housing and the range of tenures that the local 

population is likely to need over the plan period (paragraph 159). 

 

ii) Planning Practice Guidance (PPG, 06 March 2014) 

 

2.7 PPG was issued as a web based resource on 6th March 2014.  The Housing and Economic 

Development Needs Assessments (HEDNA) section of the PPG (ID2a) is intended to provide 

guidance to local planning authorities on how to determine the full OAHN and present it in a 

SHMA as required by paragraph 159 of the NPPF.   
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2.8 The PPG’s HEDNA section confirms that the OAHN must be an objective assessment based on 

facts and unbiased evidence, and that constraints should not be applied to the OAHN (ID2a, 

paragraph 4).  The OAHN should be ‘policy off’, and use of the PPG methodology for assessing 

OAHN is strongly recommended, to ensure that the assessment is transparent (ID2a, paragraph 

5).   

 

2.9 The full methodology for establishing the OAHN and affordable housing is set out in paragraphs 

ID2a-014 to 029 of the PPG’s HEDNA section.  However, the guidance related to establishing 

OAHN is set out between paragraphs 15 and 20.  In this study an assessment of OAHN and not 

affordable housing is provided.  The relevant paragraphs of PPG predominantly referred to are 

therefore paragraphs 15-20. 

 

2.10 The PPG HEDNA methodology is summarised as follows: 

 

Step1 - Starting point estimate of need 

 

2.11 The methodology states that the starting point for assessing overall housing need should be 

the household projections published by the Department for Communities and Local 

Government, but that they are trends based and may require adjustment to reflect factors, 

such as unmet or suppressed need, not captured in past trends (ID2a 015).  

 

“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.” (2a-015) (Our emphasis) 
 

Step 2 - Adjusting for demographic evidence 

 
2.12 The PPG methodology advises that adjustments to household projection-based estimates of 

overall housing need should be made on the basis of established sources of robust evidence, 

such as ONS estimates (2a-017).  This includes sensitivity testing for alternative migration 

trends.  

 

Step 3 - Adjusting for likely change in job numbers 

 
2.13 In addition to taking into account demographic evidence the methodology states that job trends 

and or forecasts should also be taken into account when assessing overall housing need.  The 

implication is that housing numbers should be increased where this will enable labour force 

supply to match projected job growth (2a-018).   
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“Where the supply of working age population that is economically 
active (labour force supply) is less than the projected job growth, 
this could result in unsustainable commuting patterns … and could 
reduce the resilience of local businesses. In such circumstances, 
plan makers will need to consider how the location of new housing 
or infrastructure development could help address these problems.” 
(2a-018)   
 

Step 4 - Adjusting for market signals 

 
2.14 The final part of the methodology regarding overall housing need is concerned with market 

signals and their implications for housing supply (2a-019:020).   

 

“The housing need number suggested by household projections (the 
starting point) should be adjusted to reflect appropriate market 
signals, as well as other market indicators of the balance between 
the demand for and supply of dwellings.” (2a-019)   
 

2.15 Assessment of market signals is a further test intended to inform whether the starting point 

estimate of overall housing need (the household projections) should be adjusted upwards.  

Particular attention is given to the issue of affordability (2a-020).  

 

“The more significant the affordability constraints … and the 
stronger other indicators of high demand … the larger the 
improvement in affordability needed and, therefore, the larger the 
additional supply response should be.” (2a-020) 
 

Step 5 - Overall housing need 

 
2.16 An objective assessment of overall housing need can be summarised as a test of whether the 

household projection based starting point can be reconciled with a) the latest demographic 

evidence, b) the ability to accommodate projected job demand, c) the requirement to address 

worsening market signals.  If it cannot be reconciled, then an adjustment should be made. 

 

2.17 The extent of any adjustment should be based on the extent to which it passes each test.  That 

is:  

 

• It will at least equal the housing need number implied by the latest demographic 

evidence; 

• It will at least accommodate projected job demand; and, 

• On reasonable assumptions, it could be expected to improve affordability. 
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A f fordab le Hous ing N eed  Assessm en t  

 
2.18 The methodology for assessing affordable housing need is set out at 2a-022 to 029 and is 

largely unchanged from the methodology it supersedes (SHMA 2007).  In summary, total 

affordable need is estimated by subtracting total available stock from total gross need.  Whilst 

it has no bearing on the assessment of overall housing need, delivering the required number 

of affordable homes can be used to justify an increase in planned housing supply (2a-029). 

 

“The total affordable housing need should then be considered in the 
context of its likely delivery as a proportion of mixed market and 
affordable housing developments … An increase in the total housing 
figures included in the local plan should be considered where it 
could help deliver the required number of affordable homes.” (2a-
029) (our emphasis) 

 

 

iii) Housing White Paper – ‘Fixing our Broken Housing Market’ (February 2017) 

 

2.19 The Housing White Paper was published in February 2017, and acknowledges a need for 225-

275,000 new homes per annum to keep up with population growth and start to tackle years 

of under-supply in the country.1 The Paper acknowledges that one of the main problems leading 

to significant under-supply of housing has been the failure of local authorities to plan for the 

homes they need,2 and as a consequence the ratio of average house prices to average earnings 

has more than doubled since 1998. 3 

 

2.20 In seeking to address these problems, the White Paper states how a ‘radical rethink’ of the 

approach to home building is required.  This includes the existing approach to establishing the 

Objectively Assessed Housing Need (OAHN).  The White Paper therefore states the following 

in respect of how the OAHN is proposed to be reformed: 

 

“at the moment, some local authorities can duck potentially 
difficult decisions, because they are free to come up with their own 
methodology for calculating ‘objectively assessed need’. So, we are 
going to consult on a new standard methodology for calculating 
‘objectively assessed need’, and encourage councils to plan on this 
basis.” 4 

 

                                                
1 Paragraph 2, ‘Our housing market is broken’, page 9, ‘Fixing our broken housing market’, February 2017 
2 Paragraph 4, ‘Our housing market is broken’, page 9, ‘Fixing our broken housing market’, February 2017 
3 Paragraph 5, ‘Our housing market is broken’, page 9, ‘Fixing our broken housing market’, February 2017 
4 Paragraph 7, ‘What we’re going to do about it’, page 14, ‘Fixing our broken housing market’, February 2017 
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2.21 The White Paper acknowledges the recommendations in this regard of the Local Plans Expert 

Group (LPEG) report, which concluded that a standardised methodology was one of the most 

important reforms that could be made to improve plan-making.5 

 

2.22 The White Paper confirms that Councils will be incentivised to use the new standard approach, 

although where it is justified, deviation from the standard approach may be acceptable: 

 

“We want councils to use the new standardised approach as they 
produce their plans and will incentivise them to do so. We expect 
councils that decide not to use the new approach to explain why 
not and to justify to the Planning Inspectorate the methodology 
they have adopted in their area.” 6 

 

2.23 The standardised methodology will therefore provide the ‘baseline’ OAHN, to which 

amendments can be made if it is deemed to have been justified.  The timescale for the new 

standardised methodology is confirmed in the White Paper as follows: 

 

“To incentivise authorities to get plans in place, in the absence of 
an up-to-date local or strategic plan we propose that by April 2018 
the new methodology for calculating objectively assessed 
requirement would apply as the baseline for assessing five year 
housing land supply and housing delivery.” 7 (Our emphasis) 

 

2.24 Consultation on the proposed changes is expected in July 2017 (although not yet available at 

the time of writing this report).  However, in the interim period the existing OAHN methodology 

set out in the PPG’s Housing and Economic Development Needs Assessment (HEDNA) section 

is to be followed. 

                                                
5 Paragraph A.21, page 74, ‘Fixing our broken housing market’, February 2017 
6 Paragraph 1.14, ‘Assessing housing requirements’, page 23, ‘Fixing our broken housing market’, February 2017 
7 Paragraph 1.15, ‘Assessing housing requirements’, page 23, ‘Fixing our broken housing market’, February 2017 
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3.0 HMA DEFINITION APPLIED IN THE COUNCIL’S EVIDENCE  

 

3.1 The NPPF/PPG HEDNA requires local planning authorities to assess housing need within the 

relevant housing market area (HMA), rather than simply within their own boundaries.   

 

3.2 In defining ‘What is a housing market area?’, the PPG states: 

 
“A housing market area is a geographical area defined by household 
demand and preferences for all types of housing, reflecting the key 
functional linkages between places where people live and work. The 
extent of the housing market areas identified will vary, and many 
will in practice cut across various local planning authority 
administrative boundaries. Local planning authorities should work 
with all the other constituent authorities under the Duty to 
Cooperate.” 8 

 

3.3 The November 2016 OAHN Update gives consideration to research carried out by academics 

from the Centre for Urban & Regional Development Studies (CURDS) at Newcastle University 

which created a robust set of HMA definitions within a tiered structure.  

  

3.4 The OAHN Update acknowledges a Strategic HMA defined by CURDS that consists of the five 

authorities of Braintree, Colchester, Chelmsford, Maldon and Tendring.  However, the OAHN 

Update decides to exclude Maldon from the HMA definition on the basis that Maldon Council 

considers it is a separate HMA, with Maldon Council submitting evidence to its own Local Plan 

examination in this respect. 9 

 
3.5 The OAHN Update supplements this stance with its own analysis of 2011 Census commuting 

and migration flows which concludes that excluding Maldon from the HMA only marginally 

reduces the containment threshold of the HMA.10 

 
3.6 We can confirm that self-containment thresholds are still met when Maldon is excluded from 

the HMA definition.  However, including Maldon strengthens the HMA definition and there are 

clearly functional relationships between Maldon and the other four authorities (Braintree, 

Chelmsford, Colchester and Tendring).  This is demonstrated in Table 3.1 (travel to work flows) 

and Table 3.2 (migration flows). 

 

                                                
8 Paragraph: 010 Reference ID: 2a-011-20140306, Planning Practice Guidance, 06 March 2014 
9 PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, Tendring OAHN Study, November 2016 Update, paragraph 2.26, page 14 
10 PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, Tendring OAHN Study, November 2016 Update, paragraph 2.28, page 14 
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Table 3.1: Travel to Work Flow Containment 

 

Source: ONS, Census 2011   

 

3.7 In line with the containment thresholds applied during the determination of Travel to Work 

Areas (TTWAs) by ONS, retention of at least 67-75% of the workforce is considered an 

appropriate benchmark. 

 

3.8 Table 3.1 illustrates flows of workers between Tendring and all neighbouring authorities.  There 

are particularly strong flows of workers from Tendring to Colchester and Greater London.   And 

of those who work in Tendring, the majority of workers originate from Colchester.   

 
3.9 From Table 3.1 we can calculate that 85% of Tendring’s workforce also live in Tendring 

(=37,994/44,782).  This is within the recommended self-containment threshold.  However, the 

five authorities of the Strategic HMA combined provide an 88% self-containment rate. 

Removing Maldon from the HMA reduces the self-containment rate to 85%. 

 

Tendring Braintree Chelmsford Colchester Maldon Babergh
Greater 
London Other Total

Tendring 37,994 811 672 8,737 161 632 2,488 3,911 55,406

Braintree 391 42,807 6,854 3,665 1,363 1,211 7,151 11,130 74,572

Chelmsford 116 2,634 52,495 949 1,727 66 14,080 14,858 86,925

Colchester 3,784 3,617 2,525 61,225 1,384 1,266 6,093 6,181 86,075

Maldon 82 1,339 4,122 1,137 16,761 41 3,025 4,036 30,543

Babergh 670 1,142 344 2,440 55 24,470 1,558 11,953 42,632

Greater 
London 185 746 2,423 696 314 156 3,734,844 282,417 4,021,781

Other 1,560 4,951 13,665 5,412 1,528 8,250 760,687 - 796,053

Total 44,782 58,047 83,100 84,261 23,293 36,092 4,529,926 334,486 -

Place of Work

U
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Table 3.2: Household Move Containment 

Source: ONS, Census 2011 
 

3.10 Table 3.2 again illustrates flows between Tendring and all neighbouring authorities but less 

pronounced than travel to work flows.  Nonetheless, flows are again strongest between 

Tendring and Colchester.   

 

3.11 Unlike commuting flows, PPG provides a useful guideline for household move containment of 

70%. 

 
3.12 From Table 3.2 we can calculate that 66% of Tendring’s household moves are within Tendring 

(=8,339/12,694), falling below the self-containment threshold of 70%.   

 
3.13 However, the five authorities of the Strategic HMA combined provide a 71% self-containment 

rate, which falls within the PPG threshold. Removing Maldon from the HMA reduces the self-

containment rate to 70%. 

 
3.14 The analysis of commuting flows and migration flows confirms strong linkages between the 

five authorities, which combined also meet the PPG self-containment thresholds.  As such, we 

concur that the Strategic Colchester HMA as defined by CURDS (Braintree, Chelmsford, 

Colchester, Maldon and Tendring) represents a sound study area for this OAHN and on this 

basis the OAHN Update November 2016 is incorrect to exclude Maldon from the HMA definition. 

 

 

Tendring Braintree Chelmsford Colchester Maldon Babergh
Greater 
London Other Total

Tendring 8,339 213 107 887 36 154 1,248 2,052 13,036

Braintree 190 7,630 983 676 355 201 921 2,758 13,714

Chelmsford 92 585 8,943 255 474 50 1,606 4,144 16,149

Colchester 1,110 754 363 13,568 298 304 1,539 4,085 22,021

Maldon 30 286 520 201 2,297 16 341 982 4,673

Babergh 163 316 55 457 25 3,863 457 2,716 8,052

Greater London 555 566 1,070 1,100 215 293 853,477 183,548 1,040,824

Other 2,215 2,960 4,382 4,639 1,144 3,221 219,260 - 237,821

Total 12,694 13,310 16,423 21,783 4,844 8,102 1,078,849 200,285 -

Previous Residence
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u
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4.0 DEMOGRAPHIC OAHN PRESENTED IN THE COUNCIL’S EVIDENCE 

 

i) Introduction 

 

4.1 Paragraphs ID2a-015 to 017 of the PPG provide the methodological guidance for determining 

the first stage of the OAHN; demographic-led housing need.  This section of the report 

therefore considers the demographic evidence presented in the November 2016 OAHN Update.  

Consideration is given as to whether the OAHN Update provides a robust approach to the 

assumptions underpinning the demographic-led OAHN, and whether there are any weaknesses 

in the approach.   

 

ii) Starting Point Estimate (Step 1, PPG ID2a-015) 

 

4.2 The original July 2015 OAHN assessment used demographic forecasts produced by Edge 

Analytics for the 12 instructing local authorities forming the Essex Planning Officers Association 

(EPOA).  However, this work was based on the Government’s 2012-based population and 

household projections, which have since been superseded by the 2014-based series.   

 

4.3 Given the EPOA has not commissioned an update to take account of the latest projections, the 

November 2016 Update has produced its own projection scenarios which do take account of 

the 2014-based release. 

 
4.4 The November 2016 Update presents the 2014-based demographic starting point according to 

the official projections for Braintree, Chelmsford and Colchester.  However, the November 2016 

Update claims that the official demographic projections are not robust for Tendring because of 

the issue of Unattributable Population Change (UPC) and therefore provides an alternative 

demographic projection.   

 
4.5 Table 4.1 summarises the official 2014-based Sub National Population Projection (SNPP) that 

underpins the official demographic starting point of housing need for all four local authorities, 

alongside that assumed by the November 2016 Update.  The official 2012-based SNPP has also 

been included for information.  The November 2016 Update presents growth over the period 

2014-2037 rather than the Plan Period 2013-2037.   
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Table 4.1: Population growth: comparison of official SNPP and November 2016 

Update (2014-2037, total change) 

 Official 2012- 

based SNPP 

Official 2014-

based SNPP 

November 2016 

Update 

Braintree 26,899 24,294 24,294 

Chelmsford 25,564 26,986 26,986 

Colchester 37,369 39,369 39,369 

Tendring 24,907 23,513 24,900* 

* Taken from Table 1 of the Tendring Note appended to the November 2016 Update 

 

4.6 The demographic starting point assumed for Tendring by the November 2016 Update is nearly 

identical to the population growth projected by the 2012-based SNPP, despite being produced 

on a different basis.  Whilst the November 2016 Update provides a brief overview of the 

methodology applied, the exact detail is unclear.  For example, the methodology states: 

  
“A new population is prepared that is a weighted average between 
the low and high projections. This is also converted to households 
and homes and compared to the planned development schedule of 
464 homes (2015-37). A new set of weights are prepared. This 
process iterates until the conversion to households and homes 
matches the development schedule. A summary of the results is 
shown in Table 1.”11 

 

4.7 The methodology is described as an iterative process until the development schedule is reached 

(480 dwellings, 2013-2037).  In effect, the demographic starting point for Tendring is therefore 

based on a dwelling constrained projection rather than a true unconstrained demographic 

projection.   

 

4.8 An additional 480 dwellings per annum was the level of need identified by the EPOA/Edge 

Analytics Phase 7 report based on the 10-year migration trend with an UPC adjustment.  This 

scenario formed the demographic starting position for Tendring assumed in the original July 

2015 OAHN Study.   

 
4.9 The November 2016 Update states ‘in the present study we accept this figure of 480 dpa, 

because the evidence that underpinned it has not changed’ 12 However, we consider this 

statement to be somewhat contradictory because 480 dwellings per annum was the resulting 

level of need from the 10-year migration trend with an UPC adjustment.  The January 2016 

and subsequent November 2016 Update identified a weakness with the UPC adjustment applied 

                                                
11 John Hollis, Tendring Note (November 2016), paragraph 2.2, Appendix to PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, Tendring 
OAHN Study, November 2016 Update 
12 PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, Tendring OAHN Study, November 2016 Update, paragraph 3.22, page 19 
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by EPOA/ Edge Analytics.  Before we consider this point in more detail, it is worthwhile to 

explain the issue of UPC in order to set the context of the comments we make.  

 

Unattributable Population Change (UPC) 

 

4.10 UPC relates to the level of difference in recorded population by the 2011 Census and that 

estimated by the annual Mid-Year Population Estimates over the decade 2001-2011.   

 
4.11 UPC in Tendring is equivalent to -10,533 people (2001-2011) which means that there was an 

overestimation of Tendring’s population between 2001 and 2011 and following the 2011 Census 

results Tendring’s population was revised downwards.  The ONS distribute the effect of UPC 

across the period 2001-2011. 

 
4.12 Therefore, making a UPC adjustment, has the effect of reducing net migration to Tendring 

(because UPC is negative) which in turn results in a lower population projection compared to 

if an UPC adjustment was not made. 

 
4.13 When calculating the 2012 and 2014-based SNPP the ONS have not made any adjustment for 

UPC because it could not be demonstrated to measure a bias in the trend data that would 

continue into the future.  The ONS has stated: 

“It was proposed not to make an adjustment for UPC in the 2012-
based (or, subsequently, the 2014-based) subnational population 
projections or in the series of population estimates based on the 2011 
Census since the UPC is unlikely to be seen in continuing subnational 
trends as: 
  
• it is unclear what proportion of the UPC is due to sampling 

error in the 2001 Census, adjustments made to population 
estimates following the 2001 Census, sampling error in the 
2011 Census and/or error in the intercensal components 
(mainly migration); 

 
• if it is caused by either the 2001 Census or 2011 Census, then 

the components of population change will be unaffected; 
 
• if it is caused by international migration, it is likely that the 

biggest impacts will be seen earlier in the decade between 
2001 and 2011 and will have less of an impact in the later 
years when improvements were introduced to migration 
estimates.”13  

 

                                                
13 Page 7, Quality and Methodology Information Paper, Sub National Population Projections, 27 May 2016, Office for National 
Statistics 
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4.14 Following the approach of ONS, Barton Willmore’s approach is to exclude UPC from the 

assessment of alternative migration trends whether UPC is positive or negative.  This approach 

stems from advice received from the ONS when the UPC element was first introduced in 2013, 

in which ONS advised Barton Willmore that “As we cannot be certain whether or not the "other 

unattributable" relates to migration it would seem sensible to exclude it from migration trends.” 

UPC by the nature of its name is not attributable to any particular component of population 

change and therefore to include UPC along with migration trends is not considered appropriate. 

4.15 It is also notable how the Local Plans Expert Group (LPEG) recommend the exclusion of UPC 

from the calculation of OAHN in their recommended changes to the PPG’s OAHN methodology, 

presented to Central Government in March 2016. 

4.16 The EPOA/ Edge Analytics Phase 7 work applied a UPC adjustment to international migration 

estimates for Tendring.   However, the January 2016 OAHN Update considered the error in 

population was associated with both international migration and domestic migration flows 

within the UK (internal migration) based on the findings of the ONS data tool published in 

September 2015. 

 

4.17 Applying the UPC adjustment to international migration only, results in an older population 

profile (given international migrants are typically younger).  Therefore, applying the UPC 

adjustment to both international and internal migration results in a younger population profile.  

This is considered an important issue because the age profile of the demographic projection 

will have an impact on the level of housing need and economic growth than can be supported. 

 
4.18 The November 2016 Update’s demographic starting point for Tendring is based on a dwelling 

constrained forecast (480 dpa).  The underlying migrant profiles used within the projection 

calculation are based on a weighted average between the low and high migration trends.  No 

detail is provided on the weights applied, which is considered a weakness and makes 

interrogation of the method difficult.   

 
4.19 Furthermore, no detail is provided on the level of the UPC adjustment applied to the 

international and internal migration estimates.  As is demonstrated in the extract from the ONS 

data tool (Figure 4.1) the discrepancy in population estimates for Tendring was due to both 

internal and international migration.  However, the darker shading of the international 

migration column indicates the discrepancy is more likely to be due to international migration 

than internal migration. 
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Figure 4.1: Extract of ONS UPC data tool for Tendring   

 
 

4.20 However, we know that a UPC adjustment has been applied to both the international and 

internal migrant profile which leads to a younger migrant profile.  This reduces the number of 

homes required because household formation rates are lower for younger people.  This point 

is confirmed by the November 2016 Updates’ starting point of housing need summarised in 

Table 4.2.   

 

Table 4.2: Household growth: comparison of official DCLG household projections and 

November 2016 Update (2013-2037, total change) 

 Official 2012- 

based DCLG 

household 

projection 

Official 2014- 

based DCLG 

household 

projection 

November 2016 

Update 

Braintree 16,031 

(668 pa) 

14,539 

(606 pa) 

14,539 

(606 pa) 

Chelmsford 15,424 

(643 pa) 

15,739 

(656 pa) 

15,739 

(656 pa) 

Colchester 20,010 

(834 pa) 

19,932 

(831 pa) 

19,932 

(831 pa) 

Tendring 15,705 

(654 pa) 

15,008 

(625 pa) 

10,700 

(445 pa)* 

* Taken from Table 1 of the Tendring Note appended to the November 2016 Update 

 

Tendring LOCAL AUTHORITY:

Discrepancy between Census based and 

Rolled Forward MYEs

Is the discrepancy within the 95% CI 

around the 2011 Census

Relative size of international 

emigration flows

Probable discrepancy due to 

international immigration

Probable discrepancy due to internal 

migration

Probable discrepancy due to school 

boarders

Is the PR within the 95% CI around the 

2001 Census

Consequences of rolling forward from 
2001

Consequences of rolling forward from 
2001

Is the PR within the 95% CI around the 

2001 Census

Probable discrepancy due to school 

boarders

Probable discrepancy due to internal 

migration

Probable discrepancy due to 

international immigration

Relative size of international 

emigration flows

Is the discrepancy within the 95% CI 

around the 2011 Census

Discrepancy between Census based and 

Rolled Forward MYEs
KEY: 3 0 0 0 0 0 1 85+ 1 0 0 0 0 0 3

3 Overestimate 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 80-84 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
2 2 0 0 0 1 0 2 75-79 1 1 0 0 0 0 0
1 2 0 0 0 1 0 1 70-74 3 0 1 0 0 0 2

Neutral 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 65-69 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
-1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 60-64 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
-2 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 55-59 2 0 0 0 0 0 1
-3 Underestimate 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 50-54 1 1 0 0 0 0 0

1 0 0 0 0 0 0 45-49 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
3 High Flow 3 0 0 0 0 1 0 40-44 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 35-39 0 0 0 1 0 0 0
1 2 0 1 1 0 0 0 30-34 0 0 0 3 1 0 0

Low Flow 3 0 1 2 0 0 1 0 25-29 0 0 0 0 3 1 0 1
2 0 1 2 0 0 1 0 20-24 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1
0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 15-19 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 10-14 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
0 0 0 0 0 0 5-9 0 0 0 0 0 1
0 0 0 0 0 1-4 0 0 0 1 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Age band FemalesMales

note: level of population movement relative 
to overall  authority population

95% CI around Census includes 
rolled forward MYE
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4.21 It is evident from Table 4.2 that the November 2016 Update’s starting point for Tendring is 

445 households per annum (2013-2037).  However, household growth resulting from the 2012-

based SNPP is 654 households per annum, despite both scenarios being based on ‘virtually 

identical’ population growth (24,900 people) as was shown in Table 4.1.  This demonstrates 

the effect of the UPC adjustment.   

 

Vacancy rates 

 

4.22 The vacancy rates applied in the November 2016 Update to convert household growth into 

dwelling growth appear to have been drawn from the 2011 Census14.  Whilst more recent rates 

are available from the Council Tax Base, the 2011 Census rates are prudent.  Table 4.3 

summarises the November 2016 Update’s starting point estimate (dwellings) for the four 

authorities.  

  

Table 4.3: Summary of November 2016 Update’s starting point estimate of housing 

need (2013-2037) 

 Household growth Vacancy  Dwelling growth 

Braintree 14,539 

(606 pa) 

2.8% 14,952 

(623 pa) 

Chelmsford 15,739 

(656 pa) 

2.3% 16,104 

(671 pa) 

Colchester 19,932 

(831 pa) 

4.2% 20,784 

(866 pa) 

Tendring 10,700 

(445 pa)* 

7.9% 11,520 

(480 pa) 

* Taken from Table 1 of the Tendring Note appended to the November 2016 Update 

 
UPC Conclusions 
 

4.23 Barton Willmore consider the November 2016 Update’s starting point estimate for Braintree, 

Chelmsford and Colchester to be correct, being based on the DCLG 2014-based household 

projection with no adjustment for UPC.   

 

4.24 However, the UPC adjustment applied to Tendring’s starting point is not considered appropriate 

for the following reasons and has the effect of the reducing the starting point from 674 to 480 

dwellings per annum: 

 

                                                
14 John Hollis, Tendring Note (November 2016), paragraph 2.1, Appendix to PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, tendring 
OAHN Study, November 2016 Update 
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• As mentioned earlier, UPC by its nature is not attributable to any particular 

component, although the ONS data tool suggests in Tendring this is probably due to 

discrepancy in international migration estimates and to a lesser extent, internal 

migration estimates; 

 

• It is clear from the ONS statement accompanying the 2014-based SNPP (see paragraph 

4.32 above) that the effect of UPC is likely to have been greater towards the start of 

the decade.  Therefore, as account is taken of more recent migration trends, the issue 

of UPC becomes less relevant as fewer years within the trend are likely to have been 

affected by UPC; 

 

• The 2014-based SNPP reflect the 2014-based national projections in assuming net 

international migration of 185,000 people per annum across England. However, as a 

consequence of the recently revised international migration estimates, both the 2014-

based national and sub national population projections are considered to significantly 

underestimate net international migration trends.  The latest quarterly net 

international migration estimates suggest that net international migration totalled 

248,000 people per annum in the year ending December 2016; 

 

• The administrative population estimates published by ONS on 17 November 201615 

give a population of 142,721 for Tendring at 2011 (Census day).  This is higher than 

the official 2011 Census count of 138,048.  This suggests that the 2011 Census may 

have undercounted the population of Tendring and the downward revision made to 

the rolled forward MYPE following release of the 2011 Census may have been too 

great for Tendring.  If these new administrative estimates are correct, then this would 

mean UPC in Tendring is in fact lower than currently estimated by ONS because less 

of an adjustment is needed to match the 2011 administrative estimate; 

 

• The 2015 and 2016 Mid-Year Population Estimates (MYPE) published after the 2014-

based SNPP have already exceeded the 2014-based SNPP for years 2015 and 2016 for 

Tendring indicating that the 2014-based SNPP provide a conservative projection of 

population growth for Tendring.  

 

                                                
15 
https://www.ons.gov.uk/census/censustransformationprogramme/administrativedatacensusproject/administrativedatacensu
sresearchoutputs/sizeofthepopulation 
ONS disclaimer: These outputs are NOT official statistics on the population. Rather they are published here as outputs from 
our continued research into a methodology different to that currently used in the production of population statistics. These 
outputs must not be reproduced without this disclaimer and warning note. 

https://www.ons.gov.uk/census/censustransformationprogramme/administrativedatacensusproject/administrativedatacensusresearchoutputs/sizeofthepopulation
https://www.ons.gov.uk/census/censustransformationprogramme/administrativedatacensusproject/administrativedatacensusresearchoutputs/sizeofthepopulation
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4.25 The approach of excluding UPC from the calculation of alternative migration trends has been 

supported by Inspectors in various Local Plan Examinations and s78 Planning Appeals.   

Ay lesbury  Va le  Loca l  P lan  Ex am ina t i on  –  June 2014  

4.26 The Inspector for the Aylesbury Vale Local Plan Examination in Public did not agree with the 

Council’s approach to including negative UPC within the migration trends.  He stated: 

“However, whilst an over estimation of migration may play a 
significant part in the other (unattributable) component of change 
in the mid-year estimates, there is insufficient basis to conclude 
that it accounts for 100% of this figure. Indeed the ONS itself 
considers that it would be sensible to exclude the unattributable 
figure from migration trends given the degree of uncertainty. 
Attributing all of this to migration, as the Council has done, has the 
effect of substantially reducing the estimates of past net in-
migration to the District. The very recent trend suggests an 
increase in annual net in-migration”16.     

4.27 The approach of Aylesbury Vale Council whereby negative UPC was included within the 

migration trends despite the very recent trends suggesting an annual increase in net migration, 

echoes the approach of Tendring Borough Council.   

W est  Ox fo rdsh i re  Loca l  P lan  Ex am ina t i on  –  Decem ber  2015  

4.28 UPC in West Oxfordshire is equivalent to -568 people between 2001 and 2011.  The Council’s 

alternative population projections adjusted for UPC which had the effect of lowering the net 

migration figures and therefore population projection.  Whilst the Inspector acknowledged 

that: UPC is not a significant issue in West Oxfordshire; the ONS’ decision is to not include UPC 

within the calculation of the SNPP; and the default PAS Technical Note 17 advises that the default 

option is to ignore UPC, the Inspector concludes that future work should model projections 

with and without UPC to test its significance.  

New ark  and Sherw ood –  s78  P lann ing Appea l 18 J anua ry  2 016  

4.29 UPC in Newark and Sherwood is equivalent to -134 people in total over the period 2001-2011.  

The Council considers that it is necessary to make an adjustment for UPC which has the effect 

of reducing housing need.  The Council’s justification for this was to provide an overall figure 

for the Housing Market Area (HMA) that was sufficiently accurate in relation to the individual 

                                                
16 PINS/J0404/429/8, Letter from Kevin Ward (Inspector) to Aylesbury Vale District Council 
17 PAS Objectively Assessed Need and Housing Targets Technical Advice Note, Second Edition, July 2015 
18 Appeal Ref: APP/B3030/W/15/3006252 
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local authority areas, particularly in respect of Mansfield.  Given this was a s78 inquiry rather 

than a Local Plan Examination, the Inspector was concerned with the evidence before her in 

respect of Newark and Sherwood only, and not the wider HMA.  The Inspector concluded: 

“The evidence before me is not sufficient to demonstrate that a 
downward adjustment to the identified longer term migration trends 
to take account of UPC for N&S is necessary. Furthermore, I am not 
satisfied that it has been adequately demonstrated that the absence 
of such an adjustment in N&S would necessarily have an unacceptable 
impact on the robust assessment of FOAN within the HMA as a 
whole.”19  
 

Sef ton  Loca l  P lan  Ex am inat ion  –  Feb ruary  2 016  

4.30 UPC within Sefton was equivalent to -2,106 people between 2001 and 2011.  The argument 

was put forward by the Council that the CLG 2012-based household projection was based on 

over-estimates of in-migration because of factors such as UPC.  However, the Inspector stated: 

“The 2012-based DCLG projections indicate household growth of 576 
annually over the Plan period. I do not accept the argument that this 
figure is based on over-estimates of in-migration because of factors 
such as unattributable population change”20  

4.31 This supports Barton Willmore’s view that the CLG household projections form the starting 

point estimate of housing. 

A run  Loca l  P lan  Ex am inat ion  –  Feb ruary  2 016  

4.32 UPC within Arun between 2001 and 2011 was equivalent to approximately -4,050 people which 

is a significant amount, as is the case in Tendring.  The Inspector acknowledged that the 

exclusion or inclusion of UPC therefore makes a significant difference to the demographic 

element of OAN.  The SHMA’s approach to this issue was to include 50% of UPC within the 

alternative migration trends.  The Inspector did not see a case to partly-discount UPC for the 

following reasons: 

“A number of factors suggest a need for caution in the acceptance of 
the Hearn approach to migration issues in Arun. Firstly, ONS 
information postdating the Hearn report is that international 
migration to UK has been underestimated to a statistically significant 
extent and ONS population projections in 2014 indicate faster growth 
of population than the 2012 projections. Secondly, while the effects 
of these factors on Arun are unknown, it is clear that population 
growth in the District has already exceeded the 2012-Based SNPP 
judged by the 2013 and 2014 MYEs, including migration. Thirdly, work 

                                                
19 Paragraph 18, Page 4, Appeal Decision Ref: APP/B3030/W/15/3006252, Land at Southwell Road, Farnsfield, Norringhamshire 
20 Paragraph 9, page 2, Inspectors Initial Findings, Sefton Local Plan Examination, February 2016 
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underpinning the London Plan concludes that net population outflows 
will take place from London into the wider South East of which Arun 
is part.”21 

 
4.33 All of the planning Inquiry evidence outlined above supports the exclusion of negative UPC 

from the calculation of alternative migration trends, as Barton Willmore are proposing for 

Tendring. 

iii) Alternative Population Projections (Step 2, PPG ID2a-016/017) 

 

4.34 In line with the PPG HEDNA requirement (ID2a-015), the November 2016 OAHN Update tests 

the official demographic projections in respect of their underlying trends in relation to 

household formation and alternative migration trends in order to determine whether an 

adjustment is required to the starting point estimate.  We begin by considering alternative 

migration trends before going on to consider household formation. 

  

4.35 The starting point is underpinned by migration trends from the period 2009-2014.  The OAHN 

Update gives consideration to two alternative population projection scenarios: 

 
• PBA Trends 2005-2015 which is based on average migration trends from the 10-year 

period 2005-2015; 

• PBA Trends 2010-2015 which is based on average migration trends from the 5-year 

period 2005-2015. 

    

4.36 However, given the OAHN Update has made a UPC adjustment to Tendring’s demographic 

projection, the two alternative migration trends are not considered for Tendring in the OAHN 

Update.   

 

4.37 We consider this a weakness of the OAHN Update.  Our view is that the two alternative 

migration trends should be considered for Tendring, as has been done for the three districts 

of Braintree, Chelmsford and Colchester. 

 
4.38 Furthermore, since the publication of the November 2016 OAHN Update the ONS have published 

the 2016 MYPE which allow more recent 5 and 10-year migration trends to be considered.  We 

recommend sensitivity testing of a 5-year trend based on the period 2011-2016 and a 10-year 

trend based on the period 2006-2016. 

 
 

                                                
21 Paragraph 1.12, Inspectors Conclusions, Arun Local Plan Examination, February 2016 
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4.39 In addition to the two alternative migration trends, the OAHN Update also considers a 

demographic scenario based on providing housing need to support additional migration growth 

from London.   

 

4.40 The ‘GLA demographic scenario’ is based on the Greater London Authority’s (GLA) Central 

Scenario which assumes net out-migration from London to the East region of 28,000 increasing 

to 37,000 over the period 2013-2037.  The OAHN Update states that this is similar to the 

assumptions of the ONS 2012-based SNPP for the East of England.22 

 
4.41 The GLA doesn’t provide a breakdown of net out-migration from London to individual local 

authorities.  However, Edge Analytics estimated this breakdown as part of their EPOA Phase 7 

report in proportion to past migration flows.  The OAHN Update does not seek to update this 

scenario from the Phase 7 Edge Analytics report and therefore bases its conclusions on the 

findings of the Phase 7 Edge Analytics report.   

 
4.42 The OAHN Update concludes that the GLA demographic scenario and the ONS 2012-based SNPP 

are ‘extremely close’ at the HMA level 23 with the GLA demographic scenario exceeding the 

2012-based SNPP scenario by just 74 dpa.  On this basis, the OAHN Update acknowledges that 

the GLA demographic scenario would justify only an insignificant uplift to the HMA’s housing 

need. 24 

 
4.43 We consider the analysis provided by the OAHN Update in respect of the GLA demographic 

scenario to be outdated, providing a comparison with only the ONS 2012-based SNPP.  

Furthermore, we consider an additional 74 dpa should not be discounted so easily.  Over the 

period 2013-2037 this is equivalent to an additional 1,776 dwellings in total, which is a 

significant increase.   

 
 

iv) Household Formation Assumptions (Step 2, PPG ID2a-015) 

 

4.44 The PPG provides guidance on how the Household Formation Rates (HFRs) underpinning the 

conversion of population to households should be applied.  Paragraph ID2a-015 of the PPG 

identifies how HFRs published by DCLG are underpinned by past trends alone. They do not 

take account of government policy such as the NPPF, and may have been suppressed by under-

supply and worsening affordability of housing, factors that have led to an increase in concealed 

households (i.e. young couples living with parents). 

  

                                                
22 PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, Tendring OAHN Study, November 2016 Update, paragraph 4.9, page 36 
23 PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, Tendring OAHN Study, November 2016 Update, paragraph 4.11, page 36 
24 PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, Tendring OAHN Study, November 2016 Update, paragraph 4.15, page 37 
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4.45 The earlier July 2015 OAHN study applied unadjusted HFRs from the 2012-based DCLG 

household projection series.  Although the November 2016 OAHN Update refers to this 

approach being challenged by other parties on the basis of the 2012-based HFRs reflecting a 

short-term down turn in formation rates25, the OAHN Update continues to use 2012-based HFRs 

unadjusted. 

 
4.46 The OAHN Update justifies this approach through reference to academic research which claims 

that lower household formation amongst younger people, in particular, as shown in the 2012-

based HFRs is associated with lifestyle change.  Lifestyle changes are cited as accounting for 

20% of the difference between the 2008-based and 2012-based household projections.  

However, the Neil McDonald and Christine Whitehead research paper which the OAHN Update 

references, states that the remaining 80% of the difference comes from differences in the 

household formation rate projections. 26 

 
4.47 Importantly, the research paper by Neil McDonald and Christine Whitehead goes on to state: 

 
“The differences for couples aged under 35 are perhaps of greatest 
concern. For these groups household formation rates have been falling 
since 1991, implying that more and more couples have been living in 
someone else’s household. Moreover, the 2012-based projections 
suggest that the household formation rates of these groups will 
continue to fall, although at a slower rate than between 2001 and 
2011 – a big problem for people at a key life stage.” (our emphasis) 

 
4.48 Whilst the research paper acknowledges that more groups benefit from increasing HFRs under 

the 2012-based series than those groups that are expected to see their HFRs fall, it states: 

 

“So, overall, household formation rates are projected to increase, 
although older households secure a disproportionate share of the 
additional housing at the expense of younger households, some of 
whom will see their chances of setting up a separate household fall 
throughout the next quarter of a century.” (our emphasis) 

 

4.49 The OAHN Update states that socio-economic factors are also reducing the ability of younger 

people to form separate households such as precarious employment, reducing welfare benefits 

and rising student debt. 27  However, the OAHN Update does not consider positive moves by 

the Government outlined in the recent Housing White Paper (February 2017) to assist younger 

people enter the housing market.  For example, the Lifetime ISA, Help to Buy Equity Loan, 

Starter Homes and the Affordable Homes Programme. 

 

                                                
25 PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, Tendring OAHN Study, November 2016 Update, paragraph 3.41, page 25 
26 N McDonald and C Whitehead, New estimates of housing requirements in England, 2012 to 2037, Town & Country Planning 
Tomorrow Series Paper 17, November 2015, page 18   
27 PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, Tendring OAHN Study, November 2016 Update, paragraph 3.45, page 25 
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4.50 The Housing White Paper refers to a housing crisis in the UK, making it clear that the country 

has not been building enough homes, and housing delivery requires a significant boost in line 

with the policies of the NPPF.   

 
4.51 The Housing White Paper acknowledges that home ownership among younger people has 

declined sharply in recent years and identifies the difficulties being faced by the younger age 

groups as follows: 

 

“Rising prices are particularly tough on younger people trying to 
get onto the housing ladder, or wanting to move into their first 
family home. Some young people have no choice but to continue to 
live with their parents, friends or strangers to make ends meet.”28 
(our emphasis) 

 

4.52 The 25-34 year age group is widely considered as the age group in which the housing crisis 

has the most pronounced influence.  This is acknowledged by the Housing White Paper which 

comments as follows: 

 

“As recently as the 1990s, a first-time buyer couple on a low-to-
middle income saving five per cent of their wages each month 
would have enough for an average-sized deposit after just three 
years. Today it would take them 24 years. It’s no surprise that home 
ownership among 25-to 34-year-olds has fallen from 59 per cent 
just over a decade ago to just 37 per cent today. 
 
Without help from the “Bank of Mum and Dad”, many young people 
will struggle to get on the housing ladder.” 29 (our emphasis) 

 

4.53 Although the White Paper acknowledges the impact on 25-34 year olds, the impact is also felt 

in the 35-44 year age group.  This is borne out in the projected household formation rates of 

the projection series that have been published post 2011 Census.   

 

4.54 Three series of HFRs have been published since the 2011 Census, and we compare these rates 

for Tendring District in Figure 4.1 with the 2008-based DCLG HFRs which were produced prior 

to the 2011 Census and projected a more positive level of household formation in younger age 

groups. 

 

  

  

                                                
28 Paragraph 4.3, page 58, Fixing our broken housing market, February 2017 
29 Paragraphs 2-3, page 10, Fixing our broken housing market, February 2017 
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Figure 4.1: Household Formation Rate Comparison: Tendring District 

 
Source: DCLG 

 

4.55 Figure 4.1 illustrates how the both the 2012 and 2014-based HFRs project a slight increase in 

the HFRs for people aged 25-34 years before projecting a deterioration.  This is in contrast to 

the 2008-based HFRs which projected stable household formation in this age group.   

0.30

0.35

0.40

0.45

0.50

0.55

0.60

1991 2001 2011 2021 2031

15+ 2008-based 15+ 2011-based 15+ 2012-based 15+ 2014-based

0.00

0.05

0.10

0.15

0.20

0.25

0.30

1991 2001 2011 2021 2031

15-24 2008-based 15-24 2011-based 15-24 2012-based 15-24 2014-based

0.30

0.35

0.40

0.45

0.50

0.55

0.60

1991 2001 2011 2021 2031

25-34 2008-based 25-34 2011-based 25-34 2012-based 25-34 2014-based

0.40

0.45

0.50

0.55

0.60

0.65

0.70

1991 2001 2011 2021 2031

35-44 2008-based 35-44 2011-based 35-44 2012-based 35-44 2014-based

0.40

0.45

0.50

0.55

0.60

0.65

0.70

1991 2001 2011 2021 2031

45-54 2008-based 45-54 2011-based 45-54 2012-based 45-54 2014-based

0.40

0.45

0.50

0.55

0.60

0.65

0.70

1991 2001 2011 2021 2031

55-64 2008-based 55-64 2011-based 55-64 2012-based 55-64 2014-based

0.40

0.45

0.50

0.55

0.60

0.65

0.70

1991 2001 2011 2021 2031

65-74 2008-based 65-74 2011-based 65-74 2012-based 65-74 2014-based

0.60

0.65

0.70

0.75

0.80

0.85

0.90

1991 2001 2011 2021 2031

75+ 2008-based 75+ 2011-based 75+ 2012-based 75+ 2014-based



Demographic OAHN 

27734/A5/DM/ 26 July 2017 

4.56 The difference between the HFRs for 35-44 year olds is less marked.  Nonetheless, over the 

projection period, both the 2012 and 2014-based HFRs project the rates to remain relatively 

stable.  

 

4.57 The OAHN Update does give consideration to local HFRs for Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester 

and Tendring comparing each district’s respective HFRs in 2031 to the national average 

according to the 2012-based series.  The OAHN Update concludes that there is no evidence to 

suggest that HFRs are suppressed in any of the four local authorities by a local undersupply of 

housing because projected formation rates for 25-29 and 30-34 year olds are above the national 

average. 30 

 
4.58 As discussed above, the Housing White Paper acknowledges that household formation for 

younger people has been suppressed nationally and therefore comparing the local rates to the 

suppressed national average as the OAHN Update report has done is not considered a sound 

justification for not making a HFR adjustment.   

 
4.59 We have analysed annual housing completions in Tendring District over the period 2001-2016 

compared to the district’s annual targets and established that there has been a shortfall of 

1,499 units over this period (5,251 completions versus target of 6,750).  This will have 

restricted household formation in Tendring District.  

 
4.60 To plan on the basis of unadjusted 2012-based HFRs as the OAHN Update has done, is 

considered inappropriate and will only serve to exacerbate the problems that the Housing White 

Paper has identified.   

 
4.61 In line with PPG it is therefore considered appropriate to apply more positive rates of household 

formation in the 25-34 and 35-44 age groups, in order to align with the policies of the NPPF 

and significantly boost housing supply.   

 
4.62 Furthermore, we consider that the most recent 2014-based HFRs should have been utilised by 

the OAHN Update given that there were available.  The OAHN Update states that the 2012 and 

2014-based HFRs are virtually identical but Figure 4.1 (presented earlier in this report) has 

identified slight variation in the 2012 and 2014-based HFRs. 

 
4.63 Lower household formation for younger people is largely a consequence of the affordability 

issues set out above, resulting in more concealed households in this age group and an indicator 

of household suppression.  The OAHN Update has failed to acknowledge the underlying 

relationship between household formation trends and affordability.   

 

                                                
30 PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, Tendring OAHN Study, November 2016 Update, paragraph 3.55, page 28 
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4.64 In Tendring District, a sharp worsening in affordability between 2001 and 2011 coincided with 

household formation rates for the 25-34 age (first time buyer) group decreasing.  Furthermore, 

the increase in Tendring’s affordability ratio in 2009 marked the start of the HFRs falling away 

from their projected path (2008-based).  See figure 4.2. 

 
Figure 4.2: Household formation (25-34 year olds) and affordability – Tendring 

 
   Source: DCLG, ONS and Barton Willmore 

 

4.65 Both the 2012 and 2014-based HFRs for 25-34 year olds in Tendring was evidently already 

suppressed and declining prior to the 2011 Census, which is not surprising in light of the 

affordability problem prior to that point.  

 

v) Conclusions on Demographic OAHN 

 

4.66 The Council’s November 2016 OAHN Update correctly identifies the starting point estimate of 

housing need for Braintree, Chelmsford and Colchester – presenting the DCLG 2014-based 

household projections.  However, for Tendring, a starting point estimate of 480 dwellings per 

annum (2013-2037) is presented in the OAHN Update which is below the official DCLG 2014-

based starting point of 674 dwellings per annum (including an allowance for vacancy). 

  

4.67 The reduced starting point for Tendring is the result of the OAHN Update applying a UPC 

adjustment.  This adjustment is considered unjustified for the following reasons: 
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• The ONS claims that the effect of UPC was greater towards the start of the decade 

(2000s) and therefore the 2014-based SNPP which underpin the starting point (based 

on trends from the period 2009-2014) will have been less affected by the issue of UPC; 

 

• Administrative population estimates suggest that the 2011 Census may have 

underestimated Tendring’s population and therefore the downward revision applied to 

Tendring’s MYPE (in effect the UPC adjustment) may have been too great; 

 

• The 2014-based SNPP are underpinned by a conservative assumption of net 

international migration and therefore to reduce migration trends further is considered 

inappropriate; 

 

• 2015 and 2016 MYPE published after the 2014-based SNPP have already exceeded the 

2014-based SNPP projection for the same years, further suggesting that the 2014-based 

SNPP provides a conservative projection of population growth for Tendring. 

 

4.68 Given the UPC adjustment to the starting point for Tendring, the OAHN Update has not 

considered alternative migration trend scenarios for Tendring.  This is considered a weakness.  

An alternative 5-year migration trend from the more recent period 2010-2015 and a 10-year 

migration trend from the period 2005-2015 has been considered by the OAHN Update for 

Braintree, Chelmsford and Colchester.  We consider the same scenarios (without a UPC 

adjustment) should also be considered for Tendring.  Furthermore, now that the 2016 MYPE 

have been published this allows for more recent 5-year and 10-year migration trends to be 

considered. 

    

4.69 Despite the OAHN Update identifying that the alternative migration trends collectively for 

Braintree, Chelmsford and Colchester projected higher population growth than the 2014-based 

SNPP31, the OAHN update concludes that the 2014-based SNPP is the preferred demographic 

projection on which to assess housing need across the HMA.  This has implications in particular 

for Colchester’s demographic OAHN which is considerably higher under the alternative 

migration trends.  We believe greater weight should be given to the alternative migration trend 

scenarios. 

 
4.70 In addition to the two alternative migration trends, the OAHN Update also gives consideration 

to a GLA demographic scenario which looks at increased out-migration from London to 

surrounding authorities.  The OAHN Update concludes that the uplift suggested by increased 

out-migration from London to the four HMA authorities of 74 dpa is insignificant.  We disagree.  

                                                
31 PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, Tendring OAHN Study, November 2016 Update, Table 3.4, page 29 
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Such an uplift is equivalent to an additional 1,776 dwellings over the period 2013-2037 which 

is significant.  Nonetheless, the evidence on which this conclusion is reached is outdated being 

based on the Edge Analytics Phase 7 report produced for the EPOA which only provided a 

comparison with the ONS 2012-based SNPP.  The evidence should be updated to provide a 

comparison with the ONS 2014-based SNPP.  

 
4.71 The OAHN Update makes no adjustment to address suppressed household formation which we 

have identified has occurred in Tendring due to under-supply and worsening affordability of 

housing as required by PPG (ID2a-015).  The analysis of HFRs by age group for Tendring that 

we have presented in this chapter, has identified clear suppression in household formation for 

younger people which closely correlates with a worsening in housing affordability in Tendring.  

On this basis, and as required by PPG (ID2a-017), sensitivity testing of alternative HFR 

assumptions is required in Tendring and the OAHN Update has failed to consider this. 

 
4.72 To summarise, the OAHN Update presents a combined demographic OAHN for the four 

authorities of 2,695 dwellings per annum (2013-2037) with the individual local authority 

breakdown as follows: 

 
• Braintree = 623 dpa; 

• Chelmsford = 656 dpa; 

• Colchester = 866 dpa; and 

• Tendring = 550 dpa. 

 
4.73 However, it should be noted that the figure quoted for Chelmsford in the OAHN Update 32 (also 

presented above) is incorrect.  The correct demographic OAHN for Chelmsford is 671 dpa based 

on the DCLG 2014-based household projections with an allowance for vacancy.  As a result, 

the correct combined demographic OAHN implied by the OAHN Update is 2,710 dpa.  Although 

the difference is only equivalent to 15 dpa, this equates to an additional 360 dwellings in total 

over the period 2013-2037 which is significant.  

 

4.74 Nonetheless, we consider that the demographic OAHN presented by the OAHN Update is an 

underestimate of demographic housing need in all four of the local authorities as it fails to take 

account of the higher growth suggested by alternative migration trends and provides no remedy 

for suppressed household formation of younger people.  Furthermore, the extent of the 

underestimation is even greater in Tendring due to the UPC adjustment applied by the OAHN 

Update.  Addressing all of these issues would increase the demographic OAHN above that 

suggested by the OAHN Update.  

                                                
32 PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, Tendring OAHN Study, November 2016 Update, Paragraph 3.74, page 33 
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5.0 THE APPROACH TO RECONCILING HOUSING NEED AND JOB GROWTH 

IN THE COUNCIL’S EVIDENCE 

 

i) Introduction 

 

5.1 In relation to future jobs growth, the OAHN Update refers to PPG and the need to consider 

whether the housing provision in line with the preferred demographic projections would provide 

enough workers to support future job growth expected in the area.  The implication being that 

if it doesn’t, the projections should be adjusted upwards. 33 

 

5.2 The test of whether the OAHN Update’s ‘demographic OAHN’ is capable of supporting projected 

job growth, depends upon i) the job growth projection used, ii) the assumptions used to 

reconcile (or link) job growth forecasts and the population projection underpinning the 

‘demographic OAHN’. 

 

ii) Job Growth Projection 

 

5.3 The OAHN Update makes use of the East of England Forecasting Model (EEFM) July 2016 

baseline forecasts for Braintree, Chelmsford and Colchester.  Over the period 2013-2037 the 

EEFM 2016 forecasts the following job growth: 

 

• Braintree = 490 jobs per annum; 

• Chelmsford = 725 jobs per annum; 

• Colchester = 928 jobs per annum. 

 

5.4 For Tendring, a bespoke economic forecast from Experian has been considered because of the 

concern that the EEFM forecasts would be distorted for Tendring because of the issue of UPC 

(discussed earlier in Chapter 3 of this report). Experian were provided with the population 

outputs from the 550 dpa demographic scenario from which they predicted labour demand of 

490 jobs per annum (as forecast by the Experian January 2016 forecast) would be met in full 

by the demographic OAHN.  

 

5.5 The approach in the OAHN Update to assessing economic OAHN is therefore not consistent 

across the four HMA authorities.  This is considered a weakness. 

 
 

                                                
33 PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, Tendring OAHN Study, November 2016 Update, Paragraph 6.1, page 67 
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5.6 Furthermore, although the July 2016 EEFM forecast is the latest available, we consider it a 

weakness of the OAHN Update to assess future job growth across the HMA on the basis of one 

forecast only.  We acknowledge a sense check against Experian’s forecasts has been provided 

by the OAHN Update.  However, due to the volatility in economic forecasts between forecasting 

houses, we would recommend consideration is also given to forecasts produced by other 

independent forecasting houses and average of projected growth assumed for the purposes of 

assessing OAHN.  This is an approach which has been supported at Local Plan Examinations, 

most notably in the case of South Worcestershire34.  The potential weakness of consulting a 

single forecast was also noted by a section 78 appeal Inspector in Wokingham. 35 

 
5.7 In addition, PPG (ID2a-018) requires plan makers to make an assessment of the likely change 

in job numbers based on past trends and/or economic forecasts.  The OAHN Update gives no 

consideration to past employment trends across the HMA which we consider a further 

weakness. 

 
5.8 Barton Willmore have obtained job forecast and past trend data from Experian, Oxford, and 

Cambridge economics and we consider the growth in past trends from 1997-2015 below. 

 

5.9 In assessing the number of jobs based on past trends, it is important to ensure that a 

representative period is used, and there is no bias in the data. The period over which past 

trends are calculated is very sensitive to small changes in the number of years for which the 

analysis is undertaken.  For example, the number of jobs may increase or decrease more 

dramatically over a single year rather than a longer period due to the onset or exit from 

recession.   

 

5.10 Barton Willmore’s approach is therefore to consider two periods known as ‘peak to peak’ and 

‘trough to trough’.  This is considered to provide the most realistic and representative periods 

to assess past trends job growth, considering a business cycle from peak to peak and trough 

to trough rather than arbitrary periods which may show an overtly optimistic or pessimistic 

picture.  

 

5.11 The average number of jobs recorded year by year between 1997 and 2015 by the three 

independent forecasting houses is illustrated in Figure 5.1 below to highlight the peaks and 

troughs of job growth brought about by economic cycles in Tendring.  

 

  

                                                
34 Stage 1 of the Examination of the South Worcestershire Development Plan, Inspector’s further interim conclusions, March 
2014, paragraph 11, page 3. 
35 Paragraph 32, page 6, Appeal Decision APP/X0360/W/15/3097721. 
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Figure 5.1: Past Trends Job Growth: Tendring  

 
Source: Experian Economics, Cambridge Econometrics, and Oxford Economics 

 
 
5.12 Figure 5.1 shows how Tendring has experienced fluctuating levels of job growth since 1997, 

with pronounced peaks and troughs.  The analysis of past trends job growth and concluding 

on appropriate job growth for use in an objective assessment of overall housing need is 

therefore sensitive to the years selected, as discussed above. 

 

5.13 For example, consideration of a period 2006 and 2015 would be inappropriate owing to the 

pronounced peaks and troughs in both years.  Job change over this period would be -12, 

despite the trend line showing a clear increase over 18 years. Similarly, the 1998-2006 period 

would show growth of 8,000 jobs over 8 years (1,000 jobs per annum).  

 

5.14 It is considered appropriate to determine the peak to peak and trough to trough figures over 

the longest period possible.  In the context of figure 5.1 it would not therefore be considered 

appropriate to consider the peak periods to be 2003 and 2006. 

 
5.15 The most obvious choice to consider trough to trough is considered to be 1998-2015, as there 

are clear troughs at similar levels below the trend line.  The peak to peak period is more 

problematic due to the aforementioned peaks being most obvious at only three years apart 

(2003-2006). 
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5.16 In this instance, it is therefore considered appropriate to determine the trough to trough period 

only between 1999 and 2015. This shows growth of 7,211 jobs over this period, equating to 

451 jobs per annum. 

 

5.17 In the context of our analysis of past employment trends in Tendring, the OAHN Update’s 

assumption of growth of 490 net new jobs in Tendring (2013-2035) seems prudent.  

 
 
iii) Translating job growth into housing need 

 
5.18 In order to convert job growth into a workforce requirement, assumptions need to be applied 

with respect to commuting, unemployment and economic activity.  The OAHN Update relies 

upon such assumptions for Tendring as contained within the Experian forecasting model.  The 

OAHN Update does not provide any interrogation of the Experian assumptions.  This is 

considered a weakness. 

 

5.19 In fact, the OAHN Update contains very little detail on assessing economic OAHN in Tendring 

– the focus is more on Braintree, Chelmsford and Colchester.   

 
5.20 For Tendring, the OAHN Update refers to Tendring Council publishing the Experian labour 

market scenario in January 2016.  We have attempted to locate this document and have 

contacted the Council to request the information, however this has been to no avail.   

 
5.21 In the absence of any detail on the assumptions applied by Experian when calculating the 

bespoke forecast for Tendring it is difficult to provide any detailed comments.  However, 

Experian’s economic activity rates have been discussed at length in recent Local Plan 

Examinations and Section 78 appeals. 

 
5.22 In the Longbank Farm, Ormesby appeal36, economic activity rates produced by the Office for 

Budget Responsibility (OBR) were preferred to the Experian activity rates used by the local 

planning authority’s OAHN consultant. Lengthy discussion is included in the appeal decision, 

but in summary the Inspector concluded that the OBR rates were more realistic than the 

Experian rates, the latter of which projected higher economic activity in older age groups 

stating: 

 
“I attach greater weight to the OBR projections. They give me cause 
to seriously doubt the markedly higher activity rates assumed by 
Experian.” 37 (our emphasis) 

 

                                                
36 Longbank Farm, Ormesby, Middlesbrough section 78 appeal decision, APP/V0728/W/15/3018546, March 2016 
37 Paragraph 21, page 7, Appeal Ref: APP/V0728/W/15/3018546, Longbank Farm, Ormesby, Middlesbrough, TS7 9EF, 09 
March 2016 
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5.23 Furthermore, the recent (March 2017) Inspector’s note in respect of the Telford & Wrekin Local 

Plan identified how economic activity rates from sources such as Experian were ambitious in 

respect of older age groups. Commenting on the use of Experian’s economic activity rates by 

the Council’s consultant (also PBA) in Telford & Wrekin the Inspector stated the following: 

 

“I also share my colleague’s caution about the increase in activity 
rates that is suggested for those ages 65 and over. The rate of increase 
suggested by PBA in that regard appears striking.” 38 (our emphasis) 

 

5.24 The Inspector went on to state the following: 

 
“It is important that a labour force shortfall does not arise that could 
restrict the Council’s job growth ambitions. For the avoidance of 
doubt, I consider that a more cautious approach is therefore 
justified.” 39 (our emphasis) 

 

5.25 On the basis of the Inspector’s comments above, there is the potential that again, Experian 

have assumed high economic activity rates for older people which results in a greater workforce 

being drawn from the demographic projection.  In turn, this results in a need for fewer 

dwellings because the assumption is that job growth can be supported from the resident 

population without the need to bring in additional migrants. 

 

5.26 As mentioned above, the OAHN Update provides no detail on the assumptions applied by 

Experian for Tendring in respect of commuting or unemployment.  However, with reference to 

the EEFM sense check analysis against Experian provided by the OAHN Update for Braintree, 

Colchester and Chelmsford, which shows Experian assume a decline in unemployment and an 

increased outflow of commuters, we can presume that Experian have applied a similar approach 

to the assumptions for Tendring. 

 
5.27 Whilst we support the assumption that unemployment declines over the period 2013-2037, we 

do not support the approach of adjusting commuting assumptions because adjusting 

commuting assumptions has implications for other local authorities affected by it.  This is a 

point PBA make themselves in the Technical Advice Note they have produced for the Planning 

Advisory Service (PAS).40   

 
5.28 We accept that for Braintree, Chelmsford and Colchester the Experian data presented (Table 

6.4 of the OAHN Update) shows an assumption that out-commuting from these authorities 

                                                
38 Paragraph 4, page 1, Examination of the Telford & Wrekin Local Plan (2011-2031) Inspector’s Note to Telford & Wrekin 
Council – 30 March 2017, document F10 
39 Paragraph 5, page 1, Examination of the Telford & Wrekin Local Plan (2011-2031) Inspector’s Note to Telford & Wrekin 
Council – 30 March 2017, document F10 
40 PBA, on behalf of the Planning Advisory Service, Objectively Assessed Need and Housing Targets – Technical Advice Note, 
second edition, July 2015, paragraph 8.16, page 36 
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increases over the plan period.  Whilst in this instance, such an assumption has the effect of 

increasing housing need, we remain of the view that commuting assumptions should not be 

changed over the projection period.    

 

iv) Bringing the evidence together  

 
5.29 The exact level of job growth that the demographic OAHN for Tendring can support is not 

provided in the OAHN Update.  It would be helpful if this was provided.   

 
5.30 We note that the OAHN Update states that the more recent September 2016 Experian forecast 

shows lower job growth than the January 2016 vintage on which the OAHN Update’s assessment 

is based, and therefore the conclusion reached on economic OAHN for Tendring still holds in 

light of more recent information.41  However, since then, Experian have published the December 

2016, March 2017 and June 2017 forecasts.   

 
5.31 There is a risk that if economic activity rates do not turn out to be as high as we believe 

Experian have assumed, then the demographic OAHN may not in fact be able to support 

economic growth and therefore economic OAHN for Tendring may in fact be higher than 

suggested by the OAHN Update.  As PBA themselves state in the PAS Technical Advice Note: 

 
“It is important to avoid unrealistic assumptions on the relationship 
between housing, population and jobs.  A number of housing 
assessments have been criticised by Inspectors for expecting very fast 
increases in economic activity rates.  Such increases reduce the 
population growth, and hence number of homes, that is required to 
support a given number of new jobs.  But unrealistic figures put the 
emerging plan at risk.”42 (our emphasis) 

 
v) Conclusions on Tendring’s Economic OAHN 

 

5.32 The OAHN Update does not provide a consistent assessment of economic OAHN across the four 

HMA authorities.  A different approach is applied in Tendring to the other three authorities.  

This is justified by the OAHN Update on the basis of UPC.  However, as discussed in Chapter 4 

of this report, we consider a UPC adjustment for Tendring to be inappropriate.  On this basis, 

we consider the same approach to assessing economic OAHN should be applied across the 

HMA. 

 

5.33 Our recommendation is that consideration is given to economic forecasts from the three main 

independent forecasting houses (Experian, Oxford Economics and Cambridge Econometrics) 

                                                
41 PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, Tendring OAHN Study, November 2016 Update, Paragraph 6.31, page 74 
42 PBA, on behalf of the Planning Advisory Service, Objectively Assessed Need and Housing Targets – Technical Advice Note, 
second edition, July 2015, paragraph 8.15, page 36 
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and a triangulated average taken.  We consider the OAHN Update’s reliance on a single forecast 

to be a weakness given the volatility of economic forecasts.  

 
5.34 The OAHN Update provides no detail or interrogation of the assumptions applied by Experian 

with regards to unemployment, commuting or economic activity for Tendring.  Again, this is 

considered a weakness. 

 
5.35 However, Experian’s economic activity rates have been found by planning Inspectors to be 

unrealistically high, especially for older people, a point which we support.  The effect of which 

is to reduce the level of housing required to support economic growth.  Placing a reliance on 

high economic activity rates for older people is risky, as if economic activity turns out not to 

be as high as assumed by Experian, this will put economic growth in Tendring at risk.   

 
5.36 On this basis, the application of a more realistic set of economic activity assumptions has the 

potential to increase economic OAHN for Tendring.  To assist further sensitivity testing of this, 

it would be helpful if the OAHN Update had presented the exact level of job growth it considered 

could have been supported by the demographic OAHN.  The OAHN Update simply concludes 

that the demographic OAHN could support job growth of 490 jobs per annum as indicated by 

Experian January 2016 forecast. 
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6.0 THE APPROACH TO MARKET SIGNALS TAKEN IN THE COUNCIL’S 

EVIDENCE 

 

i) Introduction 

 

6.1 The PPG lists six market signals to be analysed (ID2a-019/020) as part of the OAHN, and 

Chapter 5 of the OAHN Update sets out its analysis of these signals as part of the wider OAHN 

it presents.   

 

6.2 The PPG states how market signals analysis should be undertaken on the basis of a comparison 

with similar demographic/economic areas, and in this context the OAHN Update compares each 

of the four local authority areas to the county, regional and national averages, along with local 

authorities that have similar characteristics as identified by the ONS Area Classification.  We 

consider the analysis of the OAHN Update below. 

 

ii) House Prices 

 

6.3 The OAHN Update provides an analysis of average house prices.   The analysis identifies that 

house price change in the HMA authorities has paralleled the regional and national trend, with 

the exception of Chelmsford where house price growth has exceeded trends.43 

 

6.4 The PPG HEDNA (ID2a-020) states that comparisons of indicators should be made in both 

absolute levels and rates of change.  It appears (although this could be made clearer) that 

only indexed change in absolute house prices has been considered in the OAHN Update.   

 
6.5 To fill this gap, we have considered the rate of median house price change in Tendring.  

Between 1997 and 2016 median house prices increased by 273%.  This is slightly above the 

national average increase of 267% but below the HMA and regional averages.  See Table 6.1. 

 

  

                                                
43 PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, Tendring OAHN Study, November 2016 Update, Paragraph 5.17, page 42 
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Table 6.1: Median house prices 

 

Median house price (£) 

1997 2016 

Absolute 
Change  

1997-2016 
% Change  
1997-2016 

Braintree  59,995   250,000   190,005  317% 

Chelmsford  66,000   295,500   229,500  348% 

Colchester  57,000   230,000   173,000  304% 

Tendring  49,000   183,000   134,000  273% 

HMA  57,999   219,375   161,376  278% 

East of England  61,995   250,000   188,005  303% 

England  59,995   220,000   160,005  267% 
Source: ONS/ Barton Willmore 

 

 

iii) Affordability Ratios 

 

6.6 Perhaps the most critical of the PPG’s market signals relate to affordability, and in particular 

the lower quartile and median affordability ratios. The lower quartile ratio measures lower 

quartile earnings to lower quartile house prices.  The lower the ratio, the more affordable 

housing is.  The median ratio calculates median earnings against median house prices. 

 

6.7 The OAHN Update considers the lower quartile affordability ratio over the period 2004 to 2015.  

The OAHN Update identifies that affordability is consistently worse in the four HMA districts 

than the national and regional benchmarks but better than most other Essex authorities. 44   

 
6.8 As with the analysis of house prices, the OAHN Update fails to consider the rate of change.  

Barton Willmore’s reference to median affordability ratio data from the ONS (published in March 

2017) shows how Tendring’s median ratio has increased by 141% between 1997 and 2016.  

This is higher than the national average (118%) but slightly lower than the regional (143%) 

and HMA average (146%).  However, the HMA average has been influenced by significantly 

worsening affordability in Chelmsford.  See Table 6.2 for more detail.  Comparing the individual 

HMA authorities, it is apparent that Tendring’s affordability has declined more acutely than in 

Braintree, Colchester and nationally.  

 

  

                                                
44 PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, Tendring OAHN Study, November 2016 Update, Paragraph 5.20, page 44 
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Table 6.2: Median affordability ratios 

 

Median affordability ratio 

1997 2016 

Absolute 
Change  

1997-2016 
% Change  
1997-2016 

Braintree 4.20 8.59 4.39 105% 

Chelmsford 3.68 10.92 7.24 197% 

Colchester 3.65 8.71 5.06 139% 

Tendring 3.26 7.85 4.59 141% 

HMA 3.69 9.06 5.37 146% 

East of England 3.68 8.96 5.28 143% 

England 3.54 7.72 4.18 118% 
Source: ONS/ Barton Willmore 

 

iv) Rents 

 

6.9 The OAHN Update considers absolute change in private sector rents over the period 2011-2016 

identifying that rents in Braintree and Colchester are close to the regional average, whilst 

Chelmsford’s are consistently higher and Tendring’s consistently lower. 

 

6.10 Again, we have considered percentage change (presented in Table 6.3) as this type of analysis 

is not presented in the OAHN Update.  Lower quartile rents in all four authorities have increased 

at the same rate as the national average, if not higher.  Median rents have not increased to 

the same extent, but nonetheless in Braintree and Chelmsford are higher, Tendring the same, 

and Colchester lower than the national rate of increase. 

 
Table 6.3: Private rents 
 

 Median private rents (£) Lower Quartile private rents (£) 

 
2010-11 2014-15 

Change  
2010-11 2014-15 

Change  

No % No % 
Braintree 
 625 695 70 11% 525 600 75 14% 

Chelmsford 
 725 775 50 7% 595 675 80 13% 

Colchester 
 625 650 25 4% 513 565 53 10% 

Tendring 
 595 625 30 5% 495 525 30 6% 

East 
 635 680 45 7% 525 586 61 12% 

England 
 570 600 30 5% 450 475 25 6% 

Source: Valuation Office Agency (VOA) 
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v) Rate of Development 

 

6.11 When analysing past housing delivery, the PPG states how a “meaningful period” should be 

used to measure supply.  The PPG then goes on to state that “if the historic rate of development 

shows that actual supply falls below planned supply, the future supply should be increased to 

reflect the likelihood of under-delivery of a plan.” 

 

6.12 The OAHN Update considers housing completions against plan targets for the four HMA 

authorities combined over the period 1996/97 to 2014/15.  This is considered a reasonable 

time period.   

 
6.13 The OAHN Update acknowledges that completions fell substantially behind planning targets 

from 2009/10 onwards45.  It also acknowledges that completions in the comparator areas have 

all exceeded those of the four HMA authorities. 46 

 
6.14 Consideration is given in the OAHN Update to housing completions compared to targets 

individually for each of the four HMA local authorities.  With regards to Tendring, the OAHN 

Update acknowledges that completions have substantially reduced in Tendring since 2009 and 

attribute this to not having an up-to-date development plan with new land allocations.  The 

OAHN Update goes on to state: 

 
“But where a council lacks an up-to-date development plan the 
analysis is much more vulnerable to challenge. It is much harder to 
demonstrate delivery was low simply because of weak market 
demand.” 47 

 

vi) Overcrowding and concealed households 

 

6.15 The OAHN Update considers the overcrowding indicator from the 2011 Census and identifies 

that overcrowding in all four districts is below the county, regional and national averages. 48 

 

6.16 Similarly, the number of concealed households is also considered by the OAHN Update using 

data from the 2011 Census, again identifying lower proportions of concealed households than 

the county, regional and national averages. 49 

 

                                                
45 PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, Tendring OAHN Study, November 2016 Update, Paragraph 5.10, page 40 
46 PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, Tendring OAHN Study, November 2016 Update, Paragraph 5.12, page 41 
47 PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, Tendring OAHN Study, November 2016 Update, Paragraph 5.77, page 61 
48 PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, Tendring OAHN Study, November 2016 Update, Paragraph 5.28, page 47 
49 PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, Tendring OAHN Study, November 2016 Update, Paragraph 5.30, page 48 
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6.17 The OAHN Update fails to consider change in the level of overcrowded or concealed households. 

Table 6.4 fills this gap by presenting the change in concealed households between 2001 and 

2011. 

 
Table 6.4: Change in concealed households 

 Concealed 
Families 

2001 

Concealed 
Families 2011 % Change Absolute Change 

Braintree 202 491 143% 289 

Chelmsford 293 523 78% 230 

Colchester 283 498 76% 215 

Tendring 352 510 45% 158 

HMA 1,130 2,022 79% 892 

East 13,354 24,999 87% 11,645 

England 161,254 275,954 71% 114,700 
Source: ONS 

 

6.18 The four authorities combined (HMA) have seen a higher rate of increase in concealed 

households than the national average (+79% vs +71%) but lower than the regional average 

(+87%).  In Tendring there has only been a 45% increase in concealed households highlighting 

a less acute problem in Tendring than elsewhere in the HMA, and in comparison to regional 

and national averages. 

 

 
vii) The OAHN Update’s response to market signals 

 

6.19 In the context of the OAHN Update’s analysis it concludes that an uplift to the demographic 

projections may be justified on the basis of housing completions below target and 

affordability. 50   

 

6.20 The OAHN Update acknowledges that the PPG provides no specific guidance on how such an 

adjustment should be made and refers to the fact that the market signals uplifts recommended 

by Local Plan Inspectors have been a matter of judgement.   

 
6.21 By comparing mean house prices, average private rents, and the affordability ratios based on 

both workplace and residents’ earnings in the four HMA authorities, with the national average, 

the OAHN report concludes on the following market signals uplifts: 

 
• Braintree = 10 to 15%; 

• Chelmsford = 20%; 

                                                
50 PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, Tendring OAHN Study, November 2016 Update, Paragraph 5.86, page 64 
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• Colchester = 0%; and 

• Tendring = 15%. 

 
6.22 The OAHN Update’s suggested uplifts are arbitrary based on PBA’s own judgement.  In light of 

this, we believe that the suggested adjustments are open to challenge.  

 

6.23 Furthermore, the PPG (ID2a-020) also states how the market signals adjustment should 

increase supply by “an amount that could be expected to improve affordability.” The OAHN 

Update does not consider how the market signals uplifts it proposes will affect affordability. 

 
6.24 To fill this gap, we have utilised the market signals approach endorsed by the Inspector for 

the Mid Sussex Local Plan which is based on the OBR’s house price and earnings forecasts and 

the University of Reading’s house price elasticity research. 51   

 
6.25 Our analysis has identified that the OAHN Update’s proposed OAHN for Tendring (550 dwellings 

per annum) would result in Tendring’s affordability ratio worsening by 56% from 7.85 in 2016 

to 12.25 in 2037.  See Appendix 1 for detailed calculation. 

 
6.26 On this basis, we do not consider the OAHN Update to provide a sufficient response to market 

signals issues as intended by the PPG HEDNA, given affordability in Tendring will significantly 

worsen over the plan period. 

 

viii) Alternative Approaches to Addressing Market Signals 

 

Loca l  P lans  Ex per t  G roup (LP EG)  Approach   

 

6.27 The only systematic approach to this issue, and clear guidance to answer the question of how 

much uplift is required for market signals pressure, is offered by the LPEG recommendations 

presented to Government in March 2016. 

 

6.28 We note that the LPEG recommendations to Central Government are not yet adopted as formal 

policy or guidance, however the recent Housing White Paper (February 2017) has referred to 

the LPEG report and has stated that a standardised approach to establishing ‘baseline’ OAHN 

will be introduced by April 2018.   

 

6.29 Notwithstanding this the LPEG recommendations provide an alternative methodology to 

assessing OAHN based on alterations to the existing provisions of the PPG’s HEDNA.  It is 

therefore considered appropriate to consider their recommendations here, particularly in the 

                                                
51 Mid Sussex District Local Plan Examination, Inspector’s letter to the Council, 20 February 2017, page 5 
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context of the LPEG recommendations prescribing specific adjustments for market signals, and 

the lack of clear guidance in the existing PPG in respect of market signals uplifts. 

 

6.30 In respect of market signals the LPEG report uses a measure of absolute affordability to justify 

a market signals uplift (additional to the household formation rate adjustment).  The median 

house price affordability banding thresholds arrived at by LPEG are: 

 
• less than 5.3   = 0% uplift; 

• 5.3 to less than 7.0  = 10% uplift; 

• 7.0 to less than 8.7  = 20% uplift; 

• more than 8.7  = 25% uplift. 

 

6.31 For the purposes of calculating the LPEG uplift, the average of the most recent three years of 

recorded data is used.  Based on ONS median affordability ratios the three-year average (2014-

2016) is 7.05.  This ratio falls within the threshold requiring a 20% uplift to demographic-led 

OAHN.  

 

6.32 Application of the LPEG market signals adjustment (20%) to the official 2014-based SNPP/ 

DCLG 2014-based household projection (not adjusted for UPC as in the OAHN update) of 674 

dpa, 2013-2037 would require OAHN of 809 dpa.  This is considered a minimum OAHN based 

on the LPEG approach as the LPEG methodology requires the higher of either the 2014-based 

SNPP or 10-year migration trend to be used, along with permitting an adjustment to address 

suppressed household formation for 25-44 year olds.   

 

Bark er  R ev iew  (M arch  2004 )  

 

6.30 The Barker Review used a baseline figure of 140,000 dwellings against which to measure its 

proposed increase on past supply in order to ‘improve the housing market’. It’s conclusion of 

an additional 120,000 dwellings per annum needed implied an increase in housebuilding of 

85.7% over past supply levels. Whilst this has not been met at a national level in the period 

since (and has led to a much further worsening in affordability), it continues to provide a 

benchmark for how much local authorities might need to improve supply against recent delivery 

to similarly bring about an improvement in the local housing market (assuming the scale of 

problem now is, at best, similar to the level it was in 2004). 

 

6.31 Over the past 15 years (2001-2016), Tendring has delivered an average of 350 dpa. A Barker 

Review style 85.7% increase on this supply position would imply a need for 650 dpa in order 

to improve the housing market.  This falls below the official PPG starting point (674 dpa) but 

provides a 20% uplift to the full OAHN established by the OAHN Update (550 dpa). 
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 Nat iona l  Hous ing  &  P lann ing Adv ice  Un i t  (N HP AU)  

 

6.32 The NHPAU was founded by Government as direct response to the recommendations of the 

Barker Review and in October 2007 published ‘Developing a target range for the supply of new 

homes across England’ 52. This flowed from analytical modelling on the impact of the 

Government’s housing supply target for housing affordability prospects over the medium and 

long-term. The report concluded that a supply range from 240,000 dpa (Government’s annual 

target at that point) to 280,000 dpa should be tested (Table 18), going on to identify (para 

4.68):  

 
“NHPAU believes that there is a realistic possibility of stabilising 
the affordability of market housing over the long-term if a supply 
target for 270,000 net additions to stock, in the right place and of 
the right type can be adopted through the planning system for 
delivery before or by 2016.”  

 
6.33 The target of 270,000 per annum would equate to a 24% increase above the baseline 2014-

based DCLG household projection for England (circa 218,000 dwellings per annum, 2014-2039).  

Applied to the starting point DCLG projection in Tendring this would result in OAHN of 836 

dpa, 2013-2037. 

 

6.34 Crucially, the NHPAU concluded that if stabilising affordability in each region is the goal, then 

the most efficient way to achieve that is to proportionately increase supply in the areas where 

affordability is most severe. Thus it focussed 80% of its uplifts (over the then RSS targets) 

across the South East, the South West and the East of England.  

 
R edfern  Rev iew  (N ovem ber  2016 )  

 
6.35 The Redfern Review53 was an independent review of the causes of falling home ownership, and 

associated housing market challenges. Published in November 2016, it was informed by a 

housing market model and built by Oxford Economics which looked at the impacts of different 

supply assumptions on prices and home ownership. The review ultimately concludes (paragraph 

33):  

 
“…looking forward, if the number of households in the UK were 
to grow at around 200,000 per year, new supply of 300,000 
dwellings per year over a decade would be expected to cut house 
price inflation by around 5 percentage points (0.5 percentage 
points a year)… In other words boosting housing supply will have 

                                                
52 Developing a target range for the supply of new homes across England’ (October 2007), NHPAU - 
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20120919132719/http://www.communities.gov.uk/documents/housing/pdf/5239
84.pdf    
53 The Redfern Review into the decline of home ownership’ (16 November 2016) - http://www.redfernreview.org/wp-
content/uploads/2016/01/TW082_RR_online_PDF.pdf  
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a material impact on house prices, but only if sustained over a 
long period.” 

 
6.36 The accompanying report by Oxford Economics54 identifies that “To put downward pressure on 

prices new supply would need to outstrip underlying household formation”. It actually models 

a boost in housing supply of 100,000 above their baseline forecast of 210,000 dwellings per 

annum, concluding that 310,000 dwellings per annum “helps to keep prices in check” up to 

2026, albeit still rising marginally.  

 

6.37 Although no corresponding analysis is presented on the affordability ratio (i.e. accounting for 

changes in income over that period), the adoption of 310,000 dwellings per annum as a figure 

to keep prices in check would represent a 44.2% uplift over the demographic baseline 

suggested by the 2014-based projections (215,000 dwellings). A lower percentage would be 

sufficient to hold affordability constant if household incomes increased in a corresponding 

manner.  

 

6.38 In Tendring, a 44.2% increase to the 2014-based household projection (674 dpa) would lead 

to a requirement for 972 dpa, 2013-2037.  

 

ix) Conclusions on Market Signals 

 
6.39 The OAHN Update provides an analysis of the market signals identified by the PPG HEDNA.    

However, the OAHN Update fails to consider change in both absolute and percentage terms, 

only considering absolute change.  We have filled this gap in our analysis which does 

strengthen the need for a market signals uplift in Tendring. 

 

6.40 Housing completions in Tendring have fallen 22% below planned targets, constraining the 

supply of housing.  Although Tendring is the most affordable of the four local authorities 

assessed, affordability has worsened to a greater extent in Tendring than compared to 

Braintree and Colchester. 
 

6.41 The OAHN Update acknowledges worsening market signals in Tendring which it proposes to 

address by applying a 15% uplift to its demographic starting point (480 dpa) resulting in full 

OAHN of 550 dpa.  Applied to the official demographic starting point (674 dpa) the OAHN 

Update’s 15% uplift would result in full OAHN of 775 dpa (2013-2037).   
 

6.42 The OAHN Update’s suggested 15% uplift is arbitrary based on PBA’s judgement.  Our analysis 

of a number of alternative approaches to arriving at a market signals OAHN for Tendring have 

                                                
54 ‘Forecasting UK house prices and home ownership’ (November 2016) Oxford Economics - 
http://www.redfernreview.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/11/20161114-Redfern-Review-modelling-paper.pdf  
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been tested, including consideration of approaches by the Local Plans Expert Group’s (LPEG), 

Redfern Review, Barker Review and the NHPAU.  These recommendations would require 

an OAHN range for Tendring of between 650 dpa and 972 dpa (2013-2037). 

 
6.43 Our analysis has identified that the OAHN Update’s proposed OAHN for Tendring (550 dpa) 

would lead to Tendring’s housing affordability ratio worsening by 56% between 2016-2037.  

The upper extent of our identified market signals range (972 dpa) would still result in a 

worsening of Tendring’s affordability ratio but to a lesser extent (+27%). See Chart 6.1. 
 
Chart 6.1: Impact on Tendring’s affordability ratio of proposed OAHN   

 
Source: Barton Willmore 
 

 

6.44 On this basis, we consider the market signals uplift applied in the OAHN Update to be 

insufficient, resulting in a significant worsening of housing affordability in Tendring which is 

contrary to the intent of the PPG HEDNA’s market signals uplift.  Although the upper extent of 

our identified market signals OAHN range also results in a worsening of Tendring’s affordability 

ratio, it is to a lesser extent, and serves to illustrate the need for Tendring to plan for more 

housing than currently proposed if market signals issues are to be addressed.
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7.0 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

 

7.1 Full OAHN presented by the Council’s OAHN Update is the higher of either the demographic 

OAHN with a market signals uplift or the economic OAHN55.  Table 7.1 provides a summary. 

 

Table 7.1: OAHN Update’s demographic OAHN with a market signals uplift compared 

to economic OAHN (2013-2037) 

 Demographic OAHN 

+ Market Signals 

Uplift 

Economic OAHN Full OAHN 

Braintree 716 dpa 702 dpa 716 dpa 

Chelmsford 805 dpa 706 dpa 805 dpa 

Colchester 866 dpa 920 dpa 920 dpa 

Tendring 550 dpa 550 dpa 550 dpa 

 

7.2 For Tendring, the Council’s OAHN Update concludes that full OAHN is the demographic OAHN 

with a markets signal uplift; equivalent to 550 dwellings per annum (2013-2037). 

 

7.3 This report has reviewed and evaluated the Council’s OAHN Update.  On the face of it, the 

OAHN Update’s approach to assessing overall housing need appears to follow the PPG HEDNA 

methodology, making reference to the relevant PPG sections throughout the assessment.  

However, in practice, a number of shortcomings have been identified that give rise to an 

underestimate of housing need in Tendring as we summarise below.   

 
 
i) HMA definition 

 

I ssue 1 : M a ldon  has  been  ex c luded  f rom  the HM A def in i t i on  

 

7.4 The OAHN Update has excluded Maldon District from the definition of the Housing Market Area 

(HMA) on the basis that Maldon Council considers it does not belong to a HMA with Braintree, 

Chelmsford, Colchester and Tendring.  This is despite the OAHN Update demonstrating 

functional housing and economic relationships between Maldon and the rest of the HMA. 

 

7.5 We consider Maldon should be included in the HMA definition. 

 

 

                                                
55 PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, Tendring OAHN Study, November 2016 Update, Paragraph 6.36, page 75 
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ii) Demographic OAHN 

 
 
I ssue 2 : The OAHN  Update  reduces  the o f f i c ia l  s ta r t ing  po in t  for  assess ing  hous ing 

need  by  m ak ing  an  ad jus tm ent  for  UP C 

 
7.6 Whilst the OAHN Update correctly identifies the official starting point estimate of housing need 

for Braintree, Chelmsford and Colchester – presenting the DCLG 2014-based household 

projections, for Tendring, a starting point estimate of 480 dwellings per annum (2013-2037) is 

presented in the OAHN Update which is below the official DCLG 2014-based starting point of 

674 dwellings per annum (including an allowance for vacancy). 

  

7.7 The reduced starting point for Tendring is the result of the OAHN Update applying a UPC 

adjustment.  We consider it inappropriate to apply a UPC adjustment for the following reasons: 

 
• The ONS claims that the effect of UPC was greater towards the start of the decade 

(2000s) and therefore the 2014-based SNPP which underpin the starting point (based 

on trends from the period 2009-2014) will have been less affected by the issue of UPC; 

• Administrative population estimates suggest that the 2011 Census may have 

underestimated Tendring’s population and therefore the downward revision applied to 

Tendring’s MYPE (in effect the UPC adjustment) may have been too great; 

• The 2014-based SNPP are underpinned by a conservative assumption of net 

international migration and therefore to reduce migration trends further is considered 

inappropriate; 

• 2015 and 2016 MYPE published after the 2014-based SNPP have already exceeded the 

2014-based SNPP projection for the same years, further suggesting that the 2014-based 

SNPP provides a conservative projection of population growth for Tendring. 

 

7.8 Support for not making a UPC adjustment has been provided by various Local Plan Inspectors 

including those examining the Aylesbury Vale Local Plan (June 2014); West Oxfordshire Local 

Plan (December 2015); Sefton Local Plan (February 2016); Arun Local Plan (February 2016); 

and Newark and Sherwood s78 Planning Appeal (January 2016).  The Local Plan Expert Group’s 

recommendations to Central Government (March 2016) also exclude UPC from the calculation 

of migration trends. 

 

7.9 On this basis, we consider that the correct demographic starting point for Tendring is 674 

dwellings per annum (2013-2037) and not 480 dwellings per annum as presented by the OAHN 

update.  This is important because it has implications for the consideration of economic OAHN 

and the market signals uplift. 
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I ssue 3 : N o cons idera t i on  o f  a l t erna t ive m igra t i on  t r end scenar i os  fo r  Tendr ing  

  

7.10 Given the UPC adjustment to the starting point for Tendring, the OAHN Update has not 

considered alternative migration trend scenarios for Tendring.  This is considered a weakness.  

An alternative 5-year migration trend from the more recent period 2010-2015 and a 10-year 

migration trend from the period 2005-2015 has been considered by the OAHN Update for 

Braintree, Chelmsford and Colchester.  We consider the same scenarios (without a UPC 

adjustment) should also be considered for Tendring.  Furthermore, now that the 2016 MYPE 

have been published this allows for more recent 5-year and 10-year migration trends to be 

considered. 

 

I ssue  4 : D ism issa l  o f  a l t erna t ive  m igra t i on  t r ends  for  B ra in t ree, Tendr ing  and  

Co lches te r  desp i t e co l lec t iv e ly  show ing  h igher  popu la t i on  grow th  than  the  2014 -

based  SNP P  

 

7.11 Despite the OAHN Update identifying that the alternative migration trends collectively for 

Braintree, Chelmsford and Colchester projected higher population growth than the 2014-based 

SNPP56, the OAHN update concludes that the 2014-based SNPP is the preferred demographic 

projection on which to assess housing need across.  This has implications in particular for 

Colchester’s demographic OAHN which is considerably higher under the alternative migration 

trends.  We believe greater weight should be given to the alternative migration trend scenarios. 

 

I ssue 5 : D ism issa l  o f  t he  GLA  Dem ograph ic  Scena r i o  

 

7.12 In addition to the two alternative migration trends, the OAHN Update also gives consideration 

to a GLA demographic scenario which looks at increased out-migration from London to 

surrounding authorities.  The OAHN Update concludes that the uplift suggested by increased 

out-migration from London to the four HMA authorities of 74 dpa is insignificant.  We disagree.  

Such an uplift is equivalent to an additional 1,776 dwellings over the period 2013-2037 which 

is significant.  Nonetheless, the evidence on which this conclusion is reached is outdated being 

based on the Edge Analytics Phase 7 report produced for the EPOA which only provided a 

comparison with the ONS 2012-based SNPP.  The evidence should be updated to provide a 

comparison with the ONS 2014-based SNPP. 

 

 

 

                                                
56 PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, Tendring OAHN Study, November 2016 Update, Table 3.4, page 29 
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I ssue  6 : P rov ides  no  ad jus tm en t  to  address  suppressed  househo ld  form at ion  fo r  

younger  peop le  

 

7.13 The OAHN Update makes no adjustment to address suppressed household formation which we 

have identified has occurred in Tendring due to under-supply and worsening affordability of 

housing as required by PPG (ID2a-015).  The analysis of HFRs by age group for Tendring has 

identified clear suppression in household formation for younger people which closely correlates 

with a worsening in housing affordability in Tendring.  On this basis, and as required by PPG 

(ID2a-017), sensitivity testing of alternative HFR assumptions is required in Tendring and the 

OAHN Update has failed to consider this. 

 
 

iii) Economic OAHN 

 
 
I ssue  7 : Lack  o f  a  cons is t en t  app roach  to  assess ing  econom ic  OAHN  ac ross  the  HM A 

 

7.14 The OAHN Update does not provide a consistent assessment of economic OAHN across the four 

HMA authorities.  A different approach is applied in Tendring to the other three authorities.  

This is justified by the OAHN Update on the basis of UPC.  However, as discussed above, we 

consider a UPC adjustment for Tendring to be inappropriate.  On this basis, we consider the 

same approach to assessing economic OAHN should be applied across the HMA. 

 

7.15 The ability of Tendring’s demographic OAHN to support economic growth is tested against 

Experian’s January 2016 forecast.  For Braintree, Chelmsford and Colchester the EEFM 2016 is 

utilised. 

 
7.16 Furthermore, the OAHN Update fails to provide the exact level of job growth it considers could 

have been supported by the demographic OAHN.  The OAHN Update simply concludes that the 

demographic OAHN could support job growth of 490 jobs per annum as indicated by Experian 

January 2016 forecast. 

 
I ssue 8 : R e l iance on  a  s ing le  econom ic  fo recast  
 

7.17 Economic forecasts can vary between economic forecasting houses.  Therefore, to avoid any 

volatility, we recommend that consideration is given to economic forecasts from the three main 

independent forecasting houses (Experian, Oxford Economics and Cambridge Econometrics) 

and a triangulated average taken. 
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I ssue 9 : No  in te r roga t ion  o f  the  under ly ing  assum pt ions  f rom  Exper ian  and concern  

tha t  a  h igh  re l iance i s  p laced  on  h igh  econom ic  ac t iv i t y  o f  o lder  peop le  

 

7.18 A weakness of the OAHN Update is that it provides no detail of the assumptions applied by 

Experian with regards to unemployment, commuting or economic activity.  As such it appears 

to take the assumptions at face value. 

 

7.19 However, Experian’s economic activity assumptions have been acknowledged by various 

Planning Inspector’s as projecting unrealistically high rates for older people.  As such, the 

Experian economic activity rates have been dismissed in favour of using economic activity rate 

projections from the Office for Budget Responsibility (OBR).  We support the use of the OBR 

projections and recommend sensitivity testing of the application of OBR rates.  

 
7.20 Placing a reliance on high economic activity rates for older people, as the OAHN Update has 

done, is risky, as if economic activity turns out not to be as high as assumed by Experian, this 

will put economic growth in Tendring at risk.  A point which PBA themselves acknowledge in 

the PAS Technical Advice Note they have produced. 

 
 
iv) Market Signals Uplift 

 
 
I ssue 10 : A rb i t ra ry  m ark et  s i gna ls  up l i f t  app l i ed  

 
7.21 The OAHN Update acknowledges market signals issues within Tendring which it seeks to 

address by applying a 15% uplift to its demographic OAHN for Tendring (480 dpa) resulting in 

full OAHN of 550 dpa (2013-2037).  Our analysis has identified that regardless of the uplift, 

OAHN of 550 dpa would lead to Tendring’s housing affordability ratio worsening by 56% 

between 2016 and 2037. 

 

7.22 As outlined above, we disagree with the demographic OAHN presented for Tendring by the 

OAHN Update due to the application of a UPC adjustment.  Applying the OAHN Update’s 15% 

market signals uplift to the official demographic starting point (674 dpa) would result in full 

OAHN of 775 dpa (2013-2037).  Nonetheless, this would still result in a worsening of Tendring’s 

affordability ratio by 40%.       

 
7.23 The 15% uplift is based on PBA’s own judgement.  We appreciate that the PPG HEDNA leaves 

a gap as to what defines an appropriate uplift and in the absence of any guidance we have 

considered a number of alternative approaches that seek to improve affordability.  The 

approaches we have considered (LPEG, Redfern, Barker and NHPAU) would result in an OAHN 

for Tendring of between 650 dpa and 972 dpa (2013-2037), all in excess of the full OAHN 
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suggested by the OAHN Update (550 dpa).  The upper limit of our identified market signals 

range (972 dpa) would result in Tendring’s housing affordability ratio worsening by 27%.  This 

analysis serves to illustrate the need for Tendring to plan for more housing than currently 

proposed if market signals issues are to be addressed. 

 

v) Summary and Way Forward 

 

7.24 Table 7.2 summarises our critique of the OAHN Update alongside the requirement of the PPG. 

 

Table 7.2: PPG HEDNA and OAHN Update for Tendring (November 2016) 

PPG ID 2a 015 to 020 (HEDNA) OAHN Update (November 2016) 

Latest DCLG household projections starting point  
Reduces the official starting 
point for Tendring by making a 
UPC adjustment  

A
d

ju
st

m
e

n
ts

 t
o

 p
ro

je
ct

io
n

s 

1. Demography 

A. Household formation (ID2a 015, 016) may 
have been supressed historically by undersupply 
and worsening affordability of housing.  As a 
result, the CLG household formation rate 
projections may also be suppressed.  If so they 
must be adjusted upwards so that the 
suppression is removed. 

Fails to fully investigate and 
address projected suppressed 
household formation  

 

B. Migration and population change (ID2a 
016, 017). Sensitivity testing of local migration 
and population change, taking account of the 
most recent demographic evidence from ONS. 

Fails to consider alternative 
migration trends for Tendring 
due to the UPC adjustment 
applied   

1. Gives rise to the ‘demographic OAHN’ 

Demographic OAHN 
underestimated because of UPC 
adjustment and no uplift for 
suppressed household formation  

2. Future job growth (ID2a 018) based on past trends and or 
projections should be taken into account. The OAN must be capable of 
accommodating the supply of working age population that is 
economically active (labour force supply), if it does not them it should 
be adjusted upwards. 

2. Gives rise to the ‘future jobs OAHN’ 

Future job growth assumption 
prudent but potentially high 
reliance on economic activity of 
older people which in turn 
underestimates number of 
homes need 

3. Market signals (ID2a 019, 020) of undersupply relative to demand 
that are worsening trigger an upward adjustment to planned housing 
numbers that are based solely on household projections.  The more 
significant the affordability constraints, the larger the additional supply 
response should be. 

3. Gives rise to the ‘market signals uplift’ 

Worsening market signals are 
observed and addressed, but 
alternative evidence suggests a 
higher uplift is justified 

Full objectively assessed housing need (FOAHN) (Overall housing 
need) 

For the reasons identified above (1a, 
1b, 2 and 3) the OAHN Update 
underestimates FOAHN for 
Tendring 
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7.25 Based on the findings of our critique, we believe that OAHN of 550 dwellings per annum (2013-

2037) provides an underestimate of full OAHN for Tendring.  As a very minimum we consider 

housing need for Tendring is 674 dwellings per annum (2013-2037) as indicated by the DCLG 

2014-based household projections with the application of a vacancy rate.  However, housing 

need would increase above this level if the identified suppressed household formation for 

younger people and worsening market signals are addressed.   

 

7.26 Furthermore, the level of economic growth that can be supported by a revised demographic 

OAHN should also be determined using more realistic economic activity assumptions and tested 

against more recent economic forecasts. 

  

7.27 On this basis, we recommend further sensitivity testing to address the weaknesses identified 

in the OAHN Update, which would result in an increase to Council’s OAHN of 550 dwellings per 

annum (2013-2037). 



 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX 1: 

 

AFFORDABILITY CALCULATOR – TENDRING DISTRICT 



 

 

 
 

Affordability Calculator

Earnings rate of increase = 1.031 (OBR March 2017)
Housing Price rate of increase = 1.048 (OBR March 2017)
*Number of homes taken from 2016 Council Tax Base

Implicit dwelling growth in OBR model 743 per annum (2031-2016)

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036 2037
Median Earnings 23,302    24,024         24,769          25,537       26,329          27,145       27,986    28,854          29,748          30,671          31,621          32,602          33,612          34,654          35,728          36,836          37,978          39,155          40,369          41,621          42,911          44,241          
Median House price 183,000  191,784      200,990       210,637     220,748       231,344     242,448  254,086       266,282       279,063       292,458       306,496       321,208       336,626       352,784       369,718       387,464       406,063       425,554       445,980       467,387       489,822       

Number of homes* (assuming 1% growth as per OBR) 69,205    69,897         70,596          71,302       72,015          72,735       73,463    74,197          74,939          75,688          76,445          77,210          77,982          78,762          79,549          80,345          81,148          81,960          82,779          83,607          84,443          85,288          
Median affordability Ratio 7.85 7.98 8.11 8.25 8.38 8.52 8.66 8.81 8.95 9.10 9.25 9.40 9.56 9.71 9.87 10.04 10.20 10.37 10.54 10.72 10.89 11.07

Total annual dwelling increase = 550 per annum (Local Plan target)
2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036 2037

No. of houses 69,205    69,755         70,305          70,855       71,405          71,955       72,505    73,055          73,605          74,155          74,705          75,255          75,805          76,355          76,905          77,455          78,005          78,555          79,105          79,655          80,205          80,755          
Increase in supply above baseline assumption -0.2% -0.4% -0.6% -0.8% -1.1% -1.3% -1.5% -1.8% -2.0% -2.3% -2.5% -2.8% -3.1% -3.3% -3.6% -3.9% -4.2% -4.4% -4.7% -5.0% -5.3%
Price change (assuming -2.0) 0.4% 0.8% 1.3% 1.7% 2.1% 2.6% 3.1% 3.6% 4.1% 4.6% 5.1% 5.6% 6.1% 6.6% 7.2% 7.7% 8.3% 8.9% 9.5% 10.0% 10.6%
Median House price including reduction 183,000  192,564      202,647       213,278     224,487       236,306     248,768  261,908       275,763       290,371       305,775       322,016       339,142       357,199       376,238       396,314       417,481       439,800       463,332       488,144       514,304       541,886       
Affordability ratio 7.85 8.02 8.18 8.35 8.53 8.71 8.89 9.08 9.27 9.47 9.67 9.88 10.09 10.31 10.53 10.76 10.99 11.23 11.48 11.73 11.99 12.25

Total annual dwelling increase = 972 per annum (BW MS upper range)
2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036 2037

No. of houses 69,205    70,177         71,149          72,121       73,093          74,065       75,037    76,009          76,981          77,953          78,925          79,897          80,869          81,841          82,813          83,785          84,757          85,729          86,701          87,673          88,645          89,617          
Increase in supply above baseline assumption 0.4% 0.8% 1.1% 1.5% 1.8% 2.1% 2.4% 2.7% 3.0% 3.2% 3.5% 3.7% 3.9% 4.1% 4.3% 4.4% 4.6% 4.7% 4.9% 5.0% 5.1%
Price change (assuming -2.0) -0.8% -1.6% -2.3% -3.0% -3.7% -4.3% -4.9% -5.4% -6.0% -6.5% -7.0% -7.4% -7.8% -8.2% -8.6% -8.9% -9.2% -9.5% -9.7% -10.0% -10.2%
Median House price including reduction 183,000  190,248      197,841       205,798     214,139       222,884     232,055  241,676       251,771       262,365       273,486       285,162       297,424       310,305       323,837       338,057       353,003       368,714       385,233       402,604       420,874       440,094       
Affordability ratio 7.85 7.92 7.99 8.06 8.13 8.21 8.29 8.38 8.46 8.55 8.65 8.75 8.85 8.95 9.06 9.18 9.29 9.42 9.54 9.67 9.81 9.95
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Land at Bromley Road | Parsons Heath

Tendring District Council

DEVELOPMENT BRIEF



Gladman Developments Ltd is promoting land at Bromley Road, 
Parsons Heath for development. The 7.33 hectare site presents an 
ideal opportunity to create a sustainable, high quality residential 
development situated in a sought-after location.

A residential development on the site would incorporate both 
new market and affordable housing (of a variety of types, from 
affordable rented properties to discounted sale properties to 
help key workers and first time house buyers) to help meet  
the current and future housing needs of both Parsons Heath and 
the district. 

Development of this site would respond to and complement its 
surroundings to achieve seamless integration. Gladman would 
welcome the opportunity to discuss the potential delivery of 
this site with you in more detail so it can be considered fully in 
the preparation of the emerging Local Plan.

Introduction

Should you wish to discuss our proposals further, 
please contact

Planner: Kate Fitzgerald

k.fitzgerald@gladman.co.uk

01260 288866



Site & Planning Context

Site & Surroundings

A Vibrant Community

Principle of Development

Going forward

Parsons Heath is a vibrant area on the edge of Colchester. It is an active 
and successful community and provides residents with direct access 
to community facilities.

Parsons Heath offers a range of amenities within walking and cycling 
distance of the site. These are located in three main clusters: on Bromley 
Road, on Harwich Road/Parsons Heath and in Greenstead district centre. 
These areas offer services and facilities including nursery schools, primary 
schools, a secondary school, a health centre, pharmacy, leisure centre, 
library and places of worship.

The site is located on the eastern edge of Colchester and is 7.33 hectares 
in area. It is anticipated that around 4.2 hectares would be residential 
development, with the remainder comprising green infrastructure.

The land lies to the south of Bromley Road and comprises two fields. It is 
well enclosed by tree and hedgerow cover along its boundaries with Churn 
Wood, Bromley Road and Salary Brook, which is located directly to the west 
of the site. Its north-eastern boundary adjoins the grounds of Hill Farm and 
Crockleford Grange. The site is opposite existing residential development 
at Longridge.

The site is adjacent to the large town of Colchester and falls within a  
broad location proposed as a new garden community on the Colchester-
Tendring border. 

The proposed garden community on the Tendring-Colchester border is 
classified as a Strategic Urban Settlement in the emerging Local Plan. The 
publication draft consultation document explains that it will incorporate 
around 2,500 dwellings within the plan period (to 2033), as part of an 
overall total of 7,000-9,000 homes.



Site Development Potential

This site offers a unique opportunity for Tendring District Council to plan and, importantly, deliver, a new and exemplary housing 
development where people will genuinely want to live and choose to stay, while embracing the distinctive character of the surrounding area.  
This will be achieved by:

Landscape CharacterHousing Delivery

• The site is capable of coming forward within the next 5 years.

• Gladman has demonstrated that the site is capable of delivering up to
145 dwellings of varying sizes, types and tenures (including affordable
housing delivered in accordance with planning policy).

• The site is not subject to any national, local or other landscape designations.

• Landscape buffers could be provided to the north and east of the site,
adjacent to Churn Wood and Salary Brook, which would be designated as
a new waterside park.

• The site is well-contained adjacent to the existing urban context. A
landscape appraisal undertaken by special consultants has confirmed
that a residential development and associated green infrastructure could
be incorporated within the local landscape without resulting in any
unacceptable landscape or visual effects.



Heritage

Hydrology

Biodiversity, Green Infrastructure & Local Wildlife

• The development of the site would aim to enhance the environment
through the provision of green infrastructure, comprising new publically
accessible green space, an equipped area of play and recreational
pathways, increasing permeability to surrounding areas of interest and
facilities.

• The site is not designated for its biodiversity value.

• The site is adjacent to Churn Wood and Salary Brook, which are local
conservation sites. Any potential recreation effects as a result of
residential development could be mitigated.

• A detailed ecological assessment has been carried out by specialist
ecological consultants. This found that no protected species would be
adversely affected by a residential development.

• Through additional planting, landscaping and the creation of habitat,
there is the potential to create improved conditions for wildlife.

• There are no designated heritage assets within or immediately adjacent
to the site.

• A detailed heritage assessment undertaken by specialist consultants
has established that the development of the site would have only a
very minor impact on the heritage significance of the non-designated
Hill Farmhouse, a residential dwelling located circa 95 metres to the
north east of the site.

• The development proposal falls entirely within the Environment Agency
Flood Risk Zone 1 i.e. land assessed as having a less than 1 in 1,000
annual probability of flooding.

• The development of the site would include a comprehensive surface
water drainage scheme, which would not cause flooding on the
site or elsewhere.

Site Development Potential

SCHOOL



Design

Topography

Accessibility

Socio-economic

  

• The development of the site would follow a design-led approach,
informed by consultation with the district council, key stakeholders
and the local community, responding sensitively to the site’s setting
and respecting the grain of the surrounding landscape, both built
and undeveloped.

• A high quality housing development would be a positive addition to
Parsons Heath, complementing the character of the surrounding area
in terms of character and quality.

• The site is located on the south-eastern facing slope of the Ardleigh
Valley. The valley ascends north towards Ardleigh Reservoir and south
as it wraps around the southern edge of Greenstead before joining
the River Colne.

• The landform of the site itself slopes down from a high point of
approximately 27-28m AOD along the eastern boundary with Churn
Wood towards Salary Brook and a low point of approximately 6-7m AOD. 
The sloping topography of the site contributes to its distinctiveness.

• The topography of the area constrains views into and across the site,
which should reduce any visual impact of a development.

• Development in this location will provide quality pedestrian, cycle and
public transport connections.

• A pedestrian route around the site would also link to Bromley Road and
onwards to local facilities.

• Tactile paving would be installed at the existing dropped kerbs and
pedestrian refuge crossing of Longridge at its junction with Bromley Road.

• The closest bus stops to the site are on Longridge and Bromley Road;
these are within 800m of all parts of the site. Gladman would be willing
to provide a CIL-compliant financial contribution towards the upgrade
of the bus stops closest to the site, if necessary.

The development of up to 145 dwellings on the site has the potential to 
provide significant economic benefits, including:

• An investment in construction of circa £14 million;

• Around 120 full-time equivalent jobs per annum throughout the
construction period;

• An additional 130 full-time equivalent jobs in associated industries;

• New Homes Bonus payment of more than £1 million over 5 years;

• Council Tax payments of more than £2.2 million over 10 years.

Site Development Potential
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If you have any questions, contact your Project Manager: 
Ivor Beamon

01260 288 927

i.beamon@gladman.co.uk

www.gladmanland.co.uk

Gladman Land

Gladman House, Alexandria Way, 

Congleton, CW12 1LB
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DEVELOPMENT BRIEF

Land at Grange Road, 
Lawford

Tendring District Council



Gladman Developments wish to promote land at Grange Road, 
Lawford for development. The 6.6 hectare site presents an ideal 
opportunity to create a sustainable, high quality residential 
development situated in a sought-after location.

A new residential development on this site would incorporate 
both new market and affordable housing of a variety of types and 
tenures, to help meet the current and future housing needs of 
Lawford and the District.

Development of this site would respond and complement its 
surroundings to achieve seamless integration. Gladman would 
welcome the opportunity to discuss the potential delivery of this 
site with you in more detail so it can be considered fully in the 
preparation of your emerging Local Plan.

Introduction

Should you wish to discuss our proposals further, 
please contact

Planner: John Mackenzie

Email: j.mackenzie@gladman.co.uk

Telephone: 01260 288941



Site & Planning Context

Site & Surroundings Principle of Development

Going forward

Lawford is a vibrant settlement which adjoins the built-up area of the town of 
Manningtree. The civil parish of Manningtree (which includes Lawford) is home 
to a population in the region of 5,700 people according to the 2011 Census. 

Lawford is an active and successful community and provides residents 
with direct access to community facilities including:

• Lawford Church of England Primary School

• Highfields County Primary School

• The Lawford GP Surgery

Lawford is also accessible to facilities in Manningtree, such as:

• Manningtree High School

• Manningtree Train Station

• A range of retailers including convenience stores

• Pharmacies

• Public Houses

• Post Office

The principle of development in Lawford is well established through 
existing and emerging planning policies.

Adopted Local Plan policy QL1: Spatial Strategy identifies Lawford as a Town.

Lawford (alongside Manningtree and Mistley) is identified within the emerging 
Local Plan as a suitable location to accommodate additional homes with an 
established town centre, employment areas and infrastructure. 

Emerging Local Plan policy SPL1: Managing Growth identifies Lawford as a ‘Smaller 
Urban Settlement’ within the second tier of the settlement hierarchy. Between 
1,500 and 2,500 new homes are proposed within this tier over the plan period, 
equating to the second largest proportion of the District’s housing stock increase.

Emerging Local Plan policy SP2: Spatial Strategy for North Essex establishes 
that development will be accommodated within or adjoining settlements 
according to their scale, sustainability and existing role.

Gladman believe that Lawford is capable of supporting further growth beyond the 
minimum 1,500 to 2,500 dwellings proposed for this tier in the emerging Local 
Plan, so housing development need not be limited to this amount.

The site is located to the south-west of Lawford, north of Grange Road and 
is approximately 6.6 hectares in area. It is currently envisaged that built 
development would only be situated in the southern part of the site in 
order to protect and enhance a Scheduled Monument in the northern portion.  
With this in mind the developable area is likely to be less than 6.6 hectares.

A Vibrant Community



Site Development Potential

Housing Delivery

This site offers a unique opportunity for Tendring District Council to plan, and more importantly deliver, a new development where people will 
genuinely choose to live, whilst embracing the distinctive character of the surrounding area. This will be achieved by:

Landscape Character

The site is capable of delivering up to 105 dwellings of varying sizes, 
types and tenures (including affordable housing delivered in 
accordance with planning policy).

Gladman consider that housing on this site is capable of being brought forward 
within the next 5 years. Gladman are promoting this site for development on 
behalf of the landowner. 

The site is not designated for its environmental value, and its development 
can be sensitively designed to be incorporated within the wider landscape 
without causing significant harm.

The proposed development will aim to enhance the environment through 
the provision of green infrastructure, comprising new publically accessible 
greenspace, equipped play areas and recreational paths increasing permeability 
to surrounding areas of interest and facilities.

Our initial ecology work, carried out by specialist consultants has found 
that there are no protected species or potential for bats, newts etc. on-site. 
Additional ecology surveys will take place prior to the determination of the 
planning application. Work will also be carried out to assess impact on nearby 
ecological designations. 

Where necessary, the development proposals will provide adequate mitigation 
and enhancement, wherever possible to ensure species are protected.

SCHOOL

Biodiversity, Green Infrastructure & Local WildlifeLand Ownership and Delivery



Heritage Hydrology

The site contains a Scheduled Monument ‘Settlement site NNE of Lawford 
House’ the precise nature of which is the topic of some debate, although it 
can be summarised as a henge-type monument.

The initial work carried out by Gladman’s archaeological consultant concludes 
that development of the site incorporating open space within the northern 
section and built form in the south, making provision for the evidential value 
of the Scheduled Monument to be preserved in situ would, at most, result in a 
negligible adverse impact to the significance of the Monument.

The proposed development will also aim to promote a wider public 
understanding about the Scheduled Monument on site.

Residential development of the site would also not adversely impact any 
designated heritage assets in the wider areas as a result of alteration to setting.

The development proposal falls entirely within the Environment Agency Flood 
Risk Zone 1 i.e. land assessed as having a less than 1 in 1,000 annual probability 
of flooding.

A sustainable drainage solution to manage surface water run-off will be 
provided as part of the proposals.

SCHOOL



Design Accessibility

The proposed development will follow a design-led approach, 
informed by consultation with the District Council, key stakeholders 
and the local community, responding sensitively to the site’s setting and 
respecting the grain of the surrounding landscape, both built and 
undeveloped. The development will be a positive addition to Lawford, 
complementing the character of the surrounding area in terms of scale, 
density, character and quality. Built development would only be situated 
in the southern part of the site in order to protect and enhance a Scheduled 
Monument in the northern portion.

The site is flat with no technical barriers to overcome in order to secure 
its development.

Development in this location will provide quality pedestrian, cycle and 
public transport connections with the existing built form of Lawford and 
nearby communities. The site fronts directly onto Highways land. An 
access solution with suitable visibility splays can be achieved without the 
need for third party land. 

Our preliminary research shows that the proposed development could lead to 
a significant boost in local spending and there is an indication that the 
gross spending power of the new residents could be in excess of £3 million 
each year, a proportion of which will be spent in the locality.

Topography Socio-economic



Site Location Plan



If you have any questions, contact your Project Manager: 
Steve Barker

01260 288 931

s.barker@gladman.co.uk

www.gladmanland.co.uk

Gladman Land

Gladman House, Alexandria Way, 
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DEVELOPMENT BRIEF

Land at Wick Lane | Ardleigh

Tendring District Council



Gladman Developments Ltd is promoting land at Wick Lane, 
Ardleigh for residential development. The 7.58 hectare site 
presents an ideal opportunity to create a sustainable, high quality 
residential development situated in a sought-after location.

A residential development on the site would incorporate both 
new market and affordable housing (of a variety of types, from 
affordable rented properties to discounted sale properties to 
help key workers and first time house buyers), to help meet 
the current and future housing needs of both Ardleigh and the 
district responding to and complementing its surroundings to 
achieve seamless integration. 

Gladman would welcome the opportunity to discuss the 
potential delivery of this site with you in more detail so it can be 
considered fully in the preparation of the emerging Local Plan.

Introduction

Should you wish to discuss our proposals further, 
please contact

Planner: Kate Fitzgerald

k.fitzgerald@gladman.co.uk

01260 288866



Site & Planning Context

Site & Surroundings

A Vibrant Community

Principle of Development

Going forward

Ardleigh is a vibrant settlement and hosts a population in the region of 
973 people according to the 2011 Census. The vast majority of the parish’s 
population lives within the village itself. Providing more affordable homes 
and homes of varying size and tenure will help to address the ageing 
population structure in Ardleigh.

Ardleigh is an active and successful community and provides 
residents with direct access to community facilities including:

• St Mary’s Primary School; 

• General Stores and Post Office;

• Newstrend newsagents;

The site is located on the western edge of Ardleigh and is approximately 7.6 
hectares in area. It is anticipated that around 4.2 hectares would be residential 
development, with the remainder comprising green infrastructure.

The land lies to the north of Wick Lane, at its junction with the A137 
(Colchester Road). The southern boundary of the site abuts 12 existing 
properties on Colchester Road. Immediately east of the site lies St Mary’s 
Church of England Primary School and land used by the neighbouring 
industrial area for the storage and distribution of agricultural machinery. 
The village centre is also situated to the east, focused along The Street and 
Colchester Road. Open countryside under arable cultivation lies to the 
north and west of the site. 

Ardleigh is identified in the adopted and emerging versions of the Tendring 
District Local Plan as a suitable location to accommodate additional 
homes and this is evidenced a number of under-construction and recently 
completed housing developments in the village.

Ardleigh is identified as a ‘Secondary Defined Village’ under policy RA4 of the 
adopted Local Plan and as a ‘Smaller Rural Settlement’ under policy SPL1 the 
emerging Local Plan.

Ardleigh is identified within the emerging Local Plan as a settlement which 
can achieve an increase in housing stock over the plan period, with the Rural 
Service Centres and Smaller Rural Settlements proposed to accommodate 
around 1,500 new homes between 2011 and 2031. 

Emerging Local Plan policy SP2 establishes that development will be 
accommodated within or adjoining settlements according to their scale, 
sustainability and existing role.

• Ardleigh Surgery; and

• Ardleigh Village Hall.



Site Development Potential

Housing Delivery

This site offers a unique opportunity for Tendring District Council to plan and, importantly, deliver, a new and exemplary housing 
development where people will genuinely want to live and choose to stay, while embracing the distinctive character of the  
surrounding area. 

• The site is capable of delivering up to 118 dwellings (including affordable 
housing delivered in accordance with the council’s requirements).

• The site is owned by one landowner and is capable of coming forward 
within the next 5 years.

• Gladman has demonstrated that the site is capable of delivering up to 
118 dwellings of varying sizes, types and tenures (including affordable 
housing delivered in accordance with planning policy).

Landscape Character

• The site is not subject to any national, local or other landscape designations.

• The site is well contained within the landscape and landscape features 
would be retained where possible.

• A landscape appraisal has confirmed that through sensitive landscaping, 
green infrastructure provision and good quality design, any impact of 
a development on the countryside and the character of Ardleigh could 
be minimised.



Heritage

Hydrology

Biodiversity, Green Infrastructure & Local Wildlife

• The development of the site would aim to enhance the environment 
through the provision of green infrastructure, comprising new publically 
accessible green space, an equipped area of play and recreational pathways, 
increasing permeability to surrounding areas of interest and facilities.

• The site is not designated for its biodiversity value and is predominantly in 
intensive agricultural use.

• Detailed ecological assessment has been carried out by specialist ecological 
consultants. This found that no protected species would be adversely 
affected by a residential development.

• Through additional planting, landscaping and the creation of habitat, there 
is the potential to create improved conditions for wildlife.

• The sites lies outside Ardleigh Conservation Area.

• A detailed heritage appraisal undertaken by specialist consultants has 
established that the ability to appreciate the significance of both the 
conservation area and St Mary’s Church would not be affected by the 
development of the site.

• Archaeological desk-based assessment has established that the site has 
moderate to good potential for as yet to be discovered archaeological 
assets of local significance from various eras. Essex County Council’s 
archaeologists have confirmed that planning conditions would  
suffice to secure trial trenching, archaeological fieldwork and post-
excavation assessment.

• The development proposal falls entirely within the Environment Agency 
Flood Risk Zone 1 i.e. land assessed as having a less than 1 in 1,000 
annual probability of flooding.

• Essex County Council, as lead local flood authority, have previously 
confirmed that a proposed surface water drainage scheme demonstrated 
that surface water management is achievable in principle, without 
causing flooding on the site or elsewhere.

SCHOOL

Site Development Potential



Topography

The site is flat, with no technical barriers to overcome in order to secure 
its development.

Accessibility

• Development in this location would provide quality pedestrian, cycle 
and public transport connections.

• New pedestrian links through the site could be created, linking the site 
to the centre of Ardleigh and the surrounding area.

• The site benefits from being within 550m of a bus stop, from which 
regular buses to nearby settlements, including Harwich, Manningtree 
and Colchester, can be caught.

• Development of the site offers the opportunity to provide improvements 
to existing bus services and pedestrian linkages. 

Socio-economic

  The development of up to 118 dwellings on the site has the potential to 
provide significant economic benefits, including:

• An investment in construction of circa £12 million;

• Around 107 full-time equivalent jobs per annum throughout the
construction period;

• An additional 117 full-time equivalent jobs in associated industries;

• New Homes Bonus payment of more than £1 million over 6 years;

• Council Tax payments of more than £1.4 million over 10 years.

Site Development Potential

Design

• The development of the site would follow a design-led approach,
informed by consultation with the district council, key stakeholders
and the local community, responding sensitively to the site’s setting
and respecting the grain of the surrounding landscape, both built and
undeveloped.

• A high quality housing development would be a positive addition to
Ardleigh, complementing the character of the surrounding area in
terms of character and quality.
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If you have any questions, contact your 
Project Manager: Danielle Bassi

01260 288 935

d.bassi@gladman.co.uk

www.gladmanland.co.uk

Gladman Land

Gladman House, Alexandria Way, 

Congleton, CW12 1LB
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1 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

i. This representation provides Gladman Developments Ltd written representations on the 

publication version of the Tendring District Local Plan (TDLP), currently out for public 

consultation.  

ii. Gladman specialise in the promotion of strategic land for residential development with 

associated community infrastructure. 

iii. These representations concern the following main matters: 

 Duty to Cooperate 

 Sustainability Appraisal 

 Housing Needs 

 Shared Strategic Plan for the North Essex Authorities 

 Vision and Objectives 

 Managing Growth 

 Design 

 Housing 

 Rural Landscapes and Green Gaps 

 Heritage 

iv. Alongside this individual submission, Gladman have submitted responses to the Braintree 

and Colchester consultations, with regard to Part 1 of the Local Plan as well as the 

individual Part 2 plans. 

v. Gladman commissioned Lichfields to review the Sustainability Appraisal of both the North 

Essex Part 1 Plan and the Tendring Part 2 Plan (attached as Appendix 1). The review 

concludes that although the quantity of sites assessed for garden communities is deemed 

acceptable, the site selection has been artificially supressed by the 5,000-dwelling 

threshold that has been applied.  There is overwhelming evidence that this has resulted in 

a narrow focus being applied to the consideration of the new Garden Community options.  

vi. However, the Sustainability Assessment for Tendring only explores a settlement hierarchy 

approach to the spatial distribution of housing and there is no evidence to suggest that 

this is the most sustainable approach to development in Tendring. As a consequence, the 

Sustainability Appraisal’s approach to site allocations in Tendring cannot be considered 

robust as they are built on an unjustified approach to housing distribution. 



Tendring District Council  Publication Draft Local Plan 

 

vii. Gladman commissioned Barton Willmore to undertake a review of the Objectively 

Assessed Housing Need (OAHN) undertaken by the Council in 2017. The review (attached 

as Appendix 2) concludes that an unjustified approach has been taken to the issue of 

Unattributable Population Change in Tendring, the OAHN makes no adjustment for 

supressed household formation in Tendring, it does not provide a consistent approach to 

the economic aspects of housing need and there is evidence to suggest that a greater 

than 15% uplift should be applied to the OAHN for Tendring to address worsening 

Market Signals.  

viii. In Barton Willmore’s professional opinion, 550 dwellings per annum represents an under 

estimate of the level of housing need for Tendring and at the minimum, there is a need 

for 674 dwellings per annum simply to meet the demographic need identified by DCLG in 

the household projections. Barton Willmore’s overall conclusion is that the true level of 

housing need in Tendring is between 674 and 972 dwellings per annum. 

ix. Gladman commissioned Strutt and Parker to undertake an assessment of the delivery of 

the North Essex Garden Communities. As this report covers all of the Garden 

Communities and relates specifically to the strategic Part 1 North Essex Plan (the subject 

of a joint Examination in Public), the detail of its findings has been covered in Gladman’s 

representations submitted as part of the response to the Colchester Borough Local Plan 

to avoid repetition. 

x. Gladman support the fact that growth will effectively come from development in and 

around existing settlements and through the new garden communities allocated in the 

plan. Gladman’s experience is that the best way in which to ensure the delivery of housing 

targets is to maintain a good spread of sites and site typologies across the districts. It is 

our view therefore, that the spatial strategy needs to recognise new garden villages as 

well as the larger garden settlements. These in addition to the smaller allocations will help 

the plan soundly meets its housing targets.  

xi. Gladman supports the concept of new garden communities which represent a potentially 

sustainable means of providing new homes, jobs and associated community infrastructure 

in the longer term. It is, however, concerned that the scale, complexity and development 

requirements of the garden communities proposed is such that their anticipated 

deliverability is questionable and consequently considers that the Plan contains unrealistic 

expectations for the delivery of new housing on such developments. 
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xii. Having regard to the need for the preparation of the Strategic Growth Development Plan 

Documents, a significant amount of land assembly to be undertaken, the need for a 

considerable amount of infrastructure to be provided and the expectation that the Garden 

Communities will each involve two authorities, Gladman considers that it is extremely 

unlikely that the delivery of new housing on these sites will be achieved within the 

timescales anticipated by the Councils. 

xiii. Gladman support the inclusion of a detailed Settlement Hierarchy in Policy SPL1 of the 

Plan and the definition of Clacton, Harwich and Dovercourt as Strategic Urban 

Settlements. Gladman also support the identification of Lawford as a Smaller Urban 

Settlement where modest levels of housing growth will be directed. 

xiv. However, Gladman object to the categorisation of Ardleigh as a Smaller Rural Settlement. 

Ardleigh is considered to be a sustainable settlement with good access to services and 

facilities to meet the daily needs of its residents. It is located in close proximity to 

Colchester with high quality bus service from early morning until the evening allowing 

easy access to the town for employment, education and leisure purposes. It is therefore 

considered that Ardleigh should be categorised as a Rural Service Centre. 

xv. Gladman have some concerns with regards to the Housing Land Supply Policy LP1. The 

table set out within Section 5.1 of the Plan (Table A) also includes completions data from 

the start of the Plan period until 2016/17. This shows an existing shortfall in housing 

supply against the housing requirement totalling 826 units or one and a half years’ worth 

of supply. This is a significant under-supply of dwellings and represents real people in 

need of housing now. It is therefore essential that the Council allocates a range of 

housing sites in a variety of locations and of a variety of sizes to ensure that the housing 

needs of local people are delivered in the short term, before the large scale strategic sites 

come on stream and to meet the significant backlog within the first five years of the Plan. 

xvi. Gladman are promoting a number of sites in sustainable locations which are available, 

achievable and deliverable and should be included within the Tendring Local Plan as 

residential allocations. These include: 

a. Bromley Road, Parsons Heath (Appendix 3). 

b. Grange Road, Lawford (Appendix 4). 

c. Wick Lane, Ardleigh (Appendix 5). 

d. Land East of Oakwood Park, Clacton (Appendix 6). 
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2 INTRODUCTION 

2.1 Introduction 

2.1.1 This representation is made by Gladman Developments Ltd (GDL) in response to the current 

consultation on the publication version of the Tendring District Local Plan (TDLP). GDL 

specialise in the promotion of strategic land for residential development with associated 

community infrastructure and has land interests across Tendring.  

2.1.2 GDL has considerable experience in the development industry in a number of sectors 

including residential and employment development. From that experience, it understands 

the need for the planning system to provide local communities with the homes and jobs that 

they need to ensure that they have access to a decent home an employment opportunities. 

2.1.3 GDL also has a wealth of experience in contributing to the Development Plan preparation 

process, having made representations on numerous local planning documents through the 

UK and having participated in many local plan public examinations. It is on the basis of that 

experience that the comments are made in this representation.  

2.2 Context 

2.2.1 The National Planning Policy Framework sets out four tests that must be met for Local Plans 

to be considered sound. In this regard, we submit that in order to prepare a sound plan it is 

fundamental that it is:  

 Positively Prepared – The Plan should be prepared 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 a proportionate evidence base. 

 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 Framework. 

2.3 Previous Submissions 

2.3.1 GDL have made submission in response to the following consultations in relation to the 

TDLP. 



Tendring District Council  Publication Draft Local Plan 

 

 Issues and Options (September 2015) 

 Preferred Option (August 2016) 

2.4 Overview of Soundness 

2.4.1 Due to the significant issues raised through this submission, and summarised in Table 1 

below, GDL consider it necessary that we are given the opportunity to discuss our 

representations further at the Examination in Public. 

Table 1 – Summary of policy soundness  

Policy Sound/Unsound Test of 

Soundness 

Reason Evidence 

SP1 Sound Consistent with 

National Policy 

Reflects the 

presumption in 

favour of 

sustainable 

development. 

NPPF 

SP2 Unsound Effective Support for focus on 

existing settlements 

but consider that 

the Spatial Strategy 

should consider 

smaller Garden 

Villages as a 

potential source of 

housing supply in 

the short-term. 

NPPF 

SP3 Unsound Positively 

Prepared 

The Plan does not 

meet the full 

objectively assessed 

housing needs for 

Tendring. 

Barton 

Willmore 

Technical 

Review of 

Housing 

Needs. 

SP5 Unsound Effective See response to 

Colchester Borough 

Local Plan Part 1. 

 

SP7 Unsound Effective There are concerns 

over the speed of 

delivery of the 

Garden 

Communities and as 

such there is a lack 

of housing supply in 

the early part of the 

Plan period and a 

shortfall of supply 
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across the entire 

Plan which needs to 

be addressed with 

further allocations. 

SP8 Unsound Effective Gladman consider 

that the Garden 

Community on the 

boundary of 

Colchester and 

Tendring will not 

deliver units as 

quickly as the 

Council expect and 

therefore further 

smaller scale 

housing sites will be 

required to be 

allocated to deliver 

in the short term. 

Strutt and 

Parker 

SPL1 Unsound Positively 

Prepared 

Gladman support 

the identification of 

Clacton as a 

Strategic Urban 

Settlement and 

Lawford as a Smaller 

Urban Settlement. 

However, Gladman 

consider that 

Ardleigh is mis-

categorised and 

based on its services 

and facilities and 

proximity to 

Colchester, it should 

be a Rural Service 

Centre. 

NPPF 

SPL2 Unsound Positively 

Prepared 

Consistent with 

National Policy 

The use of 

Settlement 

Development 

Boundaries to 

arbitrarily restrict 

sustainable sites 

from coming 

forward does not 

accord with the 

positive approach to 

growth required by 

the Framework. 

NPPF 

SPL3 Unsound Positively 

Prepared 

Consistent with 

Policy SPL3 should 

be reworded to 

allow the decision 

NFFF 
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National Policy maker to undertake 

a planning balance 

exercise as required 

by the NPPF rather 

than a proposal 

having to meet 

every criteria. 

HP4 Comment Consistent with 

National Policy 

Local Greenspace 

designations should 

conform with 

Paragraph 77 of the 

Framework. 

NPPF 

LP1 Unsound Positively 

Prepared 

Effective 

Consistent with 

National Policy 

The Council have a 

recognised housing 

shortfall which is 

significant and 

should be rectified 

within the first five 

years of the Plan 

period. A larger 

flexibility factor 

should also be built 

into the plan to 

ensure the housing 

requirement is met. 

NPPF 

LP2 Sound  The focus on 

retirement and extra 

care 

accommodation is 

supported. 

NPPF 

LP3 Unsound Positively 

Prepared 

Effective 

Consistent with 

National Policy 

The Council needs 

to provide sufficient 

evidence to justify 

the requirement for 

internal space 

requirements. 

NPPF 

WMS 

LP5 Unsound Effective There is an 

inconsistency in the 

Plan over the 

requirement for 

affordable housing. 

TDLP 

LP10 Sound Effective Support the 

Council’s approach 

to Care and 

Independent 

Assisted Living. 

 

PP12 Comment  LPAs should work 

positively with 

developers to 

address Educational 

provision. 

NPPF 
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PPL3 Unsound Positively 

Prepared 

Consistent with 

National Policy 

Policy PPL3 is 

inconsistent with 

the Framework’s 

approach to 

designated 

landscapes. 

NPPF 

PPL6 Unsound Positively 

Prepared 

Consistent with 

National Policy 

Policy PPL6 is 

inconsistent with 

the Framework and 

the need to balance 

all factors in making 

development 

management 

decisions. 

NPPF 

PPL8 Unsound Consistent with 

National Policy 

Policy PPL8 is not 

consistent with the 

Framework in its 

treatment of 

Heritage Assets. 

NPPF 

PPL9 Unsound Consistent with 

National Policy 

Policy PPL8 is not 

consistent with the 

Framework in its 

treatment of 

Heritage Assets. 

NPPF 

CP2 Unsound Consistent with 

National Policy 

Policy CP2 is not 

consistent with the 

Framework in its 

treatment of traffic 

impact 

NPPF 

DI1 Unsound Justified There is no 

definition of the 

term minimum 

developer profit 

level which makes 

the Policy unclear. 

NPPF 
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3 NATIONAL PLANNING POLICY 

3.1 National Planning Policy Framework and Planning Practice 

Guidance 

3.1.1 The NPPF has been with us now for over five years and the development industry has 

experience with its application and the fundamental changes it has brought about in relation 

to the way the planning system functions. The NPPF sets out the Government’s goal to 

‘significantly boost the supply of housing’ and how this should be reflected through the 

preparation of Local Plans. In this regard, it sets out specific guidance that local planning 

authorities must take into account when identifying and meeting their objectively assessed 

housing needs: 

“To boost significantly the supply of housing, local planning authorities 

should: 

 Use their evidence base to ensure that their Local Plan meets the 

full, objectively assessed needs for market and affordable housing 

in the housing market area. 

 Identify and update annually a supply of specific deliverable sites 

sufficient to provide five years’ worth of housing against their 

housing requirements…” 

 Identify a supply of specific, developable sites or broad locations 

for growth, for years 6-10, and where possible for years 11-15” 

(Paragraph 47)”. 

3.1.2 The starting point of identifying objectively assessed housing needs is set out in paragraph 

159 of the NPPF, which requires local planning authorities to prepare a Strategic Housing 

Market Assessment (SHMA), working with neighbouring authorities where housing market 

areas cross administrative boundaries.  It is clear from the NPPF that the objective 

assessment of housing needs should take full account of up-to-date and relevant evidence 

about the economic and social characteristics and prospects of the area, with local planning 

authorities ensuring that their assessment of and strategies for housing and employment are 

integrated and take full account of relevant market and economic signals (paragraph 158).  

3.1.3 Once a local authority has identified its objectively assessed needs for housing these needs 

should be met in full, unless any adverse impacts would significantly and demonstrably 
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outweigh the benefits of doing so (paragraph 14).  Local planning authorities should seek to 

achieve each of the economic, social and environmental dimensions of sustainable 

development, and net gains across all three. Adverse impacts on any of these dimensions 

should be avoided.  Where adverse impacts are unavoidable, mitigation or compensatory 

measures may be appropriate (paragraph 152). 

3.1.4 As the Council will be aware the Government published its final suite of Planning Practice 

Guidance (PPG) on the 6th March 2014, clarifying how specific elements of the NPPF should 

be interpreted when preparing their Local Plans. The PPG on the Housing and Economic 

Development Needs in particular provides a clear indication of how the Government expects 

the NPPF to be taken into account when Councils are identifying their objectively assessed 

housing needs. Key points from this document include: 

a. Household projections published by the Department for Communities and Local 

Government should provide the starting point estimate of overall housing need. 

b. 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 

underperformance, infrastructure or environmental constraints. 

c. Household projection based estimates of housing need may need adjusting to reflect 

factors affecting local demography and household formation rates which are not 

captured by past trends, for example historic suppression by under supply and 

worsening affordability of housing.  The assessment will need to reflect the 

consequences of past under delivery and the extent to which household formation rates 

have been constrained by supply. 

d. Plan makers need to consider increasing their housing numbers where the supply of 

working age population is less than projected job growth, to prevent unsustainable 

commuting patterns and reduced local business resilience. 

e. Housing needs indicated by household projections should be adjusted to reflect 

appropriate market signals, as well as other market indicators of the balance between 

the demand for and supply of dwellings. 

3.1.5 The more significant the affordability constraints (as reflected in rising prices and rents, and 

worsening affordability ratio) and the stronger other indicators of high demand (e.g. the 

differential between land prices), the larger the improvement in affordability needed, and 

the larger the additional supply response should be. 
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3.1.6 The total affordable housing need should be considered in the context of its likely delivery 

as a proportion of mixed market and affordable housing developments, given the probable 

percentage of affordable housing to be delivered by market housing led developments.  An 

increase in the total housing figures included in the local plan should be considered where it 

could help to deliver the required number of affordable homes. 

3.2 Housing White Paper – Fixing our broken housing market 

3.2.1 The Government published the Housing White Paper in February 2017 for consultation. 

Whilst it is a White Paper, it nevertheless represents a very clear direction of travel and clear 

indication of the Government’s intent. The Council will need to consider the emerging Plan 

against the points raised within the White Paper, and monitor the progress of the 

consultation as the proposals within it materialise as potential reforms to the planning 

system. Given that the intention of the document is to have some of its proposed changes 

come into force by November 2017, it is highly likely that a number of its measures will be 

relevant considerations prior to the adoption of the plan.  

3.2.2 The title of the White Paper makes apparent that the Government considers the housing 

market to be broken, it is also clear from the document forward by the Prime Minister that 

the cost of housing is a key part of why the housing market is considered broken. In the 

foreword, the Prime Minster states: 

“Today the average house costs almost eight times average earnings – an 

all-time record.”  

“In total, more than 2.2 million working households with below-average 

incomes spend a third or more of their disposable income on housing.” 

“We need to build many more houses, of the type people want to live in, in 

the places they want to live. To do so requires a comprehensive approach 

that tackles failure at every point in the system.”  

3.2.3 The second foreword from the Secretary of State adds further to the Government’s thinking, 

particularly on the need to build new homes now, it states: 

“This country doesn’t have enough homes. That’s not a personal opinion or 

a political calculation. It’s a simple statement of fact” 
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“Soaring prices and rising rents caused by a shortage of the right homes in 

the right places has slammed the door of the housing market in the face of 

a whole generation.” 

“That has to change. We need radical, lasting reform that will get more 

homes built right now and for many years to come.” 

3.2.4 The White Paper outlines further potential reforms to the plan making process, OAN 

methodology, and Green Belt consideration and housing delivery tests, amongst others. 

Gladman will refer to key aspects from the White Paper in relevant sections of this 

representation.  

3.2.5 The reason for this housing crisis is that the country is simply not building enough homes 

and has not done so for far too long. The consensus is that we need from 225,000 to 

275,000 or more homes per year to keep up with population growth and to start to tackle 

years of under-supply. 

3.2.6 Everyone involved in politics and the housing industry therefore has a moral duty to tackle 

this issue head on.  The White Paper states quite unequivocally that “the housing shortage 

isn’t a looming crisis, a distant threat that will become a problem if we fail to act. We are 

already living in it.” 

3.2.7 Tackling the housing shortage is not easy. It will inevitably require some tough decisions. But 

the alternative, according to the White Paper, is a divided nation, with an unbridgeable and 

ever-widening gap between the property haves and have-nots. 

3.2.8 The challenge of increasing supply cannot be met by Government alone. It is vital to have 

local leadership and commitment from a wide range of stakeholders, including local 

authorities, private developers, housing associations, lenders and local communities. 

3.2.9 The starting point is building more homes. This will slow the rise in housing costs so that 

more ordinary working families can afford to buy a home and it will also bring the cost of 

renting down. We need more land for homes where people want to live. All areas therefore 

need a plan to deal with the housing pressures they face.  

3.2.10 Currently, over 40 per cent of local planning authorities do not have a plan that meets the 

projected growth in households in their area. All local authorities should therefore develop 

an up-to-date plan with their communities that meets their housing requirement based 

upon an honest assessment of the need for new homes.  
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3.2.11 Local planning authorities have a responsibility to do all that they can to meet their housing 

requirements, even though not every area may be able to do so in full. The identified 

housing requirement should be accommodated in the Local Plan, unless there are policies 

elsewhere in the Framework that provide strong reasons for restricting development, or the 

adverse impacts of meeting this requirement would significantly and demonstrably 

outweigh the benefits. Where an authority has demonstrated that it is unable to meet all of 

its housing requirement, it must be able to work constructively with neighbouring 

authorities to ensure the remainder is met.  

3.2.12 Plans should be reviewed regularly, and are likely to require updating in whole or in part at 

least every five years. An authority will also need to update their plan if their existing 

housing target can no longer be justified against their objectively assessed housing 

requirement.  

3.2.13 Policies in Local Plans should also allow a good mix of sites to come forward for 

development, so that there is choice for consumers, places can grow in ways that are 

sustainable, and there are opportunities for a diverse construction sector including 

opportunities for SME housebuilders to deliver much needed housing. 

3.2.14 In terms of rural areas, the Government expects local planning authorities to identify 

opportunities for villages to thrive, especially where this would support services and help 

meet the need to provide homes for local people who currently find it hard to live where 

they grew up. It is clear that improving the availability and affordability of homes in rural 

areas is vital for sustaining rural communities, alongside action to support jobs and services. 

There are opportunities to go further to support a good mix of sites and meet rural housing 

needs, especially where scope exists to expand settlements in a way which is sustainable and 

helps provide homes for local people. This is especially important in those rural areas where 

a high demand for homes makes the cost of housing a particular challenge for local people.  

3.2.15 Finally, the Government has made it clear through the White Paper that local planning 

authorities are expected to have clear policies for addressing the housing requirements of 

groups with particular needs, such as older and disabled people. 

3.2.16 The White Paper is the cornerstone of future Government policy on fixing the broken 

housing market. It provides the direction of travel the Government is intending to take and 

is a clear statement of intent that this Government is serious about the provision of the right 

number of houses in the right places. The Tendring Local Plan therefore needs to consider 
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these policy intentions now in order to ensure that it fulfils the Government’s agenda and 

provides the homes that its local communities need. 

3.2.17 Following the election, Sajid Javid re-iterated the Government’s intentions for boosting 

housing growth stating that he wants areas that have benefitted from soaring property 

prices to play their part in solving the housing crisis. Mr Javid pointed out that where 

property prices were particularly unaffordable, local leaders would need to take a long, hard 

and honest look to see if they are planning for the right number of homes. He also 

announced that a new consultation on a standardised methodology for calculating housing 

needs would be released in July 2017. The Council will therefore need to consider the 

implications of this consultation going forward. 
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4 DUTY TO COOPERATE 

4.1 Overview 

4.1.1 The Duty to Cooperate is a legal requirement established through Section 33(A) of the 

Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act, 2004, as amended by Section 110 of the Localism 

Act. It requires local authorities to engage constructively, actively and on an ongoing basis 

with neighbouring authorities on cross-boundary strategic issues throughout the process of 

Plan preparation. As demonstrated through the outcome of the 2012 Coventry Core 

Strategy Examination and the 2013 Mid Sussex Core Strategy Examination, if a Council fails 

to satisfactorily discharge its Duty to Cooperate, this cannot be rectified through 

modifications and an Inspector must recommend non-adoption of the Plan. 

4.1.2 Whilst Gladman recognise that the Duty to Cooperate is a process of ongoing engagement 

and collaboration as set out in the PPG, it is clear that it is intended to produce effective 

policies on cross boundary strategic matters. In this regard, the Tendring District Plan must 

be able to demonstrate that it has engaged and worked with neighbouring authorities, 

alongside their existing joint working arrangements, to satisfactorily address cross boundary 

strategic issues and the requirement to meet any unmet housing needs. This is not simply an 

issue of consultation but a question of effective cooperation.  

4.1.3 Tendring is working alongside the other North Essex Authorities (Colchester and Braintree) 

to prepare a strategic plan which sets the overall strategic framework for planning in the 

area upon which, the local plans can be based. This approach is to be welcomed as it allows 

the authorities to address cross-boundary strategic issues such as the delivery of new 

settlements in a coordinated manner. It is considered that Maldon is also part of the same 

Housing Market Area as Tendring, Colchester and Braintree but it is recognised that their 

Local Plan preparation is ahead of the other authorities and for practical purposes it may not 

be possible to align key evidence. However, it is important to recognise that the North Essex 

authorities have a number of key links with other LPAs outside of North Essex including 

Maldon, Chelmsford and Uttlesford and they need to work cooperatively with these 

authorities, through the Duty to Cooperate to address cross boundary issues. 

4.1.4 It is noted in paragraph 1.8 of the TDLP that Chelmsford is part of the Housing Market Area 

(HMA) which encompasses the North Essex authorities who are preparing the joint plan, 

however they are not part of the joint plan making process. The Council will therefore need 

to ensure that such an approach is robustly evidenced, and that regardless of the joint plan 

making between Colchester, Braintree and Tendring sufficient consideration of strategic 
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issues as they relate to Chelmsford are undertaken through the Duty to Cooperate. For 

example, the planned opening of Crossrail which has its eastern terminus at Shenfield, near 

Chelmsford. 

4.1.5 Further, the PPG reflects on the public bodies which are subject to the duty to cooperate. It 

contains a list of the prescribed bodies. The PPG then goes on to state that: 

“These bodies play a key role in delivering local aspirations, and 

cooperation between them and local planning authorities is vital to 

make Local Plans as effective as possible on strategic cross 

boundary matters.”  
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5 SUSTAINBILITY APPRAISAL 

5.1 Context 

5.1.1 Under Section 19 of the 2004 Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act, policies set out in 

Local Plans must be subject to Sustainability Appraisal (SA). Incorporating the requirements 

of the Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations 2004, SA is a 

systematic process that should be undertaken at each stage of the Plan’s preparation, 

assessing the effects of the Local Plan’s proposals on sustainable development when judged 

against reasonable alternatives. 

5.1.2 The Council need to ensure that the results of the SA process clearly justify its policy choices. 

In meeting the development needs of the area, it should be clear from the results of the 

assessment why some policy options have been progressed, and others have been rejected.  

Undertaking a comparative and equal assessment of each reasonable alternative, the 

Council’s decision making and scoring should be robust, justified and transparent. 

5.1.3 Gladman remind the Council that there have now been a number of instances where the 

failure to undertake a satisfactory SA has resulted in Plans failing the test of legal 

compliance at Examination or being subjected to legal challenge. 

5.2 North Essex and Tendring Sustainability Appraisal 

5.2.1 Gladman instructed Lichfields to assess the outputs from the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) 

that has been undertaken for the Part 1 North Essex Authority Plan and the Part 2 Tendring 

Local Plan. Associated Part 2 reports were also prepared for Braintree and Colchester. 

5.2.2 The report, included in full as Appendix 1, has made a number of conclusions which are set 

out in summary in the paragraphs below. 

5.2.3 Although the quantity of sites assessed for garden communities is deemed acceptable, the 

site selection has been artificially supressed by the 5,000-dwelling threshold that has been 

applied.  There is overwhelming evidence that this has resulted in a narrow focus being 

applied to the consideration of the new Garden Community options.  

5.2.4 The Sustainability Assessment for Tendring only explores a settlement hierarchy approach to 

the spatial distribution of housing and there is no evidence to suggest that this is the most 

sustainable approach to development in Tendring. 

5.2.5 The Sustainability Appraisal’s approach to site allocations in Tendring cannot be considered 

robust as they are built on an unjustified approach to housing distribution. They have been 
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considered against which settlement they are in and therefore this has the potential to 

exclude more sustainable sites just because they are located in a settlement where there are 

already enough site allocations or it is within a settlement which is further down in the 

hierarchy. 

5.2.6 On top of this, nowhere in the SA is the appropriate level of development for each 

settlement in the hierarchy established and therefore it is completely unknown if this is the 

most sustainable level that could be achieved. There is also no clarity as to why strategic 

housing allocations have been chosen in the areas they have been and why those in other 

locations have been excluded. 

5.2.7 On the whole, these factors set out that there is a distinct lack of information supporting any 

of the conclusions made on housing distribution and site allocations and therefore they 

cannot be relied upon within this Sustainability Appraisal to allow the Local Plan to be found 

sound. 
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6 OBJECTIVELY ASSESSED HOUSING NEED (OAN) 

6.1 Background 

6.1.1 The process of undertaking an OAN is clearly set out in the Framework, principally in §14. 

§47, §152 and §159 and should be undertaken in a systemic and transparent way to ensure 

that the plan is based on a robust evidence base. 

6.1.2 The starting point for this assessment requires local planning authorities to have a clear 

understanding of housing needs in their area. This involves the preparation of a Strategic 

Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) working with neighbouring authorities where housing 

markets cross administrative areas as detailed in §159 of the Framework. The Framework 

goes on to set out factors that should be included in a SHMA including identifying: 

“the scale and mix of housing and the range of tenures that the local 

population is likely to need over the plan period which: 

 Meets household and population projections taking account of 

migration and demographic change; 

 Addresses the need for all types of housing including affordable 

housing and the needs of different groups in the community (such 

as, but not limited to, families with children, older people, people 

with disabilities, service families and people wishing to build their 

own homes); and 

 Caters for housing demand and the scale of housing supply 

necessary to meet this demand.” 

6.1.3 Key points that are worth noting from the above are that the objective assessment should 

identify the full need for housing before the Council consider undertaking any process of 

assessing the ability to deliver this figure. In addition, §159 specifically relates to catering for 

both housing need and housing demand within the authority area. It is also worth pointing 

out that any assessment of housing need and demand within the SHMA must also consider 

the following factors; falling household formation rates, net inward migration, the need to 

address the under provision of housing from the previous local plan period, the results of 

the Census 2011, housing vacancy rates including the need to factor in a housing vacancy 

rate for churn in the housing market, economic factors to ensure that the economic 

forecasts for an area are supported by sufficient housing to deliver economic growth, 
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offsetting a falling working age population by providing enough housing to ensure retiring 

workers can be replaced by incoming residents, addressing affordability and delivering the 

full need for affordable housing in the area.  

6.1.4 Of particular importance is the need to consider market signals. The consideration of market 

signals is one of the core planning principles considered in §17 of the Framework, which 

states: 

“Plans should take account of market signals, such as land prices and 

housing affordability, and set out a clear strategy for allocating sufficient 

land which is suitable for development in their area, taking account of the 

needs of the residential and business communities.” 

6.1.5 Of critical importance is what the Framework goes on to say in §158 in the section discussing 

Plan Making. It states here that: 

“Local planning authorities should ensure that their assessment of and 

strategies for housing, employment and other uses are integrated, and that 

they take full account of relevant market and economic signals.” 

6.1.6 Market signals are therefore at the very core of what the Framework is trying to achieve in 

promoting sustainable development and boosting the supply of housing land.  

6.1.7 The Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) gives further explanation to what the Framework 

means with regards to market signals, and sets out in a range of paragraphs the way in 

which local planning authorities should go about factoring in relevant market signals in 

arriving at their OAN. §19 and §20 of the PPG gives guidance on what market signals should 

be taken into account and how plan makers should respond to these market signals. The 

below extract identifies some particularly pertinent points: 

“The housing need number suggested by household projections (the 

starting point) should be adjusted to reflect the appropriate market 

signals, as well as other market indicators of the balance between demand 

for and supply of dwellings. Prices of rents rising faster than national/local 

average may well indicate particular market undersupply relative to 

demand.” 

6.1.8 The paragraph goes on to indicate that these factors would include, but should not be 

limited to land prices, house prices, rents, affordability, rates of development and 
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overcrowding. However, given what the Framework says at §17, quoted above, it seems clear 

that particular consideration should be given to affordability.  

6.1.9 In order to consider how market signals should be taken forward §20 identifies some key 

concepts: 

“Appropriate comparisons of indicators should be made. This includes 

comparison with longer term trends (both in absolute levels and rates of 

change) in the: housing market area; similar demographic and economic 

areas; and nationally. A worsening trend in any of these indicators will 

require upward adjustment to planned housing numbers compared to ones 

based solely on household projections.” 

6.1.10 It is therefore clear that where market signals are apparent (in any of the indicators assessed) 

there is an absolute and clear direction that an upward adjustment to housing numbers is 

required. It is also clear that both the level of change and the rates of change are 

considerations and that local planning authorities need to carefully benchmark themselves 

against other areas. This should not simply be a case of considering neighbouring 

authorities but should look at, as well as these, local authorities on a national basis, if the 

demographic and economic indicators are relevant.  Gladman are firmly of the view that 

considering comparisons purely against neighbouring authorities is not sufficiently robust 

and does not address the underlying issues which both the Framework and the PPG are 

trying to tackle with regard to housing.  

6.1.11 What is of further importance when considering these issues is the period of time analysed 

when considering both relative and absolute change. It has become apparent in our 

consideration of a number of plans that many local planning authorities choose to look at 

periods of time which are not fully representative of the depth of the housing crisis which we 

are currently within. 

6.1.12 Gladman is of the view that local planning authorities must take a long-term view when 

considering affordability and consider the relative and absolute change over a long term 15-

20 year period, which coincides with the normal time span of a Local Plan. Authorities should 

assess as a constituent part of their OAN, how they can improve affordability over the life 

time of a plan to a point where affordability is more in line with average earnings and 

affordable mortgage lending rates. They should assess a level of housing over the 15-20 

year plan period which would enable this step change and consider its deliverability in the 

plan. Only through planning for significant housing growth can local authorities realistically 
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tackle market signals in the way advocated by the PPG and tackle the affordability and 

housing crisis. 

6.1.13 The need to identify the full OAN before considering any issues with the ability of a Local 

Planning Authority to accommodate that level of development has been confirmed in the 

High Court. Most notably in Solihull Metropolitan Borough Council v (1) Gallagher Homes 

Limited (2) Lioncourt Homes Limited where it was considered that arriving at a housing 

requirement was a two-stage process and that first the unconstrained OAN must be arrived 

at. In the judgment, it was stated: 

“The NPPF indeed effected a radical change. It consisted in the two-step 

approach which paragraph 47 enjoined. The previous policy’s methodology 

was essentially the striking of a balance.   By contrast paragraph 47 

required the OAN [objectively assessed need] to be made first, and to be 

given effect in the Local Plan save only to the extent that that would be 

inconsistent with other NPPF policies. […] The two-step approach is by no 

means barren or technical. It means that housing need is clearly and 

cleanly ascertained. And as the judge said at paragraph 94, “[h]ere, 

numbers matter; because the larger the need, the more pressure will or 

might be applied to [impinge] on other inconsistent policies”. 

6.1.14 Therefore, following the exercise to identify the full OAN for housing in an area:  

“Local planning authorities should seek opportunities to achieve each of 

the economic, social and environmental dimensions of sustainable 

development, and net gains across all three. Significant adverse impacts on 

any of these dimensions should be avoided and, wherever possible, 

alternative options which reduce or eliminate such impacts should be 

pursued. 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.” (NPPF §152) 

6.1.15 This statement clearly sets out that local planning authorities should seek to deliver the full 

OAN and that this should be tested through the evidence base. Only where the evidence 

shows that this is not achievable, should they then test other options to see if any significant 

adverse impacts could be reduced or eliminated by pursuing these options. If this is not 

possible then they should test if the significant adverse impacts could be mitigated and 

where this is not possible, where compensatory measures may be appropriate. 
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6.1.16 The final stage of the process is outlined in §14 and involves a planning judgement as to 

whether, following all of the stages of the process outlined above: 

“Local Plans should meet OAN, 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.”  

6.1.17 It is also worth noting that the final part of this sentence refers to footnote 9 of the 

Framework which sets out the types of policies that the Government consider to be 

restrictive. These include: 

 “sites protected under the Birds and Habitat Directive (see paragraph 119) 

and/or designated as Sites of Special Scientific Interest; land designated as 

Green Belt, Local Green Space, 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”.  

6.1.18 Although this list is not exhaustive it is clear that local landscape designations, intrinsic value 

of the countryside, character of areas, green gaps etc. are not specifically mentioned as 

constraints by the Framework. 

6.1.19 Obviously, the Government intends to standardise the calculation of housing need as set out 

in the White Paper on housing. As yet, we are unaware of what the new methodology will 

involve but the Council will need to keep the evidence base of the Local Plan under constant 

review to ensure that it reflects the latest guidance as the White Paper is implemented. It is 

anticipated that the consultation on the standardised housing needs calculation will take 

place in July/August 2017.  
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7 SHARED STRATEGIC PLAN - TENDRING 

7.1 Overview 

7.1.1 Gladman note the positive intentions for the North Essex areas as outlined in paragraphs 1.1 

– 1.13 of the Plan. Clearly there are a range of issues which promote the need for a strategic 

approach and Gladman support the concept of joint plan making to ensure that unmet 

housing needs can be met in a region or sub region. That said, Gladman note a number of 

concerns from the opening paragraphs of Section 1.  

7.1.2 Firstly, it is noted in paragraph 1.8 that Chelmsford is part of the Housing Market Area 

(HMA) which encompasses the North Essex authorities who are preparing the joint plan, 

however they are not part of the joint plan making process. The Council will need to ensure 

that such an approach is robustly evidenced, and that regardless of the joint plan making 

between Colchester, Braintree and Tendring sufficient consideration of strategic issues as 

they relate to Chelmsford are undertaken through the Duty to Cooperate. For example, the 

planned opening of Crossrail which has its eastern terminus at Shenfield, near Chelmsford. 

7.1.3 Similarly, the plan in paragraph 1.10 also acknowledges that the adjacent authorities of 

Maldon and Uttlesford sit outside the HMA, but that ongoing consideration has been given 

to strategic issues with these authorities.  Gladman remain sceptical of the view that Maldon 

sits outside of the HMA, nevertheless, as we outline in the previous paragraph, it will be 

imperative that even if the above authorities are considered to be outside of the HMA the 

cross boundary strategic issues will require addressing through the Duty to Cooperate. In 

particular, with regard to Uttlesford due consideration will need to be given to key regional 

issues such as the planned growth at Stanstead Airport.  

7.1.4 The plan in paragraph 1.25 clearly recognises the economic growth potential of the area, as 

we have highlighted above there are also regional infrastructure drivers which are likely to 

sustain significant economic growth over the plan period and beyond. Gladman are 

therefore supportive of the joint plan making initiative and its desire to sustainably meet 

development needs. The Councils however must not ignore their neighbouring authorities in 

Essex as they plan for the future of their districts.  

7.2 Vision for the Strategic Area 

7.2.1 The vision for the areas is set out within paragraph 1.30 of the consultation document. 

Whilst Gladman are fully supportive of the ambitious nature of this vision, seeking for North 
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Essex to be an area of significant growth over the period to 2033 and beyond, it is critical 

that the plan provides the policies which are capable of delivering this vision.  

7.2.2 It is key that this positive vision remains within the strategic plan and that it seeks to provide 

for significant economic growth and housing to meet the full needs of the districts. 

Alongside this it is fundamental that the associated infrastructure is planned for and 

delivered at the appropriate time. These themes, critically, must also cascade down beyond 

the joint strategic plan and become the cornerstones for the development of the policies 

within the individual Local Plans.  

7.2.3 Clearly North Essex has an important role to play, not just locally, but as a key element of 

wider national importance. Its location in the South East, largely free of constraints mean 

that as well as being able to capitalise on the economic growth of Essex, and the important 

infrastructure at Stanstead Airport and through Crossrail, it can make a significant 

contribution towards helping alleviate housing pressure on both London and the 

constrained Green Belt authorities to the south. These wider regional issues should not be 

forgotten when considering the context of North Essex and the vision and policies within the 

plans.  

7.3 Policy SP1 – Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development 

7.3.1 Gladman are fully supportive of the inclusion of the policy on Sustainable Development. The 

ethos of sustainable development is key to assessing planning proposals, it is the golden 

thread running through the NPPF.  

7.4 Policy SP2 – Spatial Strategy for North Essex 

7.4.1 Gladman note the different spatial strategies for the component authorities within the Local 

Plan, we will comment on the spatial strategy for Tendring in the following section. With 

regard to the specific provision of Policy SP2, Gladman support the fact that growth will 

effectively come from development in and around existing settlements and through the new 

garden communities allocated in the plan. We also support the policy in recognising that the 

level of growth to be apportioned to a settlement will depend on the needs of that 

settlement and that in particular the diversification of the rural economy will be important. It 

will be important for the spatial strategies of the individual local plans to have these issues 

in mind when allocating sites and considering planning applications.  

7.4.2 Gladman’s experience is that the best way in which to ensure the delivery of housing targets 

is to maintain a good spread of sites and site typologies across the districts. When 
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considering the housing needs in North Essex (and with one eye to the next plan period) it is 

reasonable for the Council to consider new settlements. Gladman would contend however, 

that there is an additional level of sites which could require further consideration by the 

Councils to ensure they can meet their short and medium term housing needs. Whilst the 

new garden settlements will help meet housing demands in the medium/long term, the level 

of infrastructure required to deliver the sites is costly and substantial.  It is therefore likely to 

take time to implement.  

7.4.3 On the other end of the scale the smaller allocations in the plan will no doubt deliver 

quickly. To fill the gap between the two, Gladman consider that the Council may wish to 

further assess proposals for new garden villages. These new settlements of typically 1,000-

1,500 dwelling can be developed in places where there is considerable existing infrastructure 

and can be brought forward relatively quickly. Such proposals, if carefully selected, can 

contribute dwelling completions within the first 5-10 years of a plan period, thus giving the 

Council more of a buffer. 

7.4.4 It is our view therefore, that the spatial strategy needs to recognise new garden villages as 

well as the larger garden settlements. These, in addition to the smaller allocations, will help 

the plan soundly meets its housing targets.  

7.4.5 We consider these issues further below when we address the level of overall housing need in 

North Essex and when considering overall Local Plan trajectories. However at this time, 

whilst there is support for elements of policy SP2, without provision for the medium size 

sites, such as new Garden Villages we consider the spatial strategy would be problematic in 

delivering housing needs. We therefore consider it inconsistent with National Policy and not 

justified or effective and as such unsound.  

7.5 Policy SP3 – Meeting Housing Needs 

7.5.1 Gladman object to Policy SP3 in that it fails to identify the full need for housing across the 

Housing Market Area (HMA).  

7.5.2 Gladman instructed Barton Willmore to prepare a critique of the Council’s latest housing 

needs evidence base to assess how robust the study was. The full report is attached as 

Appendix 2 and relates specifically to Tendring District. However, Barton Willmore undertook 

this exercise on an HMA basis and for ease of use, prepared three reports, one for each of 

the districts currently consulting upon their Plans (Braintree, Colchester and Tendring). The 

representations that Gladman have prepared for the other districts’ consultations (Braintree 

and Colchester) contain the detailed reports relating to each of the respective authorities. 
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7.5.3 Barton Willmore consider that Maldon forms part of the wider HMA and should have been 

included within the study of housing needs. 

7.5.4 Whilst the Housing Needs Update Report correctly identifies the demographic starting point 

for Braintree, Colchester and Chelmsford, it presents a figure for Tendring of 480 dwellings 

per annum which is below the DCLG 2014-based Household Projections starting point of 

674 dwellings per annum. This is due to an adjustment which is made by the study to 

account for Unattributable Population Change (UPC). Barton Willmore consider that it is 

inappropriate to make such an adjustment because of a number of factors which are 

highlighted in Section 4 of their report (Appendix 2) and on this basis, they consider the 

correct demographic starting point for Tendring should be 674 dwellings per annum. 

7.5.5 No consideration has been made within the Housing Needs Update Report of alternative 

migration trends for Tendring whereas for Braintree, Colchester and Chelmsford alternative 

trends have been considered. 

7.5.6 The Housing Needs Update Report concludes that based upon the Greater London 

Authority (GLA) demographic scenario which looks at increased migration out of London, 

only an additional 74 dwellings per annum will be needed across the HMA to house out-

migrants from London. The report concludes that this increase is insignificant and therefore 

does not make an adjustment to overall housing need in the HMA. Barton Willmore disagree 

as 74 dwellings per annum across the Plan period would total an additional 1,776 dwellings 

across the HMA. 

7.5.7 The Housing Needs Update Report does not make any adjustment to address suppressed 

household formation which Barton Willmore have identified as an issue in Tendring due to 

undersupply and worsening affordability. 

7.5.8 The Housing Needs Update Report does not provide a consistent approach to the 

assessment of the economic element of the housing needs calculation. A different approach 

is applied to Tendring based upon the demographic adjustment made for UPC. Barton 

Willmore consider that the approach to UPC employed is fundamentally flawed and 

consequently any adjustment to the economic element of the housing need calculation 

should similarly not include an adjustment for UPC. 

7.5.9 The Housing Needs Update Report only considered a single economic forecast and 

economic forecasts can vary greatly between forecasting houses. In order to avoid any 

volatility, Barton Willmore suggest that the study should have considered economic 
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forecasts from the three recognised forecasting houses and calculated a triangulated 

average. 

7.5.10 Another weakness of the Housing Needs Update Report is that it provides no detail of how 

issues such as unemployment, commuting or economic activity rates have been considered 

in Tendring. Relying on Experian’s Economic Activity Rates has been acknowledged by 

various Inspectors as risky as they place a reliance on high economic activity rates for older 

people. 

7.5.11 Finally, whilst the Housing Needs Update Report acknowledges worsening Market Signals 

and makes an adjustment of a 15% uplift for Tendring, based upon the evidence and other 

methods of calculating the level of uplift required to address affordability, a higher uplift is 

justified. 

7.5.12 In Barton Willmore’s professional opinion, 550 dwellings per annum represents an under 

estimate of the level of housing need for Tendring and at the minimum, there is a need for 

674 dwellings per annum simply to meet the demographic need identified by DCLG in the 

household projections. Barton Willmore’s overall conclusion is that the true level of housing 

need in Tendring is between 674 and 972 dwellings per annum. 

7.5.13 This section has set out a brief summary of Barton Willmore’s findings and for the detail, the 

Council should refer to the full report attached as Appendix 2. 

7.6 Policy SP5 –Infrastructure and Connectivity 

7.6.1 Gladman commissioned Strutt and Parker to undertake an assessment of the delivery of the 

North Essex Garden Communities. As this report covers all of the Garden Communities and 

relates specifically to the strategic Part 1 North Essex Plan (the subject of a joint Examination 

in Public), the detail of its findings has been covered in Gladman’s representations submitted 

as part of the response to the Colchester Borough Local Plan to avoid repetition. 

7.6.2 Therefore, for Gladman’s response to Policy SP5 please see Gladman’s Colchester 

representations. 

7.7 Policy SP7 – Development and Delivery of New Garden 

Communities in North Essex 

7.7.1 Gladman notes the proposal to establish three new garden communities which are on the 

Tendring/Colchester boundary, Colchester/Braintree boundary and West of Braintree. 

Gladman supports the concept of new garden communities which represent a potentially 
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sustainable means of providing new homes, jobs and associated community infrastructure in 

the long term. It is, however, concerned that the scale, complexity and development 

requirements of the garden communities proposed is such that their anticipated 

deliverability is questionable and consequently considers that the Plan contains unrealistic 

expectations for the delivery of new housing on such developments.  

7.7.2 The two new garden communities proposed for Braintree District are ultimately expected to 

deliver between 15,000 and 24,000 new homes (Colchester/ Braintree Borders) and between 

7,000 and 10,000 homes (West of Braintree) respectively. Both are expected to deliver 2,500 

homes in the Plan period. The plan only identifies broad search areas for both proposals and 

it is proposed that further detail will be provided in due course by additional Strategic 

Growth Development Plan Documents which will be prepared for both garden community 

proposals jointly with Colchester Borough Council and Uttlesford District Council 

respectively.  

7.7.3 Similarly, the new garden community on the border between Colchester and Tendring is 

proposed to be allocated for 7,000-9,000 dwellings with 2,500 anticipated to be delivered 

within the Plan period. Again, the plan only identifies a broad area of search for the proposal 

and it is proposed that further detail will be provided in due course by additional Strategic 

Growth Development Plan Documents 

7.7.4 Having regard to the need for the preparation of the Strategic Growth Development Plan 

Documents, a significant amount of land assembly to be undertaken, the need for a 

considerable amount of infrastructure to be provided and the expectation that these 

developments will each involve two authorities, Gladman considers that it is extremely 

unlikely that the delivery of new housing on these sites will be achieved within the 

timescales anticipated by the Councils. Furthermore, the inclusion of a requirement for 

Gypsy and Traveller provision to be made on the sites is also likely to add further 

complications (and thus delay) to the development process. 

7.7.5 Gladman considers therefore, that there must be some degree of uncertainty as to whether 

the garden communities will deliver any homes at all during the plan period and that 

certainly the anticipated number of new homes that the Plan expects to be delivered within 

the plan period will be significantly less than set out in the policy. 

7.7.6 Paragraph 1.108 of the Plan states that each of the garden communities is planned to deliver 

2,500 dwellings and that no matter where they are physically built within the Local Plan 

period to 2033, they will be attributed as set out in section 2 of each of the individual Local 
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Plans, or if more dwellings are built then on a 50:50 ratio between the two districts 

concerned.” Gladman considers that such a manipulation of completions is artificial and is 

totally unjustified and unsupported by the NPPF and PPG. Dwelling completions can only 

accrue to the authority in which they are physically located. Bearing in mind that the location 

of the new garden communities are only indicative ‘broad locations’ at this stage, there is a 

possibility that when the extent of these proposed developments are finalised, the 

proportion of each site that is within one authority may actually be very small and its 

housing capacity may bear very little relationship with the above mentioned mechanism set 

out in the Local Plan. 

7.8 Policy SP8 – Tendring/Colchester Border Garden Community 

7.8.1 The new garden community on the border of Tendring and Colchester is proposed in Policy 

SP8 for between 7,000 and 9,000 dwellings with 2,500 dwelling anticipated for delivery 

before the end of the Plan period in 2033. 

7.8.2 Whilst Gladman support the concept of garden communities, we have concerns with various 

aspects of their deliverability and question whether 2,500 units will be delivered by the end 

of the Plan period. 

7.8.3 The site also requires the provision of pitches for Gypsy and Travellers as part of the 

allocation which presents additional barriers to the delivery of the site. 

7.8.4 Policy SP8 requires a Strategic Growth DPD to be prepared which will set out the form and 

boundary of the new community and will also include a concept plan detailing the 

disposition and quantity of future land uses together with a phasing and implementation 

strategy.  

7.8.5 With the need to prepare the Strategic Growth DPD, along with a significant amount of land 

assembly to be undertaken, the need for a considerable amount of infrastructure to be 

provided and the expectation that the development will involve two authorities, Gladman 

consider that there will be significant lead-in times associated with the site which calls into 

question its ability to deliver 2,500 units by 2033. 

7.8.6 Policy SP8 also sets out a comprehensive and detailed list of requirements which will need to 

be provided as part of the development of the garden community. This includes 30% 

affordable housing, employment provision, a package of transport improvements, new 

healthcare facilities, new district and neighbourhood centres, a secondary school, primary 

schools and early-years facilities amongst other requirements. 
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7.8.7 With the requirement set out in Policy SP7 for the sequencing of development and 

infrastructure on the garden communities which needs to ensure that the latter is provided 

ahead of or in tandem with the development it supports, issues of development viability, 

cashflow and equalisation of developer contributions amongst the various interested parties 

will be complex. The legal agreements associated with any planning proposals for the site 

will similarly be lengthy and complex which will add significantly to the lead-in times 

associated with the site. 

7.8.8 The work undertaken by Strutt and Parker on behalf of Gladman on the viability and 

deliverability of the garden community sites (submitted as part of the Gladman’s 

representations on Part 1 of the Colchester Plan), coupled with the complexities outlined 

above, must call into question the ability of the garden communities to deliver the numbers 

of units that the Councils expect them to deliver in the Plan period. If this is the case, then 

additional sites will be required in the short to medium term to ensure housing delivery is 

maintained and a 5-year housing land supply can be demonstrated across the plan period 

before the garden communities come on stream. These sites should offer something 

different from the large scale strategic allocations to ensure competition in the market and 

to ensure that small to medium sized housebuilders have an opportunity to deliver sites 

within the districts. Smaller scale housing sites will therefore be required to plug the 

inevitable gap in housing supply and Gladman consider that the sites included in these 

representations offer suitable, available and deliverable alternatives which should be 

allocated in the Tendring Local Plan (See Appendices 3, 4, 5 and 6).. 
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8 LOCAL PLAN FOR TENDRING 

8.1 Vision and Objectives 

8.1.1 Gladman support the Vision contained in the Tendring Local Plan which seeks to meet local 

housing needs through a range of high quality new housing. The Council should not only be 

seeking to meet local needs, but should do everything it can to exceed the housing 

requirement given the lack of delivery in the past and the uncertainty over unmet housing 

needs in London. 

8.1.2 Gladman support in principle, the Vision to create a new garden suburb to the east of 

Colchester on the border with Tendring to help meet the needs of both areas, although we 

have concerns over the site’s ability to deliver in the timeframe set out in Part 1 of the Plan. 

8.1.3 Gladman also support the Council’s Vision to deliver modest levels of housing growth in the 

larger villages to support local services and facilities and meet local housing needs in areas 

such as Lawford. However, it is considered that the smaller villages such as Ardleigh are also 

capable of providing modest housing growth, in scale with the existing settlements, to 

ensure that their current services and facilities are maintained and local housing need is met. 

This should be reflected in the Vision. 

8.1.4 Gladman consider that Objective 1 should be amended to state that the main objective is to 

meet housing needs in full by providing new dwellings with sufficient variety to meet the 

needs of a growing and ageing population. 

8.1.5 In allocating sites, the Council should therefore be mindful that to maximize housing supply 

the widest possible range of sites, by size and market location are required so that house 

builders of all types and sizes have access to suitable land in order to offer the widest 

possible range of products. The key to increased housing supply is the number of sales 

outlets. For any given time period, all else being equal, overall sales and build out rates are 

faster from 20 sites of 50 units than 10 sites of 100 units or 1 site of 1,000 units. The 

maximum delivery is achieved not just because there are more sales outlets but because the 

widest possible range of products and locations are available to meet the widest possible 

range of demand. In summary, a wider variety of sites in the widest possible range of 

locations ensures all types of house builder have access to suitable land which in turn 

increases housing delivery. 



Tendring District Council  Publication Draft Local Plan 

 

8.2 Policy SPL1: Managing Growth 

8.2.1 Whilst it is supported that the main urban areas continue to play a key role in the 

accommodation of future development within the district, this should not be at the expense 

of ensuring that the housing and employment needs of other settlements are met. Para 55 

of the Framework seeks to promote sustainable development in rural areas to maintain and 

enhance rural vitality and viability. It is essential therefore, that the needs of the sustainable 

rural settlements across the district, including Lawford and Ardleigh are assessed and 

meaningful growth apportioned to them to ensure their ongoing vitality and viability. 

8.2.2 Gladman support the inclusion of a detailed Settlement Hierarchy in Policy SPL1 of the Plan 

and the definition of Clacton, Harwich and Dovercourt as Strategic Urban Settlements. 

Gladman consider that the Garden Community on the border of Colchester and Tendring is 

a potential appropriate solution to delivering the level of housing growth required to meet 

the needs of both districts in the long term but do have concerns over the viability of the 

proposal and the timescale for delivery. 

8.2.3 Gladman also support the identification of Lawford as a Smaller Urban Settlement where 

modest levels of housing growth will be directed. Lawford is a vibrant settlement which 

adjoins the built-up area of the town of Manningtree and provides the community with 

direct access to a primary school, GP surgery and other services within Manningtree 

including a high school, train station, a range of retail opportunities, a pharmacy, public 

houses and a Post Office. 

8.2.4 Gladman consider that given Lawford’s services and facilities and its lack of constraints, the 

settlement is capable of supporting further growth beyond the minimum 1,500 to 2,500 

dwellings proposed for this tier of the settlement hierarchy within the Local Plan 

8.2.5 However, Gladman consider that Ardleigh is miss-categorised as a Smaller Rural Settlement 

both in terms of its current levels of services and facilities and its proximity and connections 

to Colchester. The settlement is by far the best performing Smaller Rural Settlement in terms 

of overall sustainability and is served by a number of core services including a primary 

school, a G.P. Surgery, a Post Office, a convenience store and a public house. It also has a 

village hall, playing fields and various sports clubs. There is a good level of employment 

within a 20-minute travel time of the settlement and fast broadband speeds are available 

that are sufficient to support home working, leisure and business activities.  

8.2.6 Ardleigh is therefore considered to be a sustainable settlement with good access to services 

and facilities to meet the daily needs of its residents. It is located in close proximity to 
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Colchester with high quality bus service from early morning until the evening allowing easy 

access to the town for employment, education and leisure purposes. It is therefore 

considered that Ardleigh should be categorised as a Rural Service Centre. 

8.3 Policy SPL2: Settlement Development Boundaries 

8.3.1 The Framework is clear that development which is sustainable should go ahead without 

delay. The use of settlement limits to arbitrarily restrict suitable development from coming 

forward on the edge of settlements would not accord with the positive approach to growth 

required by the Framework.  

8.3.2 The Policy has been substantially reviewed since the previous version of the Plan and is now 

more positive in its approach to development outside of the arbitrary Settlement 

Development Boundaries (SDB). The Council should recognise that a site’s location outside 

of a SDB is only one factor that should be weighed in the planning balance when 

considering any particular proposal and it should not be the determinative factor in 

assessing whether a scheme is acceptable or not. 

8.4 Policy SPL3: Sustainable Design 

8.4.1 Policy SPL3 introduces a large number of criteria which proposals must meet in order to be 

considered acceptable. Gladman would point out that the Framework is based on a planning 

balance exercise being undertaken by the decision maker and it is only where the harms of a 

proposal significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits that planning permission 

should be refused. Policy SPL3 should therefore be worded to allow the decision maker to 

undertake such a balancing exercise and so that failure to meet any one of the criteria listed 

would not automatically mean a failure to conform with the policy overall.  At present, Policy 

SPL3 is not worded in this positive fashion and should be redrafted. 

8.4.2 Criterion (a) under Part B of the Policy states that proposals should not lead to an 

unacceptable increase in congestion. This is contrary to the Framework as para 32 states that 

development should only be refused on transport grounds where the residual cumulative 

impacts of development are severe. Criterion (a) should be reworded to reflect this 

guidance. 

8.4.3 Part C of Policy SPL3 also requires developers to consider the use of renewable energy and 

the reductions of emissions as part of any proposals. The Written Ministerial Statement of 

25
th

 March 2015 clearly states that improvements in energy efficiency and carbon reductions 

will be delivered through changes to Building Regulations with only a limited number of 
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optional technical standards that can be required through local plans where supported by 

specific evidence. There is no evidence that the Local Plan should require such measures and 

therefore this reference should be deleted from the Policy. 

8.5 Policy HP4: Safeguarded Local Greenspace 

8.5.1 Gladman take this opportunity to remind the Council of the tests which need to be met 

when seeking to designate Local Green Space (LGS). 

8.5.2 Paragraph 77 of the Framework sets out the following in terms of when it is appropriate or 

not to designate land as a LGS.  

“The Local Green Space designation will not be appropriate for most green areas or 

open space. The designation should only be used: 

 Where the green space is in reasonably close proximity to the community it 

serves; 

 Where the green area is demonstrably special to a local community and holds 

particular local significance, for example because of its beauty, historic 

significance, recreational value (including as a playing field), tranquillity or 

richness of its wildlife; and 

 Where the green area concerned is local in character and is not an extensive 

tract of land.” 

8.5.3 The Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) provides further guidance on LGS designations 

including paragraph ID. 37-015-20140306,  

“There are no hard and fast rules about how big a Local Green Space can be because 

places are different and a degree of judgement will inevitably be needed. However, 

paragraph 77 of the National Planning Policy Framework is clear that Local Green 

Space Designation should only be used where the green area concerned is not an 

extensive tract of land. Consequently, blanket designation of open countryside adjacent 

to settlements will not be appropriate. In particular, designation should not be proposed 

as a ‘back door’ way to try to achieve what would amount to a new are of Green Belt by 

another name.” 
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8.6 Policy LP1: Housing Supply 

8.6.1 Gladman have some concerns with regards to the Housing Land Supply Policy LP1. Our 

issues with the overall housing requirement have been set out above in Section 7.5 and in 

the report prepared by Barton Willmore on our behalf (Appendix 2). It is therefore not 

necessary to repeat these here. 

8.6.2 Paragraph 5.1.3 of the Plan refers to the 550 homes a year housing requirement as a target. 

This is not consistent with the Framework as housing requirements should be expressed as a 

minimum and should be exceeded if possible. This statement should therefore be amended. 

8.6.3 The table set out within Section 5.1 of the Plan (Table A) also includes completions data 

from the start of the Plan period until 2016/17. This shows an existing shortfall in housing 

supply against the housing requirement totalling 826 units or one and a half years’ worth of 

supply. This is a significant under-supply of dwellings and represents real people in need of 

housing now. 

8.6.4 In fact, Tendring have only achieved their housing requirement in one year (2016/17) out of 

the first four years of the plan period. Given the fact that the Council has also not met its 

housing requirement in 10 of the past 19 years between 1996/97 and 2014/15, it is 

inevitable that the Council needs to apply a 20% buffer to its housing requirement as 

required by the Framework for persistent under-delivery. 

8.6.5 In addition, based upon the housing trajectory which is included in the latest Annual 

Monitoring Report (2015/2016), the Council are anticipating the delivery of just over 400 

units in 2017/18 which again is below the new housing requirement, further adding to the 

housing under-supply. 

8.6.6 Based on the guidance set out in the Planning Practice Guidance (PPG), the Council should 

be seeking to address this housing shortfall in the first five years of the Plan period. This 

would mean a significant step change in housing delivery for the Council once the Plan is 

adopted. 

8.6.7 It is therefore essential that the Council allocates a range of housing sites in a variety of 

locations and of a variety of sizes to ensure that the housing needs of local people are 

delivered in the short term, before the large scale strategic sites come on stream and to 

meet the significant backlog. 

8.6.8 Gladman are also concerned with the level of windfall sites that the Council are including 

within the housing supply going forward. The Framework states that local planning 
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authorities may make an allowance for windfall sites if they have compelling evidence that 

such sites have consistently become available in the local area and will continue to provide a 

reliable source of supply going forward. Any allowance should be realistic having full regard 

to the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA). Therefore, in order to 

include a windfall allowance in the Plan, Tendring will have to provide robust and credible 

evidence on this source of supply to justify the 1,399 units which is included in the Local 

Plan. 

8.6.9 The table on page 115 sets out that the Council’s housing requirement over the Plan period 

is 11,000 units whilst the sources of supply listed total 12,001, a contingency of 9.1%. This is 

considered to be too little flexibility to mitigate against sites not coming forward as 

anticipated in the Local Plan. Given the issues raised in this representation regarding the 

speed of delivery of the strategic sites, it is considered that a 20% flexibility factor is built 

into the Local Plan which is equivalent to 2,200 units above the housing requirement. 

8.7 Policy LP2: Housing Choice 

8.7.1 Gladman support Policy LP2 in that the Council will support the development of retirement 

complexes, extra care housing and other forms of residential accommodation aimed at 

meeting the future needs of older and disabled residents. 

8.8 Policy LP3: Housing Density and Standards 

8.8.1 Gladman object to Policy LP3 in relation to the reference to national space standards. The 

Written Ministerial Statement (WMS) dated 25th March 2015 confirms that “the optional 

new national technical standards should only be required through any new Local Plan 

policies if they address a clearly evidenced need, and where their impact on viability has 

been considered, in accordance with the NPPG”. Furthermore, with particular reference to 

the nationally described space standard, the NPPG (ID: 56-020-20150327) confirms “where a 

need for internal space standards is identified, local planning authorities should provide 

justification for requiring internal space policies”. If the Council wishes to adopt this standard 

it should be justified by meeting the criteria set out in the NPPG including need, viability and 

impact on affordability. The Council therefore needs to provide sufficient evidence to justify 

adoption of either of these standards or delete reference to these standards in Policy LP3. 
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8.9 Policy LP5: Affordable and Council Housing 

8.9.1 There is an inconsistency in the Local Plan between the level of affordable housing required 

as set out in paragraph 5.1.4 (30%) and that set out in Policy LP5 (25%). This needs to be 

rectified in order to ensure the policy position is clear. 

8.10 Policy LP10: Care, Independent Assisted Living 

8.10.1 Gladman support Policy LP10 on Care and Independent Assisted Living and in particular, the 

support shown for the construction of high quality care and extra-care housing in 

sustainable locations. 

8.10.2 Gladman also support the Council’s approach to care homes located outside of Settlement 

Development Boundaries as set out in Policy LP10. 

8.11 Policy PP12: Improving Education and Skills 

8.11.1 The requirement to provide educational facilities is a key part of the Framework. Paragraph 

72 states that local planning authorities should take a proactive, positive and collaborative 

approach to meeting this requirement. This should involve working closely with developers 

over schemes to assess the best possible solution to educational provision taking account of 

the capacity of all schools in the area that serve the development, the distance pupils travel 

to access schools and the most efficient and sustainable use of existing educational 

resources before requiring the provision of new facilities. Viability should also be a key 

consideration to ensure schemes are not prevented from being brought forward because of 

the need for significant infrastructure contributions. Gladman remind the Council that the 

lack of educational provision should not be used a reason for refusal as local planning 

authorities should work positively with the development industry to identify suitable and 

deliverable solutions to these issues. 

8.12 Policy PPL3: The Rural Landscape 

8.12.1 Policy PPL3 on the Rural Landscape is unsound. The guidance set out in the Framework 

advocates a balancing exercise of all of the benefits of a proposal against the harms to 

determine if the harms, significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits. 

8.12.2 In addition, any policy for the protection and enhancement of the environment should be 

established in light of the national policies contained in the Framework, particularly 

paragraphs 109 to125. 
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8.12.3 Para 109 sets out that the planning system should contribute to and enhance valued 

landscapes with advice in Para 113 stating that Local Planning Authorities should set criteria 

based policies against which proposals for any development on or affecting such sites 

should be judged. In addition, Para 113 highlights that distinctions should be made between 

the hierarchy of international, national and locally designated sites so that protection is 

commensurate with their status. 

8.12.4 It is important to note that this advice does not suggest a ban on all development in or 

adjacent to designated areas and that the weight that can be attached to any conflict with 

such designations should be aligned with their importance based on the hierarchy detailed 

above. 

8.12.5 Policy PPL3 as written is therefore contrary to the Framework and should be reviewed to 

reflect the guidance contained above. In particular, the policy should be flexible enough to 

be able to accommodate new development, outside of existing development boundaries, to 

allow the Council to quickly address any issues in a shortfall in housing land supply against 

the plan requirement. 

8.13 Policy PPL6: Strategic Green Gaps 

8.13.1 In terms of the natural environment, the identification of any local environmental 

designations, including Strategic Green Gaps and separation policies, must be predicated on 

a robust and comprehensive evidence base that can be used in the planning balance 

advocated by the Framework, allowing the Council to assess whether the adverse impacts of 

the loss of such areas significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits of delivering the 

full need for housing. 

8.13.2 Green Gap policies have been questioned by Inspectors in recent appeal decisions as to 

whether they are compliant with the Framework and the Presumption in Favour of 

Sustainable Development. It is unlikely that any Green Gap policy will meet the tests of the 

Framework. Inspectors have dismissed similar policies as being inconsistent with the 

Framework in the determination of a number of recent Appeals. Gladman do not support 

the Green Gap policy approach due to its inconsistency with the Framework as it may 

prevent the Council from granting planning permissions in sustainable locations to meet its 

full objectively assessed need. The Council should therefore not continue to promote this 

policy designation. 



Tendring District Council  Publication Draft Local Plan 

 

8.14 Policy PPL8: Conservation Area 

8.14.1 Paragraphs 132 to 134 of the Framework relate specifically to designated heritage assets 

and highlight that the more important the asset the greater the weight that should be 

attached to it. The policies in the Local Plan therefore need to make such a distinction so as 

to ensure they are consistent with the Framework.  

8.14.2 The Framework states that if the harm to a heritage asset is deemed to be substantial then 

the proposal needs to achieve substantial public benefits to outweigh that harm.  If the harm 

is less than substantial, then the harm should be weighed against the public benefits of the 

proposal including securing its optimum viable use. The policies in the Local Plan should 

therefore make a distinction between the two tests included in the Framework for 

designated heritage assets to ensure they are sound. 

8.14.3 Paragraph 135 of the Framework relates specifically to non-designated heritage assets and 

the policy test that should be applied in these cases is that a balanced judgment should be 

reached having regard to the scale of any harm and the significance of the heritage asset. 

Once again, policies in the Local Plan need to reflect this guidance. 

8.14.4 In addition, in light of the judgement in FODC v. SSCLG and Gladman Developments Ltd. 

[2016] EWHC 421 Admin, Gladman consider it is necessary for the TDLP to carry out an 

assessment of the potential impact of proposed development on heritage assets, as set out 

in paragraph 129 of the Framework. The Judgement concerns the interaction between 

paragraph 14 and paragraph 134 of the Framework, and the issues of the balancing exercise 

to be undertaken to assess the harm of any proposals against the benefits of the identified 

proposed development in accordance with paragraphs 133, 134 and 135 of the Framework. 

Gladman consider that the implications of the Judgement apply equally to both the 

decision-making process and the plan making process. Paragraph 134 is clear in talking 

about ‘development proposals’, a phrase which can apply equally to planning applications 

and proposed allocations. Furthermore, footnote 29 of the Framework clearly states that 

“The principles and policies set out in this section apply to the heritage-related consent 

regimes for which local planning authorities are responsible under the Planning (Listed 

Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990, as well as to plan-making and decision-taking”. 

It is therefore essential that the implications of the above Judgment are fully considered in 

the context of both decision-taking and plan-making. 

8.15 Policy PPL9: Listed Building 

8.15.1 Gladman object to Policy PPL9 on the same basis as set out above in Section 8.14. 
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8.16 Policy CP2: Improving the Transport Network 

8.16.1 Gladman object to Policy CP2 in that it states that proposals which would have any adverse 

transport impacts will not be granted planning permission. This is completely contrary to the 

Framework.  

8.16.2 Para 32 of the Framework states that development should only be refused on transport 

grounds where the residual cumulative impacts of development are severe. Policy CP2 

should therefore be reworded to avoid it being unsound. 

8.17 Policy DI1: Infrastructure Delivery and Impact Mitigation 

8.17.1 Gladman object to Policy DI1 in that there is no definition within the Policy, nor supporting 

text, as to what the Council consider to be a minimum level of developer profit. This Policy is 

therefore unclear, not enforceable and the implications of the Policy cannot be properly 

tested. Reference to a minimum level of developer profit should therefore be removed from 

the Policy. 
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9 SITE SUBMISSIONS 

9.1 Overview 

9.1.1 Gladman consider that there is an over reliance in the North Essex Part 1 Plan for Braintree, 

Colchester and Tendring on the strategic Garden Communities. These are all large-scale sites 

with significant requirements for infrastructure which will take a considerable amount of 

time to deliver. It is considered that the Councils’ view that 2,500 units will be delivered on 

each of the Garden Communities by the end of the Plan period (2033) is ambitious and 

because of the reliance on the large-scale sites, there will be a shortfall of housing provision 

in the early years of the Plan. 

9.1.2 Barton Willmore have also highlighted an issue with the OAN for Tendring suggesting that 

550 dwellings per annum does not meet the full need for housing in the district and that, as 

a minimum, the Local Plan should be based on a minimum housing requirement of 674 

dwellings per annum, with the need having the potential to be significantly higher than this 

figure. 

9.1.3 There is also a need for the Local Plan for Tendring to be flexible to allow for changes in 

circumstances which include sites not coming forward as anticipated or delivering fewer 

units than expected. Typically, Inspectors are seeking an additional 20% above the housing 

requirement to ensure that the Local Plan meets or hopefully surpasses the housing 

requirement over the Plan period. 

9.1.4 Therefore, in order to account for all of the above factors, it is considered that additional, 

small scale allocations should be made in the Tendring Local Plan to deliver housing in the 

short term, contributing to the Council’s 5-year housing land supply and allowing small and 

medium sized housebuilders the opportunity to deliver sites in Tendring, thereby increasing 

delivery in the district. 

9.1.5 Gladman are promoting a number of sites across the district which are located in sustainable 

settlements and are available, achievable and deliverable. The sites are listed below and are 

covered in more detail in the attached Development Briefs (Appendices 3, 4, 5 and 6). These 

sites should therefore be allocated in the Tending Local Plan. 
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9.2 Bromley Road, Parsons Heath 

9.2.1 Gladman is promoting land at Bromley Road, Parsons Heath for residential development 

(See Appendix 3). The 7.33-hectare site presents an ideal opportunity to create a sustainable, 

high quality residential development situated in a sought-after location. 

9.2.2 The site is located on the eastern edge of Colchester and it is anticipated that around 4.2 

hectares would be residential development, with the remainder comprising green 

infrastructure. 

9.2.3 The land lies to the south of Bromley Road and comprises two fields. It is well enclosed by 

tree and hedgerow cover along its boundaries with Churn Wood, Bromley Road and Salary 

Brook, which is located directly to the west of the site. Its north-eastern boundary adjoins 

the grounds of Hill Farm and Crockleford Grange. The site is opposite existing residential 

development at Longridge. The site is also adjacent to the large town of Colchester and falls 

within a broad location proposed as a new garden community on the Colchester-Tendring 

border.  

9.2.4 Parsons Heath is a vibrant area on the edge of Colchester which offers a range of amenities 

within walking and cycling distance of the site. These are located in three main clusters: on 

Bromley Road, on Harwich Road/Parsons Heath and in Greenstead district centre. These 

areas offer services and facilities including nursery schools, primary schools, a secondary 

school, a health centre, pharmacy, leisure centre, library and places of worship. 

9.2.5 The site is capable of delivering up to 145 dwellings of varying sizes, types and tenures 

including affordable housing delivered in accordance with planning policy and is capable of 

coming forward within the next 5 years. 

9.2.6 The site is not subject to any national, local or other landscape designations and landscape 

buffers could be provided to the north and east of the site, adjacent to Churn Wood and 

Salary Brook, which would be designated as a new waterside park. The site is well-contained 

adjacent to the existing urban context and a residential development and associated green 

infrastructure could be incorporated within the local landscape without resulting in any 

unacceptable landscape or visual effects. 

9.2.7 Gladman consider the site is available, achievable and deliverable and should therefore be 

allocated in the Tending Local Plan. 
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9.3 Grange Road, Lawford 

9.3.1 Gladman are promoting land at Grange Road to the south-west of Lawford for residential 

development (See Appendix 4). This 6.6-hectare site presents an ideal opportunity to create 

a sustainable, high quality residential development situated in a sought-after location. 

9.3.2 It is currently envisaged that built development would only be situated in the southern part 

of the site in order to protect and enhance a Scheduled Monument in the northern portion. 

With this in mind the developable area is likely to be less than 6.6 hectares. 

9.3.3 Lawford is a vibrant settlement which adjoins the built-up area of the town of Manningtree. 

The civil parish of Manningtree (which includes Lawford) is home to a population in the 

region of 5,700 people according to the 2011 Census.  

9.3.4 Lawford is an active and successful community and provides residents with direct access to 

community facilities including: 

 Lawford Church of England Primary School 

 Highfields County Primary School 

 The Lawford GP Surgery 

9.3.5 Lawford is also accessible to facilities in Manningtree, such as: 

 Manningtree High School 

 Manningtree Train Station 

 A range of retailers including convenience stores 

 Pharmacies 

 Public Houses 

 Post Office 

9.3.6 Lawford (alongside Manningtree and Mistley) is identified within the emerging Local Plan as 

a suitable location to accommodate additional homes with an established town centre, 

employment areas and infrastructure. Gladman believe that Lawford is capable of 

supporting further growth beyond the minimum 1,500 to 2,500 dwellings proposed for this 

tier in the emerging Local Plan, so housing development need not be limited to this amount. 

9.3.7 The site is capable of delivering up to 105 dwellings of varying sizes, types and tenures 

including affordable housing delivered in accordance with planning policy. The proposed 

development will follow a design-led approach, informed by consultation with the District 

Council, key stakeholders and the local community, responding sensitively to the site’s 
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setting and respecting the grain of the surrounding landscape, both built and undeveloped. 

The development will be a positive addition to Lawford, complementing the character of the 

surrounding area in terms of scale, density, character and quality. 

9.3.8 Gladman consider the site is available, achievable and deliverable and should therefore be 

allocated in the Tending Local Plan. 

9.4 Wick Lane, Ardleigh 

9.4.1 Gladman is promoting land at Wick Lane, Ardleigh for residential development (Appendix 5). 

The 7.58-hectare site presents an ideal opportunity to create a sustainable, high quality 

residential development situated in a sought-after location. It is anticipated that around 4.2 

hectares would be residential development, with the remainder comprising green 

infrastructure. 

9.4.2 The land lies to the north of Wick Lane, at its junction with the A137 (Colchester Road). The 

southern boundary of the site abuts 12 existing properties on Colchester Road. Immediately 

east of the site lies St Mary’s Church of England Primary School and land used by the 

neighbouring industrial area for the storage and distribution of agricultural machinery. The 

village centre is also situated to the east, focused along The Street and Colchester Road. 

Open countryside under arable cultivation lies to the north and west of the site. 

9.4.3 Ardleigh is an active and successful community and provides residents with direct access to 

community facilities including: 

 St Mary’s Primary School; 

 General Stores and Post Office; 

 Newstrend newsagents; 

 Ardleigh Surgery 

 Ardleigh Village Hall. 

9.4.4 Ardleigh is identified in the adopted and emerging versions of the Tendring District Local 

Plan as a suitable location to accommodate additional homes.  

9.4.5 The site is capable of delivering up to 118 dwellings including affordable housing delivered 

in accordance with the Council’s requirements. The site is not subject to any national, local 

or other landscape designations and is well contained within the landscape.  A landscape 

appraisal has confirmed that through sensitive landscaping, green infrastructure provision 

and good quality design, any impact of a development on the countryside and the character 

of Ardleigh could be minimised. 
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9.4.6 A high-quality housing development would be a positive addition to Ardleigh, 

complementing the character of the surrounding area in terms of character and quality. 

Gladman consider the site is available, achievable and deliverable and should therefore be 

allocated in the Tending Local Plan. 

9.5 Land East of Oakwood Park, Holland Road, Clacton 

9.5.1 Gladman are promoting land to the East of Oakwood Park, Holland Road to the north-east 

of Clacton Town Centre for residential development (See Appendix 6). This 11.6 ha site is 

located within the Settlement Development Boundary of Clacton to the east of the proposed 

allocation SAMU3. 

9.5.2 Clacton is a Strategic Urban Settlement at the top of the Council’s Settlement Hierarchy 

where a considerable level of new housing growth will be directed and the Council have 

accepted that growth in this location is sustainable by allocating land at Oakwood Park in 

Policy SAMU3. 

9.5.3 The site is capable of delivering up to 300 residential units with associated community 

benefits, open space and affordable housing delivered in accordance with the Council’s 

requirements. The site is not subject to any national, local or other landscape designations 

and is well contained within the landscape and landscape features would be retained where 

possible.  

9.5.4 A high-quality housing development would be a positive addition to Clacton, 

complementing the character of the surrounding area in terms of character and quality. 

Gladman consider the site is available, achievable and deliverable and should therefore be 

allocated in the Tending Local Plan  
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10 CONCLUSIONS 

10.1 Overview 

10.1.1 Having considered the TDLP, Gladman are concerned about a range of matters including the 

housing and employment needs, delivery of the Garden Communities, spatial distribution 

and several of the detailed development management policies. 

10.1.2 The plan must be positively prepared, effective, justified and consistent with national policy 

to be found sound at examination. In the first instance, the Council must start with clearly 

defining a NPPF and PPG compliant OAN by developing an unconstrained requirement 

which properly follows the guidelines set out at the national level. The Council should then 

develop a robust housing requirement using this OAN as a starting point.  

10.1.3 Gladman commissioned Barton Willmore to undertake a review of the Objectively Assessed 

Housing Need (OAHN) undertaken by the Council in 2017. The review (attached as Appendix 

2) concludes that an unjustified approach has been taken to the issue of Unattributable 

Population Change in Tendring, the OAHN makes no adjustment for supressed household 

formation in Tendring, it does not provide a consistent approach to the economic aspects of 

housing need across the HMA and there is evidence to suggest that a greater than 15% 

uplift should be applied to the OAHN for Tendring to address worsening Market Signals.  

10.1.4 In Barton Willmore’s professional opinion, 550 dwellings per annum represents an under 

estimate of the level of housing need for Tendring and at the minimum, there is a need for 

674 dwellings per annum simply to meet the demographic need identified by DCLG in the 

household projections. Barton Willmore’s overall conclusion is that the true level of housing 

need in Tendring is between 674 and 972 dwellings per annum. 

10.1.5 Careful consideration needs to be given to the spatial strategy that forms the basis of the 

spatial distribution of growth across the district. All sustainable settlements should be 

allowed to play their part in meeting their own housing and employment needs as well as 

contributing to the wider district’s requirements. A flexible approach to delivering the 

development needs of the district will ensure the plan’s ultimate deliverability and success. 

10.1.6 Whilst it is supported that the main urban areas continue to play a key role in the 

accommodation of future development within the district, this should not be at the expense 

of ensuring that the housing and employment needs of other settlements are met. Para 55 

of the Framework seeks to promote sustainable development in rural areas to maintain and 

enhance rural vitality and viability. 
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10.1.7 This is particularly the case given that with the complexities of delivering the Garden 

communities, it is considered that there is a significant shortfall of housing provision in the 

short to medium term which needs to be addressed through additional smaller scale 

housing allocations. 

10.1.8 With this in mind, Gladman are promoting a number of sites in sustainable locations which 

are available, achievable and deliverable and should be included within the Tendring Local 

Plan as residential allocations. These include: 

a. Bromley Road, Parsons Heath. 

b. Grange Road, Lawford. 

c. Wick Lane, Ardleigh. 

d. Land East of Oakwood Park, Holland Road, Clacton. 
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By email only to planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk  
 
Dear Mr Meecham, 
 
Tendring Local Plan Publication Draft Consultation 
 
Thank you for consulting Historic England on Tendring’s publication draft local plan.  As the 
Government’s adviser on the historic environment Historic England is keen to ensure that 
the protection of the historic environment is fully taken into account at all stages and levels 
of the local planning process.  Therefore we welcome the opportunity to comment on the 
draft Plan. We have now had the opportunity to review the documents and can provide the 
following substantive comments.  

General comments 

Historic England has published a number of Good Practice Advice and Advice Notes which 
you may find useful in developing your local plan.  In particular:  

Good Practice Advice in Planning 1 - the historic environment in local plans: 
<https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/gpa1-historic-environment-
local-plans/>  

 

Good Practice Advice in Planning 3 - the setting of heritage assets: 
<https://content.historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/gpa3-setting-of-
heritage-assets/gpa3.pdf/>  

Advice Note 3 - site allocations in local plans: <https://historicengland.org.uk/images-

mailto:planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk
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books/publications/historic-environment-and-site-allocations-in-local-plans/>.  

We have made some brief comments on the Sustainability Appraisal Report. Please note 
that Historic England have produced advice entitled HE Advice Note 8 - Sustainability 
Appraisal and Strategic Environmental Assessment : https://historicengland.org.uk/images-
books/publications/sustainability-appraisal-and-strategic-environmental-assessment-
advice-note-8/ (01 Dec 2016) 

For the avoidance of doubt, we have not considered archaeological issues in this brief, desk 
based assessment but would refer you to the HER held by Essex County Council who should 
be able to advise in this regard. We have also not identified non-designated assets.  
 
General Comments 

Paragraph 126 of the NPPF requires Local Plans to set out a positive and clear strategy for 
the conservation, enjoyment and enhancement of the historic environment.  Ideally the 
strategy should offer a strategic overview including overarching heritage policies to deliver 
the conservation sand enhancement of the environment. 

A good strategy will offer a positive holistic approach throughout the whole plan whereby 
the historic environment is considered not just as a stand-alone topic but as an integral part 
of every aspect of the plan, being interwoven within the entire document.  So policies for 
housing, retail, and transport for example may need to be tailored to achieve the positive 
improvements that paragraph 8 of the NPPF demands.  Site allocations may need to refer 
to the historic environment, identifying opportunities to conserve and enhance the historic 
environment, avoid harming heritage assets and their settings and may also be able to 
positively address heritage assets at risk. The plan may need to include areas identified as 
being inappropriate for certain types of development due to the impact they would have on 
the historic environment.  

A good strategy will also be spatially specific, unique to the area, describing the local 
characteristics of the borough and responding accordingly with policies that address the 
local situation.  We would expect references to the historic environment in the local plan 
vision, the inclusion of a policy/ies for the historic environment and character of the 
landscape and built environment, and various other references to the historic environment 
through the plan relating to the unique characteristics of the area.  
 

Further opportunity should be sought to address the historic environment in every aspect of 
the Plan and to make the strategy more spatially specific and unique to Braintree.  
 
Specific Comments 
 

https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/sustainability-appraisal-and-strategic-environmental-assessment-advice-note-8/
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Section 1 – Shared Strategic Plan 
 
Para 1.31 - Strategic Objectives  
This paragraph contains objectives to support the development of the strategy for the 
North Essex area.  It is disappointing that there remains no reference to require 
development to respond to the distinctive character of North Essex and that there is no 
reference to protecting heritage assets and the character of existing settlements. Historic 
England’s comments on the June 2016 Draft Local Plan suggested that the Strategic 
Objectives could require    “developments to respond to the distinctive character of North 
Essex as part of providing sufficient new homes and ensuring high quality outcomes.” 
Historic England request that the Strategic Objectives be amended to include a 
requirement for new development to have regard to the historic environment, to reflect 
paragraph 7 of the NPPF (the three dimensions to sustainable development). 
 
Policy SP2: Spatial Strategy for North Essex 
The policy refers to Map 3.3 – but this is not apparent in the published documents.  
 
Paragraph 2 of the policy refers to maintaining distinctive character and role of settlements. 
However, the policy does not refer to the importance of the historic built environment in 
North Essex.  It is requested that the second paragraph is amended to ensure that reference 
is made to settlements maintaining their distinctive and historic character. It is also noted 
that the Policy no longer seeks to avoid coalescence between settlements.  This is a 
significant change from the June 2016 draft Local Plan and has potentially serious 
implications for the conservation and setting of heritage assets, especially the character of 
conservation areas. 
 
Historic England requests that the first sentence of paragraph 2 of the Policy is amended as 
follows:  
“Future growth will be planned to ensure settlements maintain their distinctive character 
and role, and to avoid coalescence between them.” 
 
Our comments on the June 2016 draft Local Plan suggested that the supporting text should 
set out what the policy means for North Essex in respect of high quality of built and urban 
design.  While the wording of the policy has been amended slightly, we remain of the view 
that the supporting text (paras 3.1 to 3.5) should be set out what this means for North Essex. 
 
SP4 Infrastructure and Connectivity 
We note the comments in respect of the A120 route improvements referred to in 
paragraphs 6.9 and 6.10 and the strategic priority for a dualled A120 between the A12 and 
Braintree.  Highways England were invited to participate in the Highways England 
Environmental Forum for the A12 & A120 improvements and we reiterate that the A120 is a 
historic route through Essex and as such there is great archaeological potential, alongside 
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the potential impacts on heritage assets, which may vary, depending on the options 
developed.  
 
Our comments on the August 2016 consultation, in respect of broadband provision, sought 
reference in what are now paragraphs 6.29 and 6.30, though not a hyperlink, to the Cabinet 
Siting and Pole Siting Code of Practice: 
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/205744/Fin
al_Cabinet_and_Pole_Siting_COP_Issue_1_2_.pdf  
We reiterate that comment in respect of the pre-submission draft local plan. 
 
Policy SP6 – Place Shaping Principles 
Historic England welcomes the reference to protecting and enhancing the historic assets.  
Our comments on Policy SP6 of the June 2016 draft local plan suggested that the first bullet 
point of the policy is clarified to read: “…enhance the quality of existing places”  rather than 
“communities.”  This bullet point has not been amended and we repeat our comment in this 
respect.  
 
In relation to the principle to “enhance the public realm….through additional street 
furniture….” there will need to be some caution in implementing the policy as worded to 
guard against the unmanaged and indiscriminate use of street furniture such as signs, 
benches, bins etc in the historic environment. Without careful control, there can be a 
detrimental impact on the setting of historic buildings and the character of conservation 
areas. 
 
Garden Communities 
Our concerns raised in the July 2016 consultation remain.   As far as we can see, there has 
not been a demonstrable consideration of the impact of any such policy on the historic 
environment. Whilst the local plan sets out that the proposed developments will follow 
TCPA Garden City Principles, there is no specific consideration for the historic environment 
within these principles. The Draft Sustainability Appraisal (SA): Environmental Report - June 
2017 (page 180) acknowledges that “it can be expected that Garden Communities and New 
Towns will have a greater possibility of impacting on a larger number of assets due to their 
scale.”  For this reason, it is essential that the local plan should contain a framework to 
guide how the boundaries and extent of the garden communities are determined in the 
subsequent development plan documents. Historic Impact  Assessments should be 
undertaken  in accordance with our advice note ‘Site allocations in Local Plans’ for each of 
the proposed broad locations to determine the  appropriateness or otherwise of the 
locations for development, the extent of the development and therefore potential capacity 
of the sites, the impacts upon the historic environment (considering each asset and its 
setting and its significance), impacts of development upon the asset and any potential 
mitigation measures necessary to accompany the proposals.  Appropriate criteria for the 

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/205744/Final_Cabinet_and_Pole_Siting_COP_Issue_1_2_.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/205744/Final_Cabinet_and_Pole_Siting_COP_Issue_1_2_.pdf
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protection of heritage assets and their settings need to be included in each of the policies 
and supporting text for the Garden Communities.  
 
Paras 8.11 and 8.14 
The first sentence of each of these paragraphs are the same. 
 
Paras 8.2 to 8.6 – These paragraphs do not refer to the potential for detrimental impacts 
on heritage assets despite the statement in para 5.8 of the Sustainability Appraisal Main 
Report (page 49) that identifies that the garden communities option could this option could 
“lead to negative effects on the settings of these assets, or the assets themselves, resulting 
in negative effects on SA Objective 10: ‘Historic environment’.”  Given the presence of 
heritage assets within or in the vicinity of the identified areas for garden communities it is 
considered that reference should be made in these paragraphs of the Plan to the need to 
have appropriate regard to the existence of heritage assets in the areas and the need for 
proposals to have no unacceptable impact on them.  It is considered that the location and 
design of garden communities should be informed in the first place by the potential to 
assimilate the proposals into the landscape without unacceptable detrimental impacts on 
designated historic and natural assets. See our comments regarding HIA for Garden 
Communities above. 
 
Policy SP7 - Development and Delivery of New Garden Communities in Essex 
The policy contains nothing about how the extent of the garden communities will be 
determined. It states that the garden communities will deliver a certain number of homes 
signaling that the new settlements will be housing led rather than considering the 
landscape and heritage assets and delivering development that has regard to these assets 
and which would not allow development in certain constrained areas.  As such the 
development plan documents for each settlement should be required, through inclusion of 
an additional criterion in Policy SP7, to undertake a Heritage Impact Assessment in 
accordance with our advice note 3 Site Allocations in Local Plans in order to assess impact 
of the proposed allocation upon the historic environment, to inform the appropriate extent 
of the development and establish any mitigation measures necessary.  This might include 
appropriate safeguarding buffers around heritage assets such as historic parks and gardens, 
scheduled monuments, conservation areas and listed buildings and identify how the historic 
environment and heritage assets can form part of the development of successful schemes. 
See our comments regarding HIA for Garden Communities above. 
 
Policy SP8 – Tendring/Colchester Borders Garden Community 
The policy contains no indication as to how the extent of the garden communities will be 
determined. It states that the garden communities will deliver a certain number of homes 
signaling that the new settlements will be housing led rather than considering the 
landscape and heritage assets and delivering development that has regard to these assets 
and which would not allow development in certain constrained areas.  As such the 
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development plan documents for each settlement should be required, through inclusion of 
an additional criterion in Policy SP8 to undertake a Heritage Impact Assessment in 
accordance with our advice note 3 Site Allocations in Local Plans in order to assess impact 
of the proposed allocation upon the historic environment, to inform the appropriate extent 
of the development and establish any mitigation measures necessary.  This might include 
appropriate safeguarding buffers around heritage assets such as historic parks and gardens, 
scheduled monuments, conservation areas and listed buildings and identify how the historic 
environment and heritage assets can form part of the development of successful schemes. 
See our comments regarding HIA for Garden Communities above. 
 
The site illustrated in Map 10.4A and Map 10.5 contains a number of listed buildings. The 
proposed garden community could have a significant detrimental impact on the setting of 
these heritage assets.  Part F (para 20) should be strengthened and amended to include 
reference to the heritage assets and the need to have regard to their setting when 
preparing more detailed planning frameworks for the site. 
 
 
Policy SP9 – Colchester / Braintree Borders Garden Community 
The policy contains no indication as to how the extent of the garden communities will be 
determined. It states that the garden communities will deliver a certain number of homes 
signaling that the new settlements will be housing led rather than considering the 
landscape and heritage assets and delivering development that has regard to these assets 
and which would not allow development in certain constrained areas.  As such the 
development plan documents for each settlement should be required, through inclusion of 
an additional criterion in Policy SP9, to undertake a Heritage Impact Assessment in 
accordance with our advice note 3 Site Allocations in Local Plans in order to assess impact 
of the proposed allocation upon the historic environment, to inform the appropriate extent 
of the development and establish any mitigation measures necessary.  This might include 
appropriate safeguarding buffers around heritage assets such as historic parks and gardens, 
scheduled monuments, conservation areas and listed buildings and identify how the historic 
environment and heritage assets can form part of the development of successful schemes. 
See our comments regarding HIA for Garden Communities above. 
 
The area identified for the garden community includes the A120, a Roman road known as 
Stane Street and the A12, also a Roman road.  As a consequence, there is the potential for 
significant archaeological interests in the vicinity of these roads. In addition, there are a 
number of listed buildings in the area, including Grade I listed buildings at Feering and Little 
Tey. 
 
Policy SP10 – West of Braintree Garden Community 
The site illustrated in Map 10.2A contains a number of listed buildings including groups of 
listed buildings in clusters of development within the area.  It also verges on the Registered 
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Park and Garden at Salling Grove. The proposed garden community could have a significant 
detrimental impact on the setting of these heritage assets.  Part F (para 20) should be 
strengthened and amended to include reference to the heritage assets and the need to 
have regard to their setting when preparing more detailed planning frameworks for the site. 
 
The policy contains no indication as to how the extent of the garden communities will be 
determined. It states that the garden communities will deliver a certain number of homes 
signaling that the new settlements will be housing led rather than considering the 
landscape and heritage assets and delivering development that has regard to these assets 
and which would not allow development in certain constrained areas.  As such the 
development plan documents for each settlement should be required, through inclusion of 
an additional criterion in Policy SP9, to define appropriate safeguarding buffers around 
heritage assets such as registered parks and gardens, scheduled monuments, conservation 
areas and listed buildings and identify how the historic environment and heritage assets can 
form part of the development of successful schemes.   
 
   
Section 2 
 
The incorporation of many of our comments submitted in response to the Preferred 
Options Draft Local Plan July 2016 are welcome and address many of our concerns about 
the overall balance of the Plan.  Some concerns have not been addressed and the 
comments below will highlight and reiterate the changes to the Plan that we feel necessary 
to ensure that the Plan has appropriate regard to the heritage assets of the district. 
 
As an overall comment on the draft Local Plan, it is impossible to link the allocations and 
designations in the Plan to the Local Maps as the latter do not contain links to relevant 
policies in the key and/or on the sites. For the reader unfamiliar with the area it makes it 
almost impossible to know which sites the Plan refers to. 
 
Local Plan Introduction 
We repeat our comment to the Preferred Options Draft Local Plan July 2016 that we are 
encouraged to see that the introduction to the local plan recognises that the district 
benefits from attractive landscapes, coastline and maritime heritage. However, we remain 
of the opinion that the districts diverse and distinctive historic environment should be 
acknowledged in paragraph 1.1.1. 
 
2. Vision & Objectives 
We welcome the amendments made to the Vision statement following our comments on 
the Preferred Options Draft Local Plan July 2016.  However, there are some recommended 
amendments that we made at the time that have not been picked up.  We therefore repeat 
those comments and ask that the Vision is amended as follows: 
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 In the second paragraph of the Vision, we suggest that “tidy coast” be reviewed to 
better reflect Tendring’s historic natural coastline. 

 Under Seaside towns, we request that there is an aspiration to preserve and enhance 
the special historic character of Clacton-on-Sea, particularly given the designated 
Clacton Seafront Conservation Area. 

 In the Rural Hinterland section, we request that bullet point 3 is amended to 
“historic” rather than “historical”.  

 
3. Sustainable Places 
 
Heritage Characteristics 
We note that most of our comments on this section in the Preferred Options Draft Local 
Plan July 2016 have been included in the Publication Plan.  However, we suggest that the 
following amendments are made: 
 
Para 3.1.5.2 – “Outside of these designated areas, the district’s largely rural character and 
long history of occupation results in many areas of high archaeological importance as well 
as a range of listed buildings, conservation areas and scheduled monuments.” 
 
Para 3.1.5.3 – We reiterate our comments on the Preferred Options Draft Local Plan July 
2016 in that, to avoid any later lack of clarity and any misunderstanding regarding the 
importance of St Osyth, the following changes to the paragraph should be made: 
 
These include the St Osyth Prior Gatehouse (Scheduled Monument, Grade 1 I listed 
building) an important example of monastic building of the Augustinian order whose façade 
is which has one of the best preserved examples of knapped flint and stone flushwork in 
East Anglia England. 
 
Policy SPL3 – Sustainable Design 
We support the amendment that has been made to Part A criterion d. of the policy that has 
replaced “incorporates” with “maintains”. 
 
5. Living Places 
 
Policy LP1 – Housing Supply 
We note that the table preceding this policy identifies a number of local plan housing 
allocations.  However, we can find no policy that specifically allocates some of the smaller 
housing sites referred to in this policy and, as previously highlighted, they are not 
referenced on the Policies Map.  It is also unclear as to whether some of these sites already 
have planning consent. These sites might have the potential to impact on heritage assets 
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either directly or due to their location within the setting of heritage assets.  Without further 
details of these sites it is impossible to confirm whether the allocations are acceptable to 
Historic England.  
 
Partly due to the difficulty in identifying allocations of the Proposals Map but also due to 
our own capacity constraints, we have not been able to check each and every site allocation.  
However, we include the following general advice re site allocations.  
 
Assessing sites 
Our advice note 3 on site allocations in local plans sets out a suggested approach to 
assessing sites and their impact on heritage assets.  It advocates a number of steps, 
including understanding what contribution a site, in its current form, makes to the 
significance of the heritage asset/s, and identifying what impact the allocation might have 
on significance.  This could be applied to the assessment and selecting of sites within a plan. 
 
In essence, it is important that you 
 

a) Identify any heritage assets that may be affected by the potential site allocation.  
 
b) Understand what contribution the site makes to the significance of the asset 
 
c) Identify what impact the allocation might have on that significance 
 
d) Consider maximising enhancements and avoiding harm 
 
e) Determine whether the proposed allocation is appropriate in light of the NPPFs 

tests of soundness 
 

In assessing sites it is important to identify those sites which are inappropriate for 
development and also to assess the potential capacity of the site in the light of any historic 
environment (and other) factors.  
 
If a site is allocated, we would expect to see reference in the policy and supporting text to 
the need to conserve and seek opportunities to enhance the on-site or nearby heritage 
assets and their setting, the need for high quality design and any other factors relevant to 
the historic environment and the site in question. 
  
Paragraph 157 of the National Planning Policy Framework requires Local Plans to provide  
detail with site allocations where appropriate (fifth bullet point), with the Planning Practice 
Guidance stating “where sites are proposed for allocation, sufficient detail should be given 
to provide clarity to developers, local communities and other interests about the nature and 
scale of development (addressing the ‘what, where, when and how’ questions)” (PPG 
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Reference ID: 12-010-20140306 (last revised 06/03/2014).  Paragraph 154 of the NPPF also 
states that only policies that provide a clear indication of how a decision maker should react 
to a development proposal should be included in the plan.  Conservation of the historic 
environment is a core planning principle (Paragraph 17) and Local Plans should set out a 
positive strategy in this respect (Paragraph 126). 
 
Assessment criteria 
 
Many authorities include a distance based criteria to assess impact on the historic 
environment.  It is important to understand the significance of any heritage assets, and their 
settings, that would be affected by a potential site allocation.  This involves more than 
identifying known heritage assets within a given distance, but rather a more holistic process 
which seeks to understand their significance and value.  Whilst a useful starting point, a 
focus on distance or visibility alone as a gauge is not appropriate.  Site allocations which 
include a heritage asset (for example a site within a Conservation Area) may offer 
opportunities for enhancement and tackling heritage at risk, while conversely, an allocation 
at a considerable distance away from a heritage asset may cause harm to its significance, 
reducing the suitability of the site allocation in sustainable development terms. 
 
Policy LP4 – Housing Layout 
We propose that criterion f should be amended as follows: 
 
f. respect the historical local historic character and settlement hierarchy of Tendring 
District by delivering housing development at densities in keeping with the character and 
densities of the local area and the urban nature of parts of the District including town 
centres. 
 
Policy LP6 – Rural Exception Sites 
We reiterate our comments on the Preferred Options Draft Local Plan July 2016 in that, in 
respect of the Location and Environmental Considerations, as well as the considerations 
listed there should be reference to having no significant material adverse impact on the 
historic environment. 
 
6. Prosperous Places 
 
Policy PP5 – Town Centre Uses 
We suggest that the current criterion g. should be a standalone sentence within the policy? 
 
Policy PP8 – Tourism 
We support the recognition that heritage can make a contribution to supporting tourism. 
We would additionally welcome particular emphasis of the historic environment and the 
wider social, cultural and economic benefit that heritage related tourism can bring. 
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Policy PP13 – The Rural Economy 
We support the wording of criterion a. and reference to the historic environment. 
 
Policy PP14 – Priority Areas for Regeneration 
We welcome reference to the need to preserve or enhance the historic environment as well 
as reference to conservation areas at risk.  We suggest that the term historic assets is 
replaced by either historic environment or heritage assets.  
 
7. Protected Places 
 
Policy PPL2 
We welcome the changes made to policy PPL2 in respect of the historic environment.  
 
 
 
Policy PPL3 – The Rural Landscape 
We welcome the amendments that have been made to the policy since the Preferred 
Options consultation but would expect to see the policy or supporting text acknowledge 
that the historic landscape is an integral part of the character of rural parts of the district 
that regard should be had to when considering development proposals.  
 
7.7 The Historic Environment 
We welcome the amendments that have been made to this section of the Plan since the 
Preferred Options consultation.  However, some concerns remain as detailed below. 
 
We request that an appropriate policy or policies are included in the Plan that address all 
elements of the historic environment including a local list of undesignated heritage assets, 
registered parks and gardens and wider definitions of the historic environment. As such we 
would like to highlight that the following elements of the historic environment are not 
adequately addressed in the Plan and should be given specific provision within the policies. 
 

• Non-designated heritage assets. 
• Provision for the allocation and management of non-designated heritage assets 

through a local list. 
• Heritage at Risk 
• Registered Parks and Gardens 

 
Scheduled Monuments should also be specifically mentioned in a policy.  
  
This would help to demonstrate that the Plan is based on an overall strategy for the Historic 
Environment in accordance with paragraph 126 of the NPPF. 
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Para. 7.7.5 We reiterate our comments on the Preferred Options Draft Local Plan July 2016. 
We request the deletion of the words “on occasion” with reference to when contemporary 
approaches to design might be appropriate.  However, we welcome the Council’s 
commitment to prepare new Conservation Area Management Plans as well as updates to 
the existing Conservation Area Character Appraisals.  
 
Policy PPL8 – Conservation Areas 
We support the amendments to the final paragraph of this policy to refer to demolitions in a 
conservation area and the need to demonstrate how the proposal would impact on the 
Conservation Area.  
However, we consider that this policy requires amendment in order to addresses the 
designation of new conservation areas over the plan period and the preparation of 
conservation area management plans, appraisals or other relevant document which defines 
the character of individual conservation areas 
 
Policy PPL11 – The Avenues Area of Special Character, Frinton-on-Sea 
We note that this policy is conservation area specific, similar to an adopted appraisal. 
Provided that the character of a conservation area is defined and the definition is given 
statutory weight (eg: adopted), we support any format preferred by the Council.  To make 
this section of the proposed policy clearer, we suggest that you re-order the policy so that it 
follows with Policy PPL8 (Conservation Areas). 
 
Policy PPL12 – The Gardens Area of Special Character, Clacton-on-Sea 
We note that this policy is conservation area specific, similar to an adopted appraisal. 
Provided that the character of a conservation area is defined and the definition is given 
statutory weight (eg: adopted), we support any format preferred by the Council.  To make 
this section of the proposed policy clearer, we suggest that you re-order the policy so that it 
follows with Policy PPL8 (Conservation Areas). 
 
Para 7.9 – Enabling Development 
We are pleased to note that this policy and supporting text has been removed from the 
Plan.  However, the heading remains and is clearly a typographical error. 
 
9. Delivering Places 
 
Policy SAMU1 – Development at Edme Maltings, Mistley 
We support the requirement in paragraph 9.1.4 for the emphasis to be placed on high 
quality of design and the integration of any development with the existing character and 
appearance of the village. 
Similarly, we support criterion i) of the Policy. 
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Policy SAMU2 – Development at Hartley Gardens, Clacton 
The proposed allocation is large and, without careful design, will significantly reduce the 
sense of Little Clacton as a settlement separate from Clacton and will potentially have a 
significant impact on the landscape setting of these settlements. If fully developed, 
remnants of open space would likely remain as artificial buffers rather than open 
countryside. 
 
There are a number of heritage assets in the vicinity of the site that proposals on this site 
will need to give careful consideration to.  Specifically, these are: 

• the Grade II listed farms or former farmhouses of Earls Hall Lodge and Duchess 
Farmhouse to the south and west of the site; 

• the Grade II listed buildings and archaeological remains centred around Bovill’s 
Hall to the north. These are agricultural in nature and have a setting that relates 
to the wider open landscape; 

• the Grade II listed Bluehouse Farm south of the site, which has been surrounded 
by twentieth century development. It would be expected that development would 
respect and reflect the materials, form and setting of this heritage asset, 
preferably improving its appreciation and setting. 

 
Reference should be made in the supporting text (para 9.2) to the proximity of these 
features and the need to take them into account in working up development proposals. 
 
In respect of the overall development, proposals would be expected to demonstrate how 
they relate to the setting and significance of these listed buildings and their wider landscape 
context.  
 
We propose a re-ordering and amendment to the policy as follows: 
“lk. Opportunities to preserve and enhance due regard should be given to the setting and 
significance of other heritage assets in the locality; 
kl. where an archaeological evaluation (trial trenching where necessary) identifies surviving 
archaeological deposits, an appropriate mitigation strategy for preservation in situ or by 
excavation should be submitted;” 
 
Policy SAMU3 – Development at Oakwood Park, Clacton 
The site is in close proximity to listed buildings including Grade II listed Oak House and 
Redhouse Farms to the west and the Grade II listed Sladbury’s Old House, Sladbury’s 
Cartlodge and Treasure Holt Farmhouse. These structures to the east are set a greater 
distance from the site allocation but are positioned across open farmland and are 
agricultural in origin, with a relationship to the wider landscape. Reference should be made 
in the supporting text (para 9.3) to the proximity of these features and the need to take 
them into account in working up development proposals. 
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The site also includes a bridleway across it. These routes can represent historic movement 
patterns in the area and can have a long history. We support criterion k. of the policy but 
need to be reassured that the rural character of the bridleway would not be lost because of 
the development to the east and west of it. 
 
Policy SAMU4 – Development at Rouses Farm, Jaywick Lane, Clacton 
The proposed allocation is large and, without careful design, will significantly reduce the 
sense of Jaywick as a settlement separate from Clacton and will potentially have a 
significant impact on the landscape setting of these settlements and result in the 
coalescence of the two. 
 
The Council should be aware that a Grade II listed building, Duchess Farmhouse, is located 
to the north of the site, on St John’s Road.  Proposals on this site will therefore need to have 
regard to the setting of this heritage asset. 
 
The site itself has been noted to support archaeological remains. We would expect 
archaeological assessment to be applied to developments within this site. 
 
Reference should be made in the supporting text (para 9.4) to the proximity of these 
features and the need to take them into account in working up development proposals. 
 
Policy SAMU5 – Development south of Thorpe Road, Weeley 
We are reassured to note that the larger expansion of  Weeley as proposed in the Preferred 
Options Draft Local Plan July 2016 have been scaled down to the allocation of this site.   
 
In the context of the site that is allocated in SAMU5, the site includes within it the Grade II 
Listed Ash Farmhouse at the north-west of the site adjoining Thorpe Road. Proposals on 
this site will therefore need to have specific regard to the preservation and, where necessary 
improvement of this heritage asset and its setting 
 
Reference should be made in the supporting text (para 9.5) to the presence of this feature 
on site and the need to take it into account in working up development proposals. 
 
Policy SAH1 – Development at Greenfield Farm, Dovercourt 
The Council should be aware that a Grade II listed building, Vicarage Farmhouse, is located 
adjacent to the south-west boundary of the site.  Therefore, proposals on this site will need 
to have regard to the setting of this heritage asset. We require a modification to this policy 
to include the an additional criterion as follows: 
 
delivery of opportunities for the protection and enhancement of the historic environment 
features and settings including the built and archaeological environment; 
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Reference should also be included in the supporting paragraph to the need to protect the 
setting of Vicarage Farmhouse.  
 
Policy SAE2 – Land south of Long Road, Mistley 
This site is located in an open flat landscape and will be visible from some distance in many 
directions.  There is therefore the potential for development on this site to have a 
detrimental impact on the landscape and heritage assets.  As such, proposals on this site 
will need to have regard to the presence of the Grade II Listed Buildings at Mistley Hall to 
the north-east of the site.   
 
We request that Policy SAE2 is amended to require proposals to have regard to the historic 
environment and not harm the character and setting of nearby listed buildings. 
 
10. Delivering Infrastructure 
 
We reiterate our request that references to Heritage England are corrected to Historic 
England in this section and anywhere else within the document. 
 
 

Conclusion 
 
Finally, we should like to stress that this opinion is based on the information provided by the 
Council in its consultation. To avoid any doubt, this does not affect our obligation to provide 
further advice and, potentially, object to specific proposals, which may subsequently arise 
where we consider that these would have an adverse effect upon the historic environment.  
 
We hope that the above comments of assistance.  Please let me know of you have any 
queries.  We look forward to further engagement on the Local Plan review. 
 
Yours sincerely, 

Dr Natalie Gates 
Principal, Historic Places Team 
e-mail: natalie.gates@HistoricEngland.org.uk 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION AND TERMS OF REFERENCE 

1.1 The Tendring District Local Plan Publication Draft, June 2017, has been published for 

public consultation between 16 June and 28 July 2017. This Report sets out our 

client’s representations to various Policies contained in Sections 1 and 2 of the Local 

Plan, with regard to promoting land south of London Road, Clacton-on-Sea, as a 

housing allocation for circa 220 dwellings. 

1.2 Our client’s representations to the Draft Local Plan comprise the following: 

• Strategic representations to Section 1 Policy SP3 and Section 2 Policy LP1;

• Strategic representations to Section 1 Policies SP7 and SP8; and to Section 2

Policy LP1 and Table LP2, relating to the forecast delivery for the proposed East

Colchester/West Tendring Garden Community;

• Representations to Section 2 Policy SPL2 and to Section 2 Policies SAMU2,

SAMU3 and SAMU4; and to Section 2 Table LP2, Policies Map 2 and Local Maps

B.6 and B.19, in respect of proposed mixed-use and housing allocations at

Clacton-on-Sea and Little Clacton; and

• Site-specific representations to Section 2 Policies SPL2 and PPL6; and to

Section 2 Table LP2, Policies Map 2 and Local Map B.6, by way of promoting land

in our client’s control south of London Road, Clacton-on-Sea, as a housing

allocation for circa 220 dwellings.
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2.0 STRATEGIC REPRESENTATIONS 

A Strategic Representations to Section 1 Policy SP3 and Section 2 

Policy LP1 

2.1 Paragraphs 8.37 and 8.38 of the Objectively Assessed Housing Need Study 

(November 2016 Update) prepared for Braintree District, Chelmsford City, Colchester 

Borough and Tendring District Councils, concludes that Tendring District Council 

should provide for an Objectively Assessed Need for housing equivalent to 550 

dwellings per annum. Section 1 Policy SP3 and Section 2 Table LP1 of the Local Plan 

take forward this figure, in committing to deliver a minimum of 11,000 net additional 

dwellings over the plan period from 2013 to 2033.  

2.2 Section 2 Policy LP1 of the Local Plan then commits to deliver a minimum of 12,001 

net additional dwellings between 2013 and 2033, from a variety of sources. As such, 

it is clear that in order for this policy requirement to be met, it will be necessary to 

deliver 600 dwellings per year throughout the District. In order to provide clarity and 

consistency, our client therefore requests that Section 1 Policy SP3 and Section 2 

Table LP1 are revised to align with Section 2 Policy LP1 of the Local Plan, to commit 

to deliver a minimum of 12,001 dwellings between 2013 and 2033, at a rate of 600 

dwellings per year. 

B Strategic Representations to Section 1 Policies SP7 and SP8; and to 

Section 2 Policy LP1 and Table LP2, relating to the Proposed 

Tendring/Colchester Borders Garden Community 

2.3 Section 1 Policy SP7 of the Local Plan commits to delivering three new ‘Garden 

Communities’ in North Essex; and Section 1 Policy SP8 deals specifically with the 

proposed Tendring/Colchester Borders Garden Community, with reference to a ‘broad 

area of search’ shown on the Local Plan’s Policies Map 1 and Local Map B.7. Section 1 

Policy SP8 commits to delivering 2,500 dwellings from the Garden Community within 

the plan period (as part of a total of between 7,000 to 9,000 dwellings); and Section 

2 Policy LP1 of the Local Plan commits to delivering 1,250 dwellings out of the 2,500 

within Tendring District within the plan period. 

2.4 Section 1 Policy SP7 and, so far as Tendring District is concerned, Section 1 Local 

Plan Policy SP8 are both necessarily comprehensive, insofar as what is expected of 

the proposed Tendring/Colchester Borders Garden Community in terms of design 

quality; community, employment, transport and utilities infrastructure; and general 

environmental, ecological and landscape considerations. However, it is clear from 
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Section 1 Policy SP8 that the proposed Garden Community is currently little more 

than a ‘broad area of search’ – specific boundaries for the Garden Community have 

yet to be determined, let alone a Masterplan Framework devised, consulted upon and 

adopted to guide the proposal’s delivery. As such, the submission and approval of a 

planning application for the Garden Community must be some years away. 

2.5 Although our client accepts that Section 2 Local Plan Policy LP1 commits to deliver a 

relatively modest 1,250 dwellings from the proposed Tendring/Colchester Borders 

Garden Community within the Local Plan period, the split of 500 dwellings between 

2023/24 and 2027/28 and 750 dwellings between 2028/29 and 2032/33 set out in 

Section 2 Table LP2 of the Local Plan represents an annual delivery of 125 dwellings 

and 188 dwellings respectively. This seems to be a little over-optimistic and the Local 

Plan and its evidence base lack the evidence to support this yield, particularly bearing 

in mind that all three Garden Communities proposed in North Essex lie within a 

Minerals Safeguarding Area, which could significantly delay their delivery. 

2.6 Until comprehensive evidence to support the yield expected from the 

Tendring/Colchester Borders Garden Community is forthcoming, our client therefore 

objects to Section 2 Policy LP1 and Table LP2 of the Local Plan. 
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3.0 SITE-SPECIFIC REPRESENTATIONS 

A Representations to Section 2 Policy SPL2 and to Section 2 Policies 

SAMU2, SAMU3 and SAMU4; and to Section 2 Table LP2, Policies 

Map 2 and Local Maps B.6 and B.19, in respect of Proposed Mixed-

use and Housing Allocations at Clacton-on-Sea and Little Clacton 

Introduction 

3.1 The Local Plan’s Policies Map 2 and Local Maps B.6 and B.19 show the location of 

housing allocations (coloured orange) and large mixed-use allocations (coloured blue) 

proposed in Clacton-on-Sea and Little Clacton. All the housing allocations are listed in 

Table LP2 in Part 2 of the Local Plan and are dealt with in detail by Section 2 Policies 

SAMU2, SAMU3 and SAMU4, save for the housing allocation proposed on the 

southern edge of Little Clacton, between the village’s existing built up area and the 

B1442 Centenary Way, which is not dealt with by a specific Policy but which seems to 

have a reference MSA14 in Table LP2 in Part 2 of the Local Plan.  

3.2 All the allocations are set within a Settlement Development Boundary for Clacton and 

Little Clacton, shown by a red line on Policies Map 2 and Local Maps B.6 and B.19 

and with reference to Section 2 Local Plan Policy SPL2. Whilst our client does not 

have any particular reservations with the wording of Policy SPL2 as currently drafted, 

our client does have significant reservations with how it has been used to propose, 

evidence and justify the large mixed-use allocations proposed by Section 2 Policies 

SAMU2, SAMU3 and SAMU4 in Clacton; and significant concerns as to the proposed 

allocations’ suitability and sustainability and ability to be delivered in a timely manner. 

Our client also has significant reservations with the housing allocation referenced as 

MSA14 adjacent to the B1442 Centenary Way in Little Clacton and shown on the 

Local Plan’s Policies Map 2 and Local Maps B.6 and B.19. Further representations to 

this effect are set out below. 

Proposed Allocation SAMU2 – Hartley Gardens, Clacton 

3.3 Mixed-use allocation SAMU2 is proposed for around 1,700 dwellings (with between 

800 and 1,000 dwellings anticipated for delivery during the plan period); 7 hectares 

of land for employment; a new primary school and early years and childcare facility; 

and possibly community and healthcare provision. The proposed allocation is also 

required to deliver a ‘Strategic Road Link’ along its north western boundary, between 

the A133 and B1027.  
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3.4 Nowhere in the Local Plan or its Evidence Base are the proposed allocation’s 

significant landscape and visual implications for the setting of Clacton explained or 

justified, let alone any assessment or explanation as to how the allocation would fund 

provision of a primary school, community and health provision and a ‘Strategic Road 

Link’ some 2.5km in length. There is furthermore no explanation given as to how 

upgrades required to local foul drainage infrastructure will impact upon the 

allocation’s viability and deliverability. Our client therefore objects to the allocation 

and Section 2 Local Plan Policy SAMU2. 

Proposed Allocation SAMU3 – Oakwood Park, Clacton 

3.5 Allocation SAMU3 is proposed as a significant 750 dwelling extension (500 dwellings 

within the plan period) to a committed development site at Oakwood Park, on the 

north eastern edge of Clacton. Once again, the allocation is required to deliver a new 

primary school and early years and childcare facility and land for healthcare facilities 

but is also required to deliver a new ‘Local Centre’.  

3.6 The proposed allocation represents a significant northwards extension of 

development in Clacton, into open countryside; and is bound to have far-reaching 

landscape and visual implications for Clacton’s landscape setting. Neither the Local 

Plan nor its Evidence Base deal with this matter; and neither do they provide any 

explanation as to how an allocation for a relatively modest 750/500 dwellings will be 

able to fund and deliver a new primary school and early years and childcare facility, 

healthcare facilities and a new ‘Local Centre’. Our client therefore objects to the 

allocation and Section 2 Local Plan Policy SAMU3. 

Proposed Allocation SAMU4 – Rouses Farm, Clacton 

3.7 Allocation SAMU4 is proposed for 850 dwellings within the plan period; and once 

again, is required to deliver a new primary school and early years and childcare 

facility and land for a primary healthcare facility and a new neighbourhood centre. 

The allocation is also expected to deliver a new ‘spine road’ with a carriageway width 

of 6.75m, linking St John’s Road with Jaywick Lane, around a kilometre to the south. 

3.8 The proposed allocation represents a significant westwards extension of development 

in Clacton, into open countryside; and is bound to have far-reaching landscape and 

visual implications for Clacton’s landscape setting. Neither the Local Plan nor its 

Evidence Base deal with this matter; and neither do they provide any explanation as 

to how an allocation for a relatively modest 850 dwellings will be able to fund and 

deliver a new primary school and early years and childcare facility, healthcare 
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facilities, a new neighbourhood centre and ‘spine road’. There is furthermore no 

explanation given as to how upgrades required to local foul drainage infrastructure 

will impact upon the allocation’s viability and deliverability. Our client therefore 

objects to the allocation and Section 2 Local Plan Policy SAMU4. 

Proposed Allocation MSA14 – Between the B1442 Centenary Way 

and Little Clacton 

3.9 The housing allocation MSA14 proposed on the southern edge of Little Clacton, 

adjacent to the B1442 Centenary Way, will intrude significantly on the corridor of 

open, undeveloped countryside along Prospect Way/Centenary Way; and will have 

significant implications for the village’s physical and visual separation from Clacton-

on-Sea to the south, particularly if the proposed allocation SAMU2 at Hartley Gardens 

is also taken into account.  

3.10 Proposed allocation MSA14 represents a poor choice on many levels and our client 

objects to the same. Together with proposed allocations SMU2, SAMU3 and SAMU4, 

allocation MSA14 should be deleted from Table LP2 in Part 2 of the Local Plan and 

removed from The Local Plan’s Policies Map 2 and Local Maps B.6 and B.19. 

B Site-specific representations to Section 2 Policies SPL2 and PPL6; 

and to Section 2 Table LP2, Policies Map 2 and Local Map B.6, in 

respect of Land South of London Road, Clacton-on-Sea 

3.11 Our client’s site-specific representations set out above express significant reservations 

with the large-scale mixed-use allocations proposed on the edges of Clacton and the 

housing allocation proposed on the edge of Little Clacton. These allocations represent 

poor and as yet unproven choices for Clacton and Little Clacton - better opportunities 

exist elsewhere on Clacton’s edges and without any need for Little Clacton to 

accommodate development on its southern boundaries. One such opportunity 

comprises land in our client’s control south of London Road, Clacton, as outlined in 

red on the plan contained in Appendix 1 of this Report. 

3.12 The site in question extends to around 12.4 hectares and is comprised of five 

separate ownerships, as per the aerial photographs of the site also contained in 

Appendix 1 of this Report. All five constituent parts of the site are in the control of 

our client, by way of Promotion Agreements. Land Parcels 1 and 2 are partly 

developed with dwellings and their immediate curtilages (with associated 

outbuildings); Land Parcel 3 comprises a long disused plant nursery; and the 

remainder of the site is mostly comprised of open pastureland.  
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3.13 Open farmland and safeguarded open space lie to the south of the site, in plain view 

of the A133 to the west of Clacton; and more open land including a Local Wildlife Site 

lies to the north of the site and London Road, in plain view of the B1442 Centenary 

Way and the southern edge of Little Clacton. In contrast, the site’s boundaries are 

well demarcated by a mix of mature trees and hedges, which serve to screen the site 

from surrounding land and in views from London Road.  

3.14 The site lies very close to the Morrisons superstore off the B1442 Centenary Way, a 

short distance to the north east; and equally as close to the Tesco and B&Q 

superstores at the Brook Retail Park off London Road, a short distance to the south. 

Regular bus services run along London Road; and the site also has easy access to 

Clacton’s major distributor road infrastructure. 

3.15 As such, the site is very well contained in the landscape on the edge of Clacton and 

does not affect its landscape setting. The site also lies in a sustainable position 

relative to facilities, services and public transport infrastructure in and around 

Clacton; and within easy reach of facilities and services in the centre of Clacton, a 

little further to the south. It represents a suitable and sustainable choice for a 

housing allocation, whose development would not breach Clacton’s landscape setting 

or the limits set by the open countryside alongside the A133 to the west/south and 

the B1442 Centenary Way to the north. 

3.16 Existing accesses to the site from London Road can be adapted to serve housing 

development on the site, without breaching the site’s boundary screening or 

landscape containment. Furthermore, the site can be developed whilst retaining its 

internal landscape structure, in the form of ‘green links’, ‘green lanes’ and ‘open 

green spaces’, together with existing boundary vegetation and ‘woodland edges’, 

particularly that along the course of a stream known as the Picker’s Ditch which runs 

along the majority of the site’s southern boundary. As such, the site can be 

developed within a well-defined and ‘ecologically robust’ landscape structure, which 

will help the site’s development to integrate with surrounding built development. 

3.17 Appendix 2 of this Report contains copies of plans ref. 1691-PL02B and 1691-

PL03A, showing the site developed with 220 dwellings, including open market and 

affordable housing and self-build plots; and open space and children’s play space, 

retained woodland and ecological areas, with access from London Road. These plans 

are currently the subject of an outline planning application ref. 16/02039/OUT, which 

at the time of writing, remains undetermined. However, Officers have already 

indicated that the layout of dwellings shown on plans ref. 1691-PL02B and 1691-

PL03A is acceptable from a technical perspective. 
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3.18 In summary, the site is an excellent candidate for allocation and development with 

housing. It will not harm Clacton’s landscape setting, nor will it interfere with 

Clacton’s and Little Clacton’s landscape separation. The site should therefore be 

brought within Clacton’s Settlement Development Boundary and excluded from the 

Strategic Green Gap between Clacton and Little Clacton – the revised boundaries 

for these designations are shown in this context on the marked-up extract of the 

Local Plan’s Policies Map 2 contained in Appendix 3 of this Report.  
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4.0 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

4.1 This Report concludes as follows: 

• Section 2 Policy LP1 of the Local Plan commits to deliver a minimum of 12,001

net additional dwellings between 2013 and 2033, from a variety of sources. In

order for this policy requirement to be met, it will be necessary to deliver 600

dwellings per year throughout the District. As such and to provide clarity and

consistency, our client requests that Section 1 Local Plan Policy SP3 and Section

2 Table LP1 are revised to align with Section 2 Local Plan Policy LP1, to commit

to deliver a minimum of 12,001 dwellings between 2013 and 2033, at a rate of

600 dwellings per year.

• It is clear from Section 1 Local Plan Policy SP8 that the proposed

Tendring/Colchester Borders Garden Community is currently little more than a

‘broad area of search’. Although our client accepts that Section 2 Local Plan

Policy LP1 commits to deliver a relatively modest 1,250 dwellings from the

proposed Garden Community within the Local Plan period, the split of 500

dwellings between 2023/24 and 2027/28 and 750 dwellings between 2028/29

and 2032/33 set out in Section 2 Table LP2 of the Local Plan represents an

annual delivery of 125 dwellings and 188 dwellings respectively. This seems to be

a little over-optimistic and the Local Plan and its evidence base lack the evidence

to support this yield, particularly bearing in mind that all three Garden

Communities proposed in North Essex lie within a Minerals Safeguarding Area,

which could significantly delay their delivery.

• The Local Plan lacks the evidence to justify and support the mixed-use allocations

SAMU2, SAMU3 and SAMU4 proposed at Hartley Gardens, Oakwood Park and

Rouses Farm, on the edges of Clacton, in terms of their significant and far-

reaching landscape and visual impact and their ability to deliver significant items

of new and improved infrastructure such as strategic road links and link roads,

education, community, health and neighbourhood/local centre facilities and

significant upgrades to foul and surface drainage infrastructure. Furthermore, the

housing allocation MSA14 proposed on the southern edge of Little Clacton is

likely to have significant implications for the village’s physical and visual

separation from Clacton, along the Prospect Way/Centenary Way road corridor;

and is not justified anywhere in the Local Plan or its Evidence Base.
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• The mixed-use allocations SAMU2, SAMU3 and SAMU4 proposed on the edges of 

Clacton and the housing allocation MSA14 proposed on the southern edge of 

Little Clacton represent poor and as yet unproven choices - better opportunities 

exist elsewhere on Clacton’s edges and without any need for Little Clacton to 

accommodate development on its southern boundaries. One such opportunity 

comprises land in our client’s control south of London Road, Clacton. Existing 

accesses to the site from London Road can be adapted to serve housing 

development, without breaching the site’s boundary screening or landscape 

containment; and the site can be developed whilst retaining its internal landscape 

structure and existing boundary vegetation and ‘woodland edges’. As such, the 

site’s development can take place within a well-defined and well-contained, 

mature and ‘ecologically robust’ landscape structure, which will also help the 

site’s development to integrate with surrounding built development. 

  

• In summary, the site is a suitable and sustainable choice for a housing allocation, 

whose development would not breach Clacton’s landscape limits set by the open 

countryside alongside the A133 to the west/south, or Clacton’s landscape 

separation from Little Clacton along the B1442 Centenary Way to the north. This 

is established by plans ref. 1691-PL02B and 1691-PL03A, which show the site 

developed with 220 dwellings, including open market and affordable housing and 

self-build plots; and open space and children’s play space, retained woodland and 

ecological areas, with access from London Road. These plans are currently the 

subject of an outline planning application ref. 16/02039/OUT, which at the time 

of writing, remains undetermined. However, Officers have already indicated that 

the layout of dwellings shown on plans ref. 1691-PL02B and 1691-PL03A is 

acceptable from a technical perspective. 

 

• As per the marked-up copy of the Local Plan’s Policies Map 2 contained in 

Appendix 3 of this Report, our client’s land should therefore be brought within 

Clacton’s Settlement Development Boundary; excluded from the Strategic Green 

Gap between Clacton and Little Clacton; and allocated for around 220 dwellings. 

 

4.2 Further information regarding these representations can be provided, together with 

clarification of any points raised in this Report. Otherwise, we hope these 

representations are of assistance and will be taken account of in the process leading 

to the submission of the Local Plan to the Secretary of State for Examination. 

 

4.3 We would also be grateful to be kept informed of the progress of the Local Plan and 

the publication of related documents. 
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Schedule of Accommodation

Self Build Site

21no. PLOTS

Site 1

10no. 1 Bed Flat Open Market
14no. 2 Bed Houses Open Market
24no. 3 Bed Houses Open Market
11no. 4 Bed Houses Open Market

59no. Total Open Market Plots

2no. 1 Bed Flat Affordable
4no. 2 Bed Houses Affordable
1no. 3 Bed Houses Affordable

7no. Total Affordable

Parking
95no. Spaces
47no. Garage Spaces

Site 2

16no. 1 Bed Flat Open Market
41no. 2 Bed Houses Open Market
51no. 3 Bed Houses Open Market
12no. 4 Bed Houses Open Market

120no. Total Open Market Plots

6no. 1 Bed Flat Affordable
6no. 2 Bed Houses Affordable
1no. 3 Bed Houses Affordable

13no. Total Affordable

Parking
191no. Spaces
75no. Garage Spaces

Existing access/track 
excluded from proposals

Existing dwelling retained

SITE 1

SITE 2

Existing access enlarged to 
serve Self Build and Site 1 -
Vegetation trimmed back to 
visibility splay

New access to serve Site 2 -
Vegetation trimmed back to 
visibility splay

LEAP

Woodland Area

Woodland Area

Enhanced Ecology Zone

Enhanced Ecology Zone

Self Build Site

Redundant access closed

LAP

LAP



V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V

VVVV

V V V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

VV
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

VV
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
VV

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

VV
V

V
V

V
V

V
VV

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V

V

V

V

V

V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V

V
V

V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

VV
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
VV

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V

V
V

V

V
V

V
V

V
V V

V
V

VV V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
VV

V
V

V
V

V V V V V V V
V

V
V

V
V

VV VV VV V
VV

VV

VV
VV

V

VVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVV
V

V
V

V
VVV

V
V

V
V

V
VVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVV

VVV
VVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVV

V V V V V V VV V V V V V V V VV V V V V V V
V V V

V V V
V V V V V V V V V V V V V V V V V V V V V V V V

VV
VV

VV
V

V
V

V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
VV V V V V VV V V V VV V V V V V V

V V V V V V

VVVVVVVVVV

V

V
V

V
V

\

\

\

V
V

V
V V

V V
V

V V
V V

V V V V V V V V V V V V V V
V V V

V
V VVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVV

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V

V V V

V V
V

V
V V V V V VV V V V V V V V V V V V V V V V V V V

\

\

\
\

V

V
V

V
VV

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

VV
V

V
V

V
V

V

VVVVVVVV

V

VV
VV

VV
VV

VV
V

VV V V V V V

V
V

V

V V V V

V

VV
V

V
V

V
VVVVVVVVVV

V
V

TP

LP

GP

GP

GP
GP

GP

GP

Pt

GP

GP

GP

Pt

Pt

Pt

SP

Stump

StumpStump

StumpStump

StumpStump

StumpStump

Stump
StumpStump

Stump
Stump

Stump
Stump

TP

TP

TP

LP

TP

LP

SP

LP

SV

V V V VV V V V V V V V V V V V V V V V V V V V
V V V

V V V
V

V
V

V
VV

V
V

V

VVVVVVVVV
V

V
V

VVV

VVVVVVVVVVVV
V

V
V

V
V

V
VVVVVVVVVV

VVVVVVVVVV

V
V

V

VV
VVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVV

VVVVVVVVVVVVV

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V VVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVV

V

V
VV

VV
VV

V
V

V
V

V
VVVVVVVV

V
V

V
V

V
V

V

V
V

V
V

V
V

VVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVV
V

V
V

VVVVV
VV

VV
VV

VV
VVVVVVVV

VV
VV

VV
VV

V
V

V

V
VVVVV

V
V

V
VV

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V

V
VVVVVVV

V V V V V V V V V V V V V V V V V V V V V V V V V V V V V V V V VV V V V V V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V V V V V V V V

V
V

V
V

V

V

V

V

V

V

V

V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V

V V V V V V V V V V V V

TP

TP

Pt

VVVVVV
V

VV
VVVVVVV

VV
V

V
V

VVVVVVVV
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V V

V V
V V

VV
V

V

Stump

TP
RS

TPLPLP

LP

LP

SP

SP

SP

\

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
VV

V
V

V
V

V
V V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

VV
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V

V
V

V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

VV

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

VV
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V

V

V
V

V

V

V

V
V

V

V

V

V

V

V

VV
V

V
V

V
V

VV
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V

\

\

\

\

\

\

\

\

\

\

\

\

\

V
V

V
V

V
V

VV V V V V V VV
V

V

V
V

V
VV

V
V

V
V

V
V V

V
V V

V
V V

V
V V

VV
V

V
V

V
V

VV
V

V
V

VVVVVVVVVVVV
V

V
V

V
V

V

V V
V

V
V

V V
V V

V
V

V
V

VV
VV

V
VV

V
V

V
VV

V

\

\

TP

TP

TP

TP

TP

TP

LP

TP

TP

LP

TP

TP

TP
TP

TP

GP
GP

V

VVVVVV
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V

VV

V V V V V V V V V V V V V V V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V VVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVV

V
V

V
V

V

V
V

V
VVVVV

V
V

Pt

Pt
Pt

Pt

V VVVVVVVV

V
V

V
V

V
V

V V
V

VV V VV
V

V
V

V V
V

V
V

V
VV

V

V
V

V
VV

V
V

V
V

V
V

VV
V

V
V

V
V

V V
V

V V
V

V V
V

V
V V

V
V V V V V V V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

VVV
V

V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

VV V V V V V

V
V

V
V

V
VV

V
V

V
V

V V

V
VV

VV
VV

VV
VV

VV

VV
VV

VV
VV

VV
VV

V
V

V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V

V V V V V

V
V

V
V

VV
V

V V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V

V
V

V
V V

V V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V

VV
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
VV

V
VVVV

VV
VVV

VVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVV
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
VVVV

VVV
VVV

V
V V

V
V

VV
V

V

V
VV

V
V

VV V V V V V V V

V

VVVVVVVVVVVVVV
VVV

VVV
VV

VVV
VVVVVVV

VVVVVVVVVVVVVV
V

V
V

VV

V

VV V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V

V V
V V V

V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

V
V

\

\

\

\V
VV

V
V

V

Indicative access position - per 
planning reference 15/01720/OUT

Corsham   Wiltshire
S  N  1  3      0  H  L

1691-PL03

Tel.  01249 701333
Fax. 01249 701444

A

mail@cms-group.co

26 Martingate 

Copyright.                                                     Check  all  dimensions  on site. 
This   drawing  is   only   to  be   used  on   the   site  for  which  designed.

Drawn: 

1:1000

Checked:

PDR

JOS

@ A1
Land Logic

Oct 2016

Land Off London Road Clacton
Site Proposals in Context

Date:

Project:

Client:
Scale:

Drawing:

Revisions:

A 3/11/16 New cycle footpath to south east corner and affordable housing provision shownGT

10

1:50

0 105m

1:500

2m0 4

20 1m

1:100
1:200

0 10m 20

0 20m 40

1:1250
1:2500

0.5m

200mm0 400

400 20mm

1:2

1000

1:5

0 200100mm

1:10

50mm

Scale Bars1:20

Site Redline Boundary Area
17.12 Ha / 42.3 Ac



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

APPENDIX 3 
 
 





Introduction
Braintree District Council, Tendring District 
Council and Colchester Borough Council, have 
each published their own Publication Draft Local 
Plan for consultation. Section 1 is common to 
each plan. This response form can be used to 
respond to any part of the 3 Plans. It is important 
to specify which.

The 3 Plans have been published in order for 
representations to be made prior to submission 
of the documents to the Planning Inspectorate 
for examination. All representations will be 
examined by a Planning Inspector. The purpose 
of the examination is to consider whether the Plan 
complies with the legal requirements, the duty to 
co-operate and is sound. 

Each Local Plan has two parts:

Publication Draft Local Plan Section 1 - A set 
of strategic policies constructed in partnership 
between the three authorities and Essex 

County Council. This means that the Section 1 
policies are intended to apply across all three 
Local Authorities. These policies include those 
relating to Garden Communities, housing supply, 
employment, shopping and the environment. 
You can send your response to any one of the 
authorities as all responses to Section 1 will be 
collated. Only 1 response to the 3 authorities is 
required.

Publication Draft Local Plan Section 2 - relates 
to the specific district, contains more detailed 
policies and is used to determine planning 
applications. If you wish to comment on the 
Braintree Publication Draft Local Plan Section 
2 you should send your comments to Braintree 
District Council.

If you would like assistance in completing your 
representation or have any other questions 
about the Publication Draft Local Plan please 
contact the Planning Policy Team by email 
planningpolicy@braintree.gov.uk or by phone on 
01376 552525 and ask for Planning Policy.

GUIDANCE NOTES 
& RESPONSE FORM 
to accompany the Publication Draft Local Plan (2017) 

Braintree 
D i s t r i c t  
Counc i l

LOCAL

Shape your district
 2017-33 PLAN

Please read these guidance notes before completing the response form



Part A - Personal Details
Please note that it is not possible for 
representations to be considered anonymously. 
Representations will be published on the 
Council’s websites and included as part of the 
Publication Draft Local Plan submissions to 
the Inspector. Address and contact details will 
removed from published responses. (Village/town 
shown). 

The Council reserves the right not to publish or 
take into account any representations which it 
considers offensive or defamatory.  

Please supply an email address if you have one 
as it will allow us to contact you electronically. 
Everyone who submits a representation will be 
added to the relevant consultation database (if 
not already included) so that we can keep you 
up to date with the plan. If you do not wish to be 
contacted in this way please state this clearly on 
the form.  

If an agent or consultant has been engaged to act 
on your behalf please fill in both sets of details in 
full. Correspondence will be sent to the agent. If 
you are a landowner with an agent acting on your 
behalf, please ensure that your agent knows the 
site name and reference number which your site 
has been given.  

Part B - Representation
Please specify which section of the Publication 
Draft Local Plan your comments relate to, by 
choosing one of the following;  

Section 1 A response to this section will be 
reported to all 3 authorities. 

Section 2 Colchester       
Section 2 Tendring          
Section 2 Braintree

Which part of the plan are you responding to 
(please use one form per submission):

Paragraph:  for a representation on wording or  
paragraph content    

Policy: for a representation on the wording  
or inclusion or omission of a policy       

Other: for example a map inset number, 
site reference  or the wording or  
content of tables or appendices

Legal Compliance and Duty 
to Co-operate
If commenting on how the Publication Draft 
Local Plan has been prepared, it is likely that 
your comments will relate to a matter of legal 
compliance.  

The Inspector will check that the Plan meets the 
legal requirements  

You should consider the following before making 
a representation on legal compliance:

• The Plan should be included in the current
Local Development Scheme (LDS) and the
key stages should have been followed.

• The process of community involvement
for the Plan in question should be in general
accordance with the Statement of
Community Involvement (SCI).

• The Plan should comply with the Town
and County Planning (Local Planning)
(England) Regulations 2012 (the Regulations).
On publication, the LPA must publish the
documents prescribed in the Regulations;
making them available on its website and at
its principal offices. It must also notify the
Local Plan bodies (as set out in the
Regulations) and any persons who have
requested to be notified.

• The LPA must provide a Sustainability
Appraisal Report. This should identify
the process by which it has been carried out,
baseline information used to inform the
process and the outcomes of that process.

• LPAs will be expected to provide evidence of
how they have complied with the Duty to
Co-operate.

• Non-compliance with the duty to cooperate
cannot be rectified after the Plan’s
submission. Therefore the Inspector has no
power to recommend modifications in this
regard. Where the duty has not been
complied with, the Inspector has no choice
but to recommend non-adoption of the Plan.

These plans are 
specific to each 
authority.

}



Soundness 
Soundness is explained in National Planning 
Policy Framework (NPPF) paragraph 182. The 
Inspector has to be satisfied that the Plan is 
positively prepared, justified, effective and 
consistent with national policy.  

More details and further guidance on what is 
meant by the term ‘soundness’ can be found 
below and at; www.planningportal.gov.uk

Positively prepared 
This means that 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 reasonable alternatives, 
based  on a proportionate, robust and credible 
evidence base. 

Effective
The Plan should be deliverable over its period 
and based on effective joint working on cross-
boundary strategic priorities, sound infrastructure 
delivery planning and no regulatory or national 
planning barriers. It should be flexible to changing 
circumstances 

Consistent with national policy 
The Plan should be consistent with national 
policy. Departure must be clearly justified. 

If you think the content of the Plan is not sound 
because it does not include a policy where it 
should do, you should go through the following 
steps before making representations:  

• Is the issue with which you are concerned
already covered specifically by national
planning policy? If so it does not need to be
included?

• Is what you are concerned with covered by
any other policies in the Plan on which you
are seeking to make representations or in any
other Plan?

• If the policy is not covered, how is the Plan
unsound without the policy?

• If the Plan is unsound without the policy, what
should the policy say?

Using the spaces provided please give details of 
why you think the Publication Draft Local Plan is 
not ‘sound having regard to the legal compliance, 
duty to cooperate and the four requirements 
set out above. You should try to support your 
representation by evidence showing why the Plan 
should be modified. If your representation is
over 100 words please include a summary of 
its main points in the box provided.

It will be helpful if you also say precisely 
how you think the Plan should be modified. 
Representations should cover succinctly all 
information, evidence and supporting information 
necessary to support/justify the representation 
and suggested modification, as there will not 
normally be a further opportunity to make 
submissions based on the original representation 
made at publication.    

Where there are groups who share a common 
view on how they wish to see a Plan modified, 
it would be very helpful for that group to send 
a single representation which represents the 
view. In such cases the group should indicate 
how many people it is representing and how the 
representation has been authorised.  

All the formal representations received during this 
stage will be submitted to and considered by the 
appointed independent Planning Inspector at the 
public examination on the Plan. The process is 
likely to include public hearings. The Inspector 
will determine the most appropriate procedure to 
adopt to hear those who choose to participate at 
this stage. If you would like to appear and speak 
at the hearings, please state this and explain 
in the space provided why you consider it is 
necessary that you participate.  

Representations can be sent:

• Via the Council’s online consultation portal: 
www.braintree.gov.uk/
publicationdraftLP

• Via a representation form which can
be downloaded from the website and 
returned via email to
localplan@braintree.gov.uk

• or by post to:
Planning Policy,
Braintree District Council
Causeway House
Braintree
CM7 9HB 



Responses are encouraged via the council’s online consultation system available on the website,  
see www.braintree.gov.uk/newlp  However, this form can be returned electronically to  
localplan@braintree.gov.uk or in hard copy if necessary to:

Planning Policy, Braintree district Council, Causeway House, Bocking End, braintree, CM7 9HB 
The consultation runs from 9am Friday, 16th June to 5pm on Friday, 28th July 2017

This form has two parts: 
Part A - Personal Details and Part B - Your comments

Draft Local Plan 

RESPONSE FORM

1. Personal Details  

Title

First Name

Last Name

Organisation  
(Where relevant) 

Address Line 1 

Address Line 2 

Address Line 3 

Post Code 

E-mail Address 

Telephone  
Number 

2. Agent’s Details (if applicable) 
Title 

First Name

Last Name

Organisation

Address Line 1 

Address Line 2 

Address Line 3 

Post Code 

E-mail Address 

Telephone  
Number

PART A

For internal Use only          ID:         Rep No: Braintree 
D i s t r i c t  
Counc i l

LOCAL

Shape your district
 2017-33    PLAN

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



REPRESENTATION FORM
Please Note: If your representation relates to Section One of the North Essex Strategic Plan / Garden 
Communities you only need to respond to one of the Local Authorities. All representations received by 
Braintree, Colchester and Tendring relating to Section One of the Plan(s) will be submitted together.

You do not need to return this form if you have completed a response using any of the Council’s online 
systems for this consultation. Duplicates will not be considered

Please specify which section of the Publication Draft Local Plan your comments relate to by 
choosing one of the following: 

  Section 1        Section 2 Colchester        Section 2 Tendring         Section 2 Braintree 

Which part of the section are you responding to? 

e.g. Paragraph/Policy/Map/Other

Do you consider the Local Plan is Legally compliant? 
  Yes        No

Does it comply with the Duty to Co-operate? 
  Yes        No

Do you consider the Local Plan is Sound? 
  Yes        No

If you do not consider the Local Plan is sound, please specify on what grounds: 
  Positively prepared        Justified        Effective        Consistent with National Policy

Enter your full representation here: 

PART B

Continue onto next page



If your representation is more than 100 words, please provide a brief summary here:



Please specify the changes needed to be made to make the Plan sound / legally compliant

Do you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination? 
  Yes        No

If Yes - you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you 
consider this to be necessary

Please note the inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear 
those who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

Did you raise the matter that is the subject of your representation with the LPA earlier  
in the process of the preparation of the Local Plan 

  Yes        No

If yes which stage 
  Issues and Options        Preferred Options

Do you wish to be notified? 

  When the document is submitted for independent examination? 

  When the Inspectors Report is published? 

  When document is adopted?

Braintree & Tendring: Return by 5pm 28th July 2017 
(responses to section 2 Braintree and Tendring will not be accepted after this date. After 

this date responses to Section 1 should be sent to Colchester Borough Council)

Colchester: Return by 5pm 11th August 2017
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                   PERSIMMON HOMES ESSEX 
10 Collingwood Road 

Witham  
Essex 

CM8 2EA 
Tel: 01376 518811 Fax: 01376 521145 
DX: 33421 Witham 

www.persimmonhomes.com Planning Policy Manager  Tendering District Council Council Offices  Thorpe Road  Weeley Clacton-On-Sea  Essex CO16 9AJ 28th July 2017  Dear Sir/ Madam 
 
Response by Persimmon Homes to the Tendring Draft Local Plan 
 
Thank you for consulting Persimmon Homes on the Tendring Draft Local Plan. We support the Local 
Plan and want to continue to work with the Borough to deliver their housing targets. 
 
 
Shared Strategic Plan: North Essex Authorities Strategic Part 1 for Local Plans 
 
Duty to Co-operate 
 
It is clear that Tendring, Braintree and Colchester have been working closely in the preparation of 
their Local Plans. The shared approach to meet housing need across the Housing Market Area (HMA) 
set out in ‘Part 1’ of each Local Plan shows a real commitment from to addressing the strategic and 
cross boundary issues facing the housing market area.  
 

1. Comment - Policy SP3 (Meeting Housing Needs) (p35) 
 
Persimmon Homes are a member of the House Builders Federation (HBF) and wish to refer you to 
their representations on the Draft Local Plan, partially with reference to their evidence on OAHN’s 
and the Council’s 5yr Housing Supply, we want you to consider those carefully before the next 
version of the Plan is produced with a view to ensuring that the plan going forward is sound.  
 
We note and welcome Policy SP3 commitment for each authority to maintain a five year housing 
land supply. This is especially important given the significant uncertainties and technical challenges 
that remain regarding the delivery of the three garden communities and the undesirable socio-
economic implications if delivery is delayed.  



 

Persimmon Homes Essex is a trading division of Persimmon Homes Limited Registered Office: Persimmon House, Fulford, York YO19 4FE 
Registered in England No. 4108747. A subsidiary of Persimmon plc Page 2 

 
‘Each authority will maintain a sufficient supply of deliverable sites to provide for at least five 
years’ worth of housing and will work proactively with applicants to bring forward sites that 
accord with the overall spatial strategy and relevant policies in the plan’. 

 
The extract from draft Policy SP3 above does not mention that this should be judged against the 
housing requirement within the Local Plan or that there needs to be an appropriate buffer (i.e. 5% 
or 20%). The wording of SP3 should reflects para 47 of the NPPF and as such should be amended to 
read;  

 
‘Each authority will maintain a sufficient supply of deliverable sites sufficient to provide for 
at least five years’ worth of housing against their housing requirements with an additional 
buffer and will work proactively with applicants to bring forward sites that accord with the 
overall spatial strategy and relevant policies in the plan’. 

 
Notwithstanding this, it is not clear from Policy SP3 as to what actions the Council will take in the 
event of a persistent under delivery against housing requirements within the plan. As detailed 
above, the garden community is very ambitious and there remains significant risk that the 
timescales for delivery will slip. In the event of persistent under delivery, the Local Plan should set 
out what actions they shall take. Actions could include a partial review of the plan and allocation of 
additional housing sites.  
 
 

2. Objection - Policy SP5 Infrastructure and Connectivity (p44)  
 
Whilst it is agreed that development must be supported by the provision of infrastructure, services 
and facilities, a significant amount of the items identified rely upon third parties (including public 
and statutory bodies) or wider investment decisions (such as those made by Network Rail, Highways 
Agency, Broadband Providers). Policy SP5 should be amended to recognise the role the Council’s 
have in terms of influencing, co-ordinating and delivering infrastructure and connectivity. Policy SP5 
should also be amended to recognise the role that obligations through s106 or Cil should make in 
addressing infrastructure needs arising from the new development.  
 
It is important that the totality of costs to be borne by the proposed level of development is 
adequately assessed. In light of Para 173 of the NPPF, ‘the sites and the scale of development 
identified in the plan should not be subject to such a scale of obligations and policy burdens that 
their ability to be developed viably is threatened’.  
 
 

3. Objection - Policy SP6 – Place Shaping Principles (p39) 
 
The NPPF (para 8) recognises that ‘well-designed buildings and places can improve the lives of 
people and communities’. The NPPF Core Planning Principles (para 17) is to ‘always seek to secure 
high quality design’. Para 57 refers to ‘It is important to plan positively for the achievement of high 
quality and inclusive design for all development’.  
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The draft Policy SP6 requires ‘All new development must meet the highest standards of urban and 
architectural design’. This requires every development to achieve the ‘highest standard’, which 
would require the achievement of a constant escalation of standards to be the ‘highest’. The 
‘highest’ is a more onerous test than ‘high quality and inclusive design’ within the NPPF. It is 
considered that this constant escalation to achieve the ‘highest’ possible standard would be unduly 
onerous and could threaten development viability. In light of this, SP6 should be amended to read;  
 

‘All new development must be of a high standard of urban and architectural design.’  
 
It is considered that not all of the ‘principles’ stated would be applicable to every development. For 
instance;  

- ‘Where possible, provide a mix of land uses, services and densities…’. It may be possible but 
not desirable to provide a mix of uses in a development.  

- ‘Provide an integrated network of multi-functional public open space’ – a development may 
not be of a scale to achieve this or functionally require it in the event of existing adequate 
provision.  

In light of the above, SP6 should be amended to read;  
 
 ‘All new development should, where applicable, reflect the following principles;  
 
Garden communities 
 

4. Support – SP7 (Development & Delivery of New Garden Communities in North Essex) (p50)  
 
In terms of SP7, Persimmon Homes supports the creation of three new garden communities.  
 
Cross boundary new settlements will require significant degrees of co-operation and joint delivery 
arrangements.  Whilst acknowledging the work done to date, there remains a significant risk that 
the scale and complexity of the planning and the delivery of the Garden Communities will delay 
their anticipated delivery. It will be important that the Council appropriately resources and 
facilitates the timely delivery of the Development Plan Document for the Garden Community.  
 
 

5. Objection 4;   
 Policy SP8 (Tendring/Colchester Borders Garden Community) (p53)  

Policy SP 9 (Colchester/Braintree Boarders Garden Community)(p56) 
Policy SP 10 (West of Braintree Garden Community)(p60) 

 
Persimmon Homes support the creation of the Tendring / Colchester Garden Community.  
 
Policy SP7 (v) has an absolute target of 30% affordable housing. However, Policies SP8 Part B, SP9 
and SP10 states ‘including a minimum of 30% affordable housing’. Persimmon Homes object to 
Policies SP8 Part B, SP9 and SP10 reference to the affordable housing target being a ‘minimum’. The 
Local Plan must set out clearly the target it is seeking to achieve and, in line with Para 173 of the 
NPPF, assess the implications for development viability having regard to the scale of obligations and 
policy burdens of the development plan as a whole.  
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It is considered that an uncapped target does not provide certainty and could place a policy burden 
that would threaten viability. The market and purchasing decisions factor in policy requirements and 
not having clarity would give rise to significant uncertainty that would not assist delivery.  
 
Local Plan Part 2 
 

6. Support - Policy SPL1 (Managing Growth) (p91)  
 
Persimmon Homes supports the proposed settlement hierarchy and the inclusion of Clacton-on-Sea 
as a Strategic Urban Settlement.  
 

7. Support – Policy SPL2 (Settlement Development Boundaries)(p92) 
 
Persimmon Homes are promoting the land at Rouses Farm, west of Jaywick Lane and south of 
St.John’s Road, Clacton-on-Sea for a mix of residential development, community facilities and public 
open space. The settlement boundary as detailed on Map SAMU4 (p200) and the SE Tendring inset 
map is supported.  
 

8. Comment - Policy SPL3 Sustainable Design (p93)  
 
Part B: Practical Requirements 
 
Sub-section (a) – the policy refers to development ‘not lead to an unacceptable increase in 
congestion’. The Policy should refer to mitigation and the residual and cumulative impacts in line 
with NPPF Para 32 which states ‘improvements can be undertaken within the transport network 
that cost effectively limit the significant impacts of the development. Development should only be 
prevented or refused on transport grounds where the residual cumulative impacts of development 
are severe’. It is therefore recommended that part B(a) be amended to read;  
 

a. access to the site is practicable and the highway network, post mitigation, will be able to 
safely accommodate the additional traffic the proposal will generate and not lead to a 
severe residual cumulative impact on the highway network; 

 
Sub-section (s) ‘the applicant/developer can demonstrate how the proposal will minimise the 
production of greenhouse gases and impact on climate change as per the current regulations and 
policies in this plan’; 
 
It is not clear what regulations are referred to and as such this is too ambiguous.  
 
Notwithstanding the above, it is not clear whether the reference to ‘current’ refers to regulations in 
force at the time of adoption of the plan and any subsequent regulations coming into force during 
the plan period.   
 
In accordance with para 173 of the NPPF, ‘Pursuing sustainable development requires careful 
attention to viability and costs in plan-making and decision-taking. Plans should be deliverable. 
Therefore, the sites and the scale of development identified in the plan should not be subject to such 
a scale of obligations and policy burdens that their ability to be developed viably is threatened’. 
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Given that the plan cannot assess the burden arising from (unspecified) regulations, it is considered 
that the plan should (a) specify the regulations to which it seeks adherence and (b) consider the 
implications of existing regulations.  
 
In light of the above, Part B sub-section d should read;  
 

d. the applicant/developer can demonstrate how the proposal will minimise the production 
of greenhouse gases and impact on climate change as per the Building Regulations 
prevailing at the time and policies in this plan; 

 
The footnote to Part C of this policy will require housing developers to consider the use of 
renewable energy and the reduction of emissions. However, the Government have been clear 
through both the Written Ministerial Statement dated the 25th March 2015 and Planning Practice 
Guidance that it considers improvements in energy efficiency and carbon reduction will be achieved 
through Building Regulations with only a limited number of optional technical standards that can be 
required through a Local Plan where there is sufficient evidence to support their implementation. 
There is no need for the Council, through the Local Plan, to ask for consideration to be given to such 
measures. Such policies cannot be implemented or monitored and as such are ineffective and this 
element of the policy should be deleted. 
 
 

9. Support - Policy HP1 (Improving Health and Wellbeing) (p98)  
 
Persimmon Homes supports Policy HP1. We note that the policy seeks mitigation. Persimmon 
Homes are promoting the land at Rouses Farm, west of Jaywick Lane and south of St.John’s Road, 
Clacton-on-Sea for a mix of residential development, community facilities and public open space. As 
part of this development, Persimmon Homes are proposing that the site accommodate a local 
medical facility.  The exact disposition of the healthcare facility will be determined in consultation 
with the Council and the Clinical Commissioning Group as the planning process moves forwards. 
There is an opportunity for the health facility on this site to be of a scale to support the additional 
growth within this area and address the current shortfall in facilities (the area exceeds the 
recommended pupil to GP ratio).   
 

10. Support – Policy HP2 (Community Facilities) (p101)  
 
Persimmon Homes supports Policy HP2. We note that the policy seeks mitigation. Persimmon 
Homes are promoting the land at Rouses Farm, west of Jaywick Lane and south of St.John’s Road, 
Clacton-on-Sea for a mix of residential development, community facilities and public open space. As 
part of this development, Persimmon Homes are proposing that the site accommodate community 
facilities.   
 

11. Comment – Policy HP5 (Open Space, Sports and Recreation Facilities)(p106) 
 
It is useful that the Policy quantifies the percentage of gross site area that should be open space.  
 
It is considered that the threshold for the scale of ‘open space’ being no less than 0.15ha is not 
conducive to delivery or good site planning;  
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(a) Major developments of less than 1.5ha would either not qualify to provide open space or 
would have to deliver a higher proportion of open space in order to meet the 0.15ha 
minimum, which may in tern threaten viability.  

(b) Under the Policy, a ‘usable’ open space would need to be 1500sq.m. The beyond six acre 
standards seek 100sq.m Local Areas of Play, 400sq.m for Local Equipped Areas of Play, 
800sq.m for Neighbourhood Areas of Play.  Therefore, if play space is provided within a 
development without the inclusion of a substantial proportion of associated open space, 
such play area(s) would count towards the ‘usable’ open space for the purposes of the 
policy. This is considered to be flawed as provision for children and young people should be 
encouraged and provided in accessible locations within a development.   

 
It is recommended that the Policy is amended to state;  
 

Based on trends and the 2007 Adopted Local Plan, Policy COM6, 10% of the gross site area 
should be open space. On sites over 1.5ha development should ensure that areas of open space 
are usable and seek to include open space parcel(s) not less than 0.15 hectares. 

 
12. Comment - Part 5 Living Places (p114)  

 
Table LP2 ‘Local Plan Housing Allocations’ details total housing numbers. In relation to Rouses Farm, 
the table states ‘850’. In the associated policy, this number is stated as a minimum. Persimmon 
Homes have undertaken public consultation, extensive technical studies and Master planning of the 
Rouses Farm site to support the emerging allocation. The Environmental Statement submitted to 
the Council alongside the proposals for Rouses Farm demonstrates that the site can satisfactorily 
accommodate 950 homes together with the associated education, health and community facilities. 
The quantum of development supports the total number of homes required within the plan. 
Furthermore, it would support ongoing delivery during the plan period, assisting the Council with 
maintaining a five year land supply and resisting development on sites not envisaged within the 
Development Plan.  This should also be seen in light of the present uncertainty regarding when the 
garden communities will begin to make a meaningful contribution and the potential for slippage 
given the ambitious nature of the Garden Community.  
 

13.  Objection –  
Policy LP3 (Housing Density and Standards) (p120) &  
LP4 (Housing Layout) 

 
Policies L3 & LP4 seek to adopt the new ‘National Technical Housing Standards’ to all new 
development.  
 
National Context 
 
In 2013, The Housing Standards Review (the Review) was launched which sought to simplify and 
rationalise the raft of housing standards which local authorities applied to development. At the 
heart of the Review was a desire to reduce developer costs and create attractive conditions to 
significantly boost housing delivery. The industry was heavily involved in the Review.  
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The outcome of the Review was the establishment via Building Regulations of mandatory baseline 
standards which apply nationwide to all developments. The Government also created a series of 
enhanced Optional Standards relating to access and water, along with a new optional national 
standard on internal space. All of these are implemented through planning but access and water are 
optional Building Regulations and Space Standards are planning only.  
 
Initially the industry had concerns that the enhanced standards would be applied by Local 
Authorities as their starting point. Application of the enhanced standards has the potential to have 
significant implications in terms of product range, build cost, affordability and consumer choice, 
cumulative policy burden, viability and ultimately housing delivery.  
 
In response, the Government confirmed that the enhanced standards were intended to be optional 
and that they would only be needed and viable in certain local circumstances. Otherwise, they 
would have been made mandatory in Building Regulations across the country.  
 
The enhanced standards were introduced on a ‘need to have’ rather than on a ‘nice to have’ basis 
and policy safeguards were put in place.  
 
The standards could only be introduced via a new Local Plan and to do so, clear evidence of need 
had to be demonstrated and impact upon viability had to be considered. It was recognised that EIP 
could be the only forum to properly debate whether development should be subject to such 
enhanced standards.  
 
New Regime and Policy Context  
 
The new regime was launched by a Ministerial Statement dated 25th March 2015 and the creation of 
a new section on optional technical standards in the National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG). 
This was also underpinned by existing policy within the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).  
 
Paragraphs 174 and 177 of the NPPF make it clear that via the Local Plan process LPAs should assess 
the cumulative impact of policy burden, including housing standards, to ensure that it does not put 
implementation of the plan at serious risk.  
 
The new Ministerial Statement stated the following: “The optional new national technical standards 
should only be required through any new Local Plan policies if they address a clearly evidenced need, 
and where their impact on viability has been considered, in accordance with the National Planning 
Policy Framework and Planning Guidance.” 
 
Accompanying this, Paragraph 001 Reference ID:56-001-20150327 of the NPPG made it clear that 
LPAs will need to gather evidence to determine whether there is a need for additional standards in 
their area and justify setting appropriate policies in their Local Plans. Paragraph 002 Reference ID 
56-002-20160519 of the NPPG confirms that LPAs should consider the impact of using these 
standards as part of their Local Plan viability assessment. 
 
The new NPPG section provided substantial guidance in terms of the implementation of the new 
regime including specific advice on the individual standards which are discussed below.  
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As referred to above, via Policy LP3 and LP4, Tendring are seeking to apply the optional national 
space standard along with the optional accessibility and adaptability standards.  
 
Nationally Described Space Standards (NDSS) 
 
NPPG sets out clear criteria which Councils must satisfy in order to adopt optional NDSSs over and 
above the requirements of Building Regulations.  
Where a need for internal space standards is identified, local planning authorities should provide 
justification for requiring internal space policies. Local planning authorities should take account of 
the following areas: 

 need – evidence should be provided on the size and type of dwellings currently being built in 
the area, to ensure the impacts of adopting space standards can be properly assessed, for 
example, to consider any potential impact on meeting demand for starter homes. 

 viability – the impact of adopting the space standard should be considered as part of a plan’s 
viability assessment with account taken of the impact of potentially larger dwellings on land 
supply. Local planning authorities will also need to consider impacts on affordability where a 
space standard is to be adopted. 

 timing – there may need to be a reasonable transitional period following adoption of a new 
policy on space standards to enable developers to factor the cost of space standards into 
future land acquisitions. 

The guidance effectively sets out three stages which must be overcome to ensure the NDSSs are 
only applied where needed and impacts are fully considered. We have considered Policy LP37 below 
with these policy hurdles firmly in mind.  

 NEED  
First and foremost a local authority must demonstrate clearly evidenced needs to require the 
NDSSs. The Council have not presented sufficient evidence to demonstrate need for the optional 
enhanced housing standard above what is established as nationally suitable in Building Regulations.  
 
What is currently being built?  
 
The point to note here is that all new housing clearly must comply with Building Regulations which 
allows flexibility in terms of footprint, room size, circulation space etc. This can be considered 
carefully by the housing market in determining product choice to meet the needs and demands of 
customers. This in turn allows for build refinement in relation to internal fit out. Finally this results in 
whole range of supply chain and construction efficiencies which are crucial to reducing cost, driving 
affordability and reducing build time to increase production. None of this appears to have been 
considered by the Council.  
 
Current sales / Need for market intervention  
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The industry is firmly of the view that current sales rates confirm that current product range is fully 
suitable for those wanting to buy properties. The industry knows its customers and what they want. 
Sales rates in the district are strong.  
 
When establishing need, we would expect Tendring to consider market indicators such as quality of 
life impacts or reduced sales rates with consumer information sighting the inadequacy of housing 
stock in the local area. This does not appear to have been provided to justify application of the 
enhanced standard and market intervention. The Inspector should not endorse the policy without 
this being demonstrated.  
 
The Council must demonstrate why there is a need to impose the NDSS via Policy LP3 and LP4.  
 
Existing Stock / Second Hand Market  
 
Whilst not directly referenced in the NPPG, it is sensible to consider the existing stock. The borough 
has a wide range and choice of second hand properties, ranging from flats and terraced housing 
stock to larger suburban properties. New housing forms only a part of the overall housing market. 
Consumers can choose whether to buy new build or second hand. Those who want to buy 
properties of a larger size than the market is currently building can choose a different offer from the 
second hand market.  
 
Meeting Needs and Impacts on Affordability  
 
A key part of the national guidance is considering the affordability implications of adopting the 
enhanced national space standards. Delivering new housing to assist with affordability is an 
important consideration. It is clear from the emerging plan’s evidence base that affordability in 
Braintree is already a key issue. Indeed, the affordability gap is such that there is a need to boost 
overall housing numbers to seek to combat this. To adopt the enhanced standards we would have 
expected a clear need to have been identified by the SHMA. However, this has not been the case 
and conversely the main issue has been the need to address affordability pressures.  
 
The increase in size increases build cost. Increases in sales prices can have a very negative impact on 
the level of accessibility to market dwellings based upon mortgage rates. 
 
Clearly inclusion of the NDSS would have an adverse impact upon affordability and would be 
contrary to the plan’s own objectives. The implications of applying the NDSS is that it increases build 
cost, which in turn increases sales price and this undermines delivery of the plans objectives. We 
note that no assessment has been undertaken as to how many more families will be pushed into 
affordable need as they can no longer afford a NDSS compliant home.  
 
Strategic Housing Market Area  
 
Purchasers of new homes have a choice of where and what to buy. They make their choice based on 
a range of factors which includes what they can afford. Adoption of the standard will have an 
adverse impact on the affordability of new homes. Based on this impact, purchasers could choose or 
be forced to live elsewhere potentially having significant impacts on the assumptions and objectives 
of the plan. 
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VIABILITY  
Only once a clear need has been demonstrated should the local authority consider testing if the 
enhanced standards are viable, bearing in mind cumulative policy burden. It is not clear from the 
Councils evidence that it has suitably assessed the viability implications of applying the NDSS’s 
alongside all other policy requirements of the plan. The ‘Tendring Economic Viability Study,  
Three Dragons and Troy Planning + Design, July 2017’ seeks to factor in NDSS. However, this 
assessment uses low Benchmark Land Values (p65) as detailed in the table below that are far too 
low and are not representative of the market. In light of this, it is considered that the ‘Tendring 
Economic Viability Study’ is not a sound assessment of the viability implications of applying NDSS.  
 

 Efficient use of Land  
 
The Council should be ensuring that new development maximises the efficient use of land.   
 
Implications on Affordability   
 
Sales price increases would have a significant impact on affordability in an area where the gap is 
widening. Applying the NDSSs will increase the price of a starter home making it markedly harder for 
people to get on the housing ladder.  
 
Viability of Sites  
 
Adoption of the NDSS on 100% of housing will have a significant impact on the viability of sites. It is 
also not a case of simply increasing build cost - increased housing sizes will result in less efficient use 
of land and thus a relative increase in infrastructure burden per plot.  
 
Implications for Brown Field sites  
 
The space standard will have a disproportionate effect on sites in lower value areas and those which 
are brown field. These sites often have remediation costs associated with them + current use value 
which further compound issues with achieving minimum benchmark land values.  
 
TIMING  
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Based on the above, Persimmon Homes is expecting that the NDSS requirement will be dropped 
from Policy LP3 and LP4 however in the event that it is retained, transitional arrangements must be 
suitably addressed as required by NPPG. A transitional period would allow developers to factor in 
the additional cost associated with this policy into future land deals. 
 
The land deals which underpin the majority of identified sites for this plan period will have already 
been secured and as such the proposed transitional arrangements will not provide adequate time 
for the cost to be factored in to the contracts for those sites. Nevertheless, if Tendring is minded to 
retain the NDSS requirement then we recommend a transitional arrangement of a minimum of 3 
years to allow those sites to move through the planning system before the requirements are 
enforced. Therefore NDSS would apply to site to which permission is granted after 2020.  
 
Clarity should be included within the policy to ensure that NDSSs cannot be applied to any approval 
(outline or detailed) prior to the specified date and that where development is approved prior to 
this date all housing built pursuant to the approval under Reserved Matters applications will not be 
subject to the increased space standard. It also needs to be made clear that the cut-off date is based 
upon the time at which planning approval is secured, not when development commences as the 
implications of enhanced standards cannot be factored in so late in the development process.  
 
Taking the above into account and the consequential effect of the transitional policy, the removal of 
the NDSS requirement altogether would appear much more logical thus providing clarity for all.  
 
Housing White Paper – ‘Fixing our broken housing market’  
 
In the recently Housing White Paper the Government have confirmed their view that the 
fundamentals of the Building Regulations system remain sound and that important steps were taken 
in the last Parliament.  
 
In relation to Space Standards, paragraph 1.55 states that “the use of minimum space standards for 
new development is seen as an important tool in delivering quality family homes. However the 
Government is concerned that a one size fits all approach may not reflect the needs and aspirations 
of a wider range of households. For example, despite being highly desirable, many traditional mews 
houses could not be built under today’s standards. We also want to make sure the standards do not 
rule out new approaches to meeting demand, building on the high quality compact living model of 
developers such as Pocket Homes. The Government will review the Nationally Described Space 
Standard to ensure greater local housing choice, while ensuring we avoid a race to the bottom in the 
size of homes on offer.” 
 
The above confirms the Government’s intentions to review NDSSs. This does not have any 
immediate impact upon Tendring’s emerging plan. However, it does demonstrate the Government’s 
unease with a one size fits all approach and its desire to ensure greater local housing choice. 
Unfortunately, introduction of the NDSSs would narrow the choice available at the expense of 
affordability and viability.  
 

14. Comment - Policy LP4 (Housing Layout) 
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Persimmon supports the desire to create a sense of place. There seems to be a conflict between 
criteria (e) and (f) when it comes to the approach to density.  
 

15. Comment - Policy LP5 (Affordable and Council Housing) 
 
The draft version of the Plan considered by the Local Plan Committee on Monday 12th June 2017 is 
set out in the Committee Papers. The version of the Local Plan considered by Members specified a 
target of 25% affordable housing under Policy LP5 and clearly ‘struck through’ the reference to 30%. 
The report on item 7 ‘publication draft local plan’ makes no reference to affordable housing. The 
minute of the meeting does not detail any amendment to the plan in relation to the percentage of 
affordable housing.  
 
The report to the 15th June Council meeting to endorse the plan makes no reference to an 
amendment to the plan in relation to the percentage of affordable housing. The draft local plan 
appended as ‘A1 – Appendix A’ also specifies a target of 25% affordable housing. The draft minute of 
the meeting does not detail any amendment to the plan in relation to the percentage of affordable 
housing. Members endorsed the publication of the consultation draft which includes a target of 25% 
affordable housing. Notwithstanding this, the published consultation draft includes a target of 30%.  
 
In light of the above, the draft plan produced by Officers and considered by Members and to which 
they endorsed for consultation purposes includes a target of 25% affordable housing. The plan was 
drafted having regard to the evidence base. It is unclear why the consultation draft includes a higher 
percentage of affordable housing than endorsed by Members. It is important that the totality and 
scale of obligations and policy requirements within the plan does not threaten development 
viability. The ‘Tendring Economic Viability Study, Three Dragons and Troy Planning + Design, July 
2017’ seeks to factor in affordable housing. However, this assessment uses very low Benchmark 
Land Values (p65) that are far too low and are not representative of the market. In light of this, it is 
considered that the ‘Tendring Economic Viability Study’ is not a sound assessment of the viability 
implications of applying a requirement of 30% affordable housing alongside all the other 
requirements.  
 
There is a need to increase housing delivery within the Country as a whole and within the District. It 
is considered that this would be hampered if the Policy burdens placed upon developers are too 
great. It is considered that the Member endorsed 25% requirement would be more representative 
of what developments can viably achieve.  
 
The forward to the Policy should make clear what is meant by ‘Council Housing’ and the mechanism 
by which such properties are transferred to the Council.  
 
Para 5.5.1 implies that there is limited control upon occupations of Affordable Housing provided by 
Registered Providers. Registered Providers of social housing have a mandatory statutory and 
regulatory obligation to assist local authorities in the discharge of their duties under Part VII of the 
Housing Act 1996. Furthermore, many authorities when grant planning permission include within 
the associated legal agreement (s106) a requirement for the Registered Provider to enter into a 
Nominations Agreement with the Council. A Nominations Agreement is a contract under which 
Councils can place those in housing need into housing association homes as they become available. 
In areas where affordable housing is in short supply Councils usually seek the right to nominate all 
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new housing association tenants. Therefore, there is a mechanism so Tendring can ensure that new 
affordable housing provided by a Registered Provider can be prioritised to those who qualify and are 
in the greatest need based upon their own housing register.  
 
The draft Policy seeks either (i) 30% of new dwellings as affordable housing or as an alternative (ii) 
10% as Council Housing plus a commuted sum.  The Policy by virtue of the different percentages 
sought seeks to recognise the significant increase in costs to the developer associated with providing 
‘Council Housing’.  
 
The second paragraph should make it clear that the 30% referred to relates to Affordable Housing 
and not a (unspecified) proportion of affordable housing and a (unspecified) proportion of ‘Council 
Housing’.  The proposed change is detailed below;  
 

‘For development proposals outside of the Tendring Colchester Borders Garden Community, 
involving the creation of 11 or more (net) homes, the Council will expect 30% of new 
dwellings, (including conversions) to be made available to Tendring District Council (subject 
to viability testing) or its nominated partner(s) to acquire at a proportionate discounted 
value for use as affordable or council housing.  
Places 
As an alternative, the Council will accept a minimum 10% of new dwellings, (including 
conversions) to be made available to Tendring District Council or its nominated partner(s) to 
acquire at a proportionate discounted value for use as council housing alongside a financial 
contribution towards the construction or acquisition of property for use as council housing 
equivalent to delivering the remainder of the 30% requirement’. 

 
Paragraph 5 states that the ‘size and type of council housing will be specified by the Council on a 
case-by-case basis having regard to the latest housing needs register and will be the subject of 
negotiation between the Council and the developer or applicant’. It is not clear as worded whether 
this statement also refers to ‘Affordable Housing’.  
 
Notwithstanding the above, Para 5 purely refers to the Housing Needs Register. The Strategic 
Housing Market Assessment (Jan 2016) includes an assessment of ‘additional units required to meet 
housing need in Tendring’ and ‘Size and type of affordable home required by those in need (per 
annum) in Tendring’ (see Tables 5.13d AND 5.14d, p145, SHMA 2016). The Council has therefore 
assessed the need for the size and type of affordable homes required over the plan period. It is 
considered that in assessing the housing need purely on the Housing Needs Register would not be 
fully representative of need, particularly the need for intermediate housing products.  
 
The Economic Viability Study (2017) makes an assumption regarding the split between Affordable 
Rented Units and Intermediate Tenures (para 2.25). The assessment recognises that there may be 
scenarios whereby the tenure mix needs to be flexed to have regard to development viability.  
 
The size of units will also be informed by the nature of the scheme. For instance, a scheme of 
predominantly apartments may struggle to include four bedroom houses and this should be 
recognised.  
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In light of the above, it is considered that the size and tenure should be determined having regard to 
the most robust available data including the most recent SHMA, the Housing Needs Register, 
development viability and the nature of the development. In light of the above, paragraph 5 should 
be amended to read;  
 

The size and type of Affordable and / or Council Housing within a qualifying  development 
shall be assessed on a case-by-case basis having regard to the most recent Strategic Housing 
Market Assessment, latest housing needs register, development viability and the nature of 
the scheme and will be the subject of negotiation between the Council and the developer or 
applicant. 

 
 

16. Support - Policy PP3 (Village and Neighbourhood Centres) (p143) 
 
The policy encourages small-scale retail development to serve day-to-day needs. The Policy 
identifies a proposed neighbourhood centre at ‘Rouses Farm Garden Suburb’. Persimmon Homes 
supports Policy PP2. Persimmon Homes are promoting the land at Rouses Farm, west of Jaywick 
Lane and south of St.John’s Road, Clacton-on-Sea for a mix of residential development, community 
facilities and public open space. As part of this development, Persimmon Homes are proposing that 
the site accommodate a neighborhood centre which would include provision for a medical facility 
and retail opportunity.   The scale of the facility seeks to meet local day-to-day needs and not exceed 
to the ‘local impact threshold in PP4’ and as such would not threaten the viability or vitality of 
existing centres.   
 

17. Support - Policy PP12 (Improving Education and Skills)  
 
Persimmon Homes support the need to mitigate the impact of development on education.  
Persimmon Homes are promoting the land at Rouses Farm, west of Jaywick Lane and south of 
St.John’s Road, Clacton-on-Sea for a mix of residential development, community facilities and public 
open space. As part of this development, the Masterplan includes provision for a new Primary 
School and early years facility.  
 

18. Support – Policy SAMU4 (Development at Rouses Farm, Jaywick Lane, Clacton) 
 
Persimmon Homes supports Policy SAMU4. Persimmon Homes are promoting the land at Rouses 
Farm, west of Jaywick Lane and south of St.John’s Road, Clacton-on-Sea for a mix of residential 
development, community facilities and public open space. As part of this process, Persimmon 
Homes have engaged with the local community and other stakeholders to seek their views as 
evidenced in the Statement of Community Involvement submitted to Tendring Council (July 2017).  
 
As part of the Preferred Options Consultation, Persimmon Homes submitted a ‘Site Deliverability 
Statement, September 2016). This sets the site and policy context. As set out in the Deliverability 
Statement, Persimmon Homes commissioned a specialist consultant team to produce various 
technical assessments as part of an Environmental Statement. The findings of this technical work 
had informed the Deliverability Statement and the associated Masterplan.  
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Since the production of the Site Deliverability Statement, the technical assessments and associated 
Masterplan work and pre-application engagement has continued. Persimmon Homes have formally 
advanced proposals for the development of the site for up to 950 residential units (including 
affordable housing) with a new neighborhood centre comprising a local healthcare facility of up to 
1,500 sq.m and up to 700sq.m for shops, food and drink and community centre. In addition, the 
proposal includes a 2.1ha site for a new primary school and associated roads, open space, drainage 
landscaping and other associated infrastructure.  
 
The proposal includes a Masterplan and a series of Parameter Plans which detail how the proposed 
development can be satisfactorily provided on-site and create an attractive community. The 
planning application was submitted in July 2017 and is supported by an Environmental Statement 
which is underpinned by the detailed technical studies undertaken.  
 
The development would make a substantial contribution towards the delivery of both market and 
affordable housing, including provision for bungalows. It supports the plan and assist the Council 
maintain an adequate supply of housing land during the initial part of the plan period.  
 
The site forms a sustainable extension to Clacton, with the ability to meet infrastructure thresholds 
for education and healthcare provision. The allocation supports the Council’s spatial strategy in 
focusing a proportionate amount of growth to existing settlements to meet housing need and to 
support employment opportunities.  
 
In terms of part (a) of the Policy, this seeks at least 850 new homes including affordable housing. 
This is supported. As detailed above, the Master planning and technical assessments demonstrate 
that the site and associated infrastructure can successfully accommodate a mixed use development 
including 950 homes.  
 
In terms of part (b) and (k) of the Policy, this seeks a new primary school on-site. As detailed above, 
the Masterplanning and technical evidence demonstrates that this can be accommodated and 
successfully integrated into the new neighborhood.  
 
In terms of part (c) and (d), Persimmon support the delivery of a new neighborhood centre and 
healthcare facilities on this site. Persimmon Homes have had ongoing discussions with NHS England 
with regards the type of facility to meet the needs within the area and this has informed the 
proposals for this site.  
 
In terms of part (e), (f) and (g), Persimmon Homes have engaged throughout the plan making 
process and have evolved a Masterplan having regard to the Council’s objectives for this site, 
community consultation and various detailed technical assessments. The Masterplan would deliver 
the objectives of SAMU4, including the quantum of open space sought and the access arrangements 
as specified.  
 
In terms of parts (i), (j), (m), Persimmon Homes consider that these are sensible stipulations to 
which the proposed Masterplan has had regard.  
 

19. Policy CP3 Improving the telecommunications network (p188) 
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Whilst paragraphs 43 to 46 of the NPPF establishes that local planning authorities should seek 
support the expansion of electronic communications networks it does not seek to prevent 
development that does not have access to such networks. By stating all, new dwellings must be 
served by super-fast broadband potentially allows the Council to refuse a development without such 
provision or impose a Grampian condition preventing a development from being occupied until such 
networks are provided. The provision of super-fast broadband is not in the control of the developer 
who requires a third party provider for such infrastructure. It is also the case that the house building 
industry is fully aware of the benefits of having their homes connected to super-fast broadband and 
what their customers will demand. 
 
We are also concerned that no additional costs have been included in the viability study for such 
provision. The study sets out in appendix 2 that these costs are incorporated into standard 
assumptions on development costs. However, we consider it essential that this policy is properly 
costed within the viability study. In particular the cost of such a policy on smaller developments in 
more rural communities could be significant and should be considered separately. Without this 
additional evidence there is clearly no justification to support this policy. In seeking to extend 
broadband to homes the Council should work proactively with telecommunications providers to 
extend provision and not rely on the development industry to provide for such infrastructure. 
 
The fourth bullet point following part d) of this policy should therefore be deleted. 
 
Conclusion 
 
Persimmon Homes welcomes the opportunity to comment. We support the Council’s ongoing Plan 
making process and the broad thrust of the Local Plan. We hope these representations are of 
assistance in taking the plan forward to the next stage of plan preparation and examination.  
 
 
 
Yours sincerely 

David Moseley,  
Planning Manager,  
Persimmon Homes Essex 
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STATEMENT 
 

Andrew Martin ‐ Planning Ltd (AM‐P) acts on behalf of G M Lord and Son, the owner of land to the south 

of Weeley Road on the eastern edge of Great Bentley (see site location plan at appendix 1).  

 

As the Local Plan  for Tendring has emerged  it has been recognised that around 11,000 new homes will 

need  to be provided over  the plan period  to 2033. Furthermore, a  large amount of greenfield  land will 

have to be identified to meet this target.  

 

The  Draft  Publication  Plan  proposes  a  spatial  strategy  for  growth  that  relies  upon  a  new  Garden 

Community on land that straddles the district boundary with Colchester, to meet a significant part of its 

housing need in the plan period and beyond, as well as other large sites principally in the strategic urban 

settlements such as Clacton‐on‐Sea, Harwich and Dovercourt. These  large‐scale proposals are subject to 

to long lead‐in times. There are significant constraints to development which will mean that they cannot 

deliver homes in the early years of the plan.  Consequently small and medium sized sites will need to be 

brought forward in order to ensure that the Council can demonstrate a 5‐year housing land supply. 

 

The Council’s housing trajectory indicates that some 5,015 homes can be built on large sites with planning 

permission. Many of  these  are historic permissions dating back over  the  last  six  years  or more.  In  its 

Authority Monitoring Report of  January 2017  the Council  considered  that  realistically  the  supply  from 

these sites in the next five years would be 2191 dwellings. As a result the Council concluded that it could 

only provide a 3 year housing supply against its five‐year housing requirement of 2,750. Some five months 

later  in  June 2017,  in advance of  the publication of  the Draft Local Plan,  the Council  concluded  that  it 

could  provide  over  five  years  supply.  This  stems  from  a  change  of  view  on  how much  of  the  5,015 

provision on large sites with planning permission will come forward in the next five years. The estimate is 

increased from 2191 to 3625 and results in the Council taking the view that there is now a 5.1 year supply. 

We submit that there is not sufficient evidence to support the Council’s assumptions for this change and 

more detailed analysis is required of the individual planning permissions to confirm a realistic figure, and 

consequently the true level of supply that exists against the housing target. 

 

In  the  interim  it  is  clear  that  small  and medium  size  sites  are  required  to  come  forward  to  assist  in 

meeting the Council’s needs in the early years of the plan. A proposed spatial hierarchy for growth set out 

in  the emerging plan,  includes smaller urban settlements as well as  rural service centres  such as Great 
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Bentley, where  development  is  encouraged  to  support  the  existing  community  and  encourage  young 

people to stay.  

 

There has been an influx of proposals for the small urban settlement of Weeley and this has attracted a 

disproportionate objection to the emerging Local Plan. We submit that the rural service centre of Great 

Bentley  represents an alternative highly sustainable  location  for growth  that  is well placed  to cater  for 

housing need  in  the  short  term.  It has a  railway  station and  is well  served by public  transport. A good 

range of services and facilities are provided in the centre including shops, employment, a primary school 

and  doctor’s  surgery.  A wider  range  of  facilities  are  available  in  the  larger  centres  of  Colchester  and 

Clacton, which are six to eight miles away and both are accessible by rail. The expansion of this settlement 

would accord with the National Planning Policy Framework, which encourages sustainable development 

in  the  rural areas  to maintain and enhance  their vitality. Growth  in Great Bentley would also meet  the 

objectives  of  the  emerging  Draft  Plan  which  promotes  new  development  “where  it  will  provide  the 

opportunity for people to satisfy their day‐to‐day needs for employment, shopping, education, and other 

services  locally or  in  locations which minimise  the need  to  travel and where  there are modes of  travel 

available in addition to the use of car”. 

 

The settlement of Great Bentley is a sustainable location for the accommodation of growth in housing and 

jobs  to meet  the objectives of  the  emerging  Local  Plan  for  Tendring.  It  is  classified  as  a  ‘rural  service 

centre’ where new housing will be appropriate to assist  in meeting the overall needs of the district, will 

address local housing needs and support the village economy. Land to the south of Weeley road, on the 

eastern edge of the settlement is well related to the existing pattern of development and is contained by 

defensible boundaries. The railway  line  lies to the south of the site, existing residential development to 

the west and further residential development to the north beyond Weeley Road. Proposed development 

on  this site would not  impact on  the strategic gap between  settlements. The  land  to  the east of Great 

Bentley has no function in terms of separating urban areas, and planned development would not lead to 

unchecked sprawl. As stated above the settlement contains a good range of services and facilities and is 

connected to larger centres by rail services.  

 

The  evidence  base  to  the  Local  Plan  (Strategic  Housing  Land  Availability  Assessment,  October  2014), 

found  that although  the  site has been promoted  for development,  there had been no  serious  interest 

from the landowner or a developer. Consequently doubts were raised over the site’s suitability regarding 

connections to the existing built up area and the provision of safe access to the site. At that time some 2.5 

hectares of this 13 hectare site was considered  for  the provision of 45 homes. A  larger scheme  for 235 

dwellings had previously been considered. The SHLAA found that there were “no  irresolvable  issues” to 

this  land coming forward for development. We advise that this site  is now actively being promoted and 

that development of the site is suitable, available and achievable. 

 

  

Section 1 – Strategic Plan for North Essex 
 

Policy SP1 – Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development 

 

Legally compliant – Yes 

Duty to Co‐operate compliant – Yes 

Sound – Yes 

If not sound, on what grounds?  n/a 
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Representation: 

 

Support  is  extended  for  the  presumption  in  favour  of  sustainable  development  and  the  Local  Plan's 

approach  towards  considering development proposals.   This  accords with  the National Planning Policy 

Framework (NPPF) (2012). 

 

Changes required: 

 

None. 
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Policy SP2 – Spatial Strategy for North Essex 

Legally compliant – Yes 

Duty to Co‐operate compliant – Yes 

Sound – Yes 

If not sound, on what grounds?  n/a  

 

Representation: 

 

Policy SP2 sets out a Spatial Strategy for North Essex and identifies that: 

 

"Existing  settlements will be  the principal  focus  for additional growth across North Essex within 

the  Local  Plan  period.    Development  will  be  accommodated  within  or  adjoining  settlements 

according  to  their  scale,  sustainability and existing  role both within each  individual district and, 

where relevant, across the wider strategic area..." 

 

“Each  local  authority will  identify  a  hierarchy  of  settlements  where  new  development will  be 

accommodated according  to  the  role of  the  settlement,  sustainability,  its physical  capacity and 

local needs…” 

 

Support is extended for this approach, which should ensure that the most sustainable settlements in the 

district accommodate the bulk of the additional growth envisaged in the Local Plan for Tendring.  

 

 

Change required: 

None. 
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Policy SP3 – Meeting Housing Needs 

Legally compliant – Yes 

Duty to Co‐operate compliant – Yes 

Sound – Yes 

If not sound, on what grounds?  n/a 

 

Representation: 

 

Support  is  extended  for  the  overall  objectively  assessed  housing  need  figure  (i.e.  11,000  dwellings 

between 2013 and 2033),  for Tendring District,  set out  in Policy SP3.   This  is  consistent with Tendring 

District Council’s evidence base. 

 

It  is also noteworthy that the second paragraph  in Policy SP3 expects each  local authority to maintain a 

sufficient supply of deliverable sites to provide for at  least five years’ worth of housing, consistent with 

paragraph 47 of the NPPF.  However, subsequent parts of the Tendring Local Plan Publication Draft and in 

particular Policy LP 1 (and supporting evidence base) fail to do this.   

 

This matter  is addressed  further  in separate representations made  to Part 2 of  the Tendring Local Plan 

Publication Draft. 

  

Change required: 

None. 
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Policy SP7 – Development & Delivery of New Garden Communities in North Essex 

Legally compliant – Yes 

Duty to Co‐operate compliant – Yes 

Sound – No  

If not sound, on what grounds? The principle of development and delivery of new Garden Communities is 

sound but specific objection is raised in respect of the new community proposed on the Colchester 

Borders. 

 

Representation: 

 

Support  is extended to the principle of new Garden Communities  in order to meet objectively assessed 

housing need  in the North Essex  local authority areas. Support  is extended on the basis that the spatial 

strategy  for growth  in Part 2 of  the Plan  for Tendring, directs growth  in accordance with a  settlement 

hierarchy that prioritises locations with access to the strategic road network, public transport and which 

have the potential to offer the widest range of services. Garden Communities will be required in the next 

tier of growth to cater for housing need in the plan period and beyond. 

 

However, specific objection  is  raised  to  the proposed Garden Community  that straddles  the districts of 

Tendring  and  Colchester  (the  Colchester  Borders  Garden  Community).  Given  the  long  lead  in  times 

expected, it is unlikely to deliver the projected number of dwellings that are proposed in the plan period.  

 

Change required: 

Improve the  flexibility of the plan by  identifying additional sustainable housing sites  in accordance with 

the spatial strategy for growth set out in Part 2 of the Plan for Tendring. 
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Policy SP8 –Tendring/Colchester Garden Community 

Legally compliant – Yes 

Duty to Co‐operate compliant – Yes 

Sound – No 

If not sound, on what grounds?  Not justified, not effective and not consistent with national policy 

 

Representation: 

 

Objection  is  raised  to  Policy  SP8,  which  identifies  a  broad  location  on  the  borders  of  Tendring  and 

Colchester for a new Garden Community of circa 7,000‐9,000 new homes, of which 2,500 dwellings are 

deemed to be deliverable within the plan period. The number of homes attributable to Tendring, within 

the plan period, is 1,250. 

 

The proposed new Garden Community will necessitate the preparation of a site‐specific DPD  in order to 

allocate the specific site and before any planning permission can be granted, free from the risk of call‐in 

by the Secretary of State.  This could lead to lengthy timescales and delay.  

 

Change required: 

 

Identify additional sustainable housing sites  in accordance with the spatial hierarchy for growth set 

out  in Part 2 of the Plan  for Tendring. This will boost housing supply  in  the early years of  the plan 

period. To achieve this a number of small to medium size sites will need to be identified, such as land 

to the south of Weeley Road in the settlement of Great Bentley.  
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Section 2 – Local Plan for Tendring 

Policy LP 1 ‐  Housing Supply 

Legally compliant – 

Duty to cooperate – 

Sound – No – Not justified, not effective and not consistent with national policy. 

If not sound, on what grounds?  

The Council has set a housing  target of 11,000 new homes to be provided over the plan period 2013 – 

2033. This is based on an annual housing requirement of 550 homes as advised by Peter Brett Associates 

in  the preparation of  a  joint  Strategic Housing Market Assessment  (SHMA)  for  the  local  authorities of 

Tendring, Colchester, Chelmsford and Braintree. The PBA assessment  finds  that a  range of dwellings  is 

required  from  550‐600 units. We  therefore  support  the policy, which  treats  the  figure of  11,000  as  a 

‘minimum’ dwelling requirement.  

Objection is raised to the proposed sources of supply. We submit that overly optimistic assumptions have 

been made about sites with planning consent (both large and small).  There is a lack of evidence to inform 

the assumption  that 6178 homes will  come  forward on  these  sites. These unreliable  sources  comprise 

51% of the housing supply over the plan period, and cast considerable doubt about the deliverability of 

the spatial strategy for growth in Tendring. 

There  is  also  a  failure  to  demonstrate  that  the  strategic  allocations,  which  include  very  large 

developments  on  the  periphery  of  Clacton,  Dovercourt  and  Weeley,  and  the  Garden  Community 

proposed for the Tendring/Colchester border (3480 units and 29% of the overall supply), can be delivered 

in the plan period. These are complex schemes that have been the subject of considerable objection as 

the Local Plan has emerged. By way of example the EDME site in Mistley (Policy SAMU1) is a thriving UK 

malted  ingredients producer. Policy  LP 1 assumes  that  this will become  vacant  in  the plan period and 

provide  at  least  150  homes.  The  site  is  beset  with  numerous  obstacles  to  development  including 

environmental  designations  such  as  its  location  in  the  Conservation  Area  and  impact  on  nature 

conservation including a Special Protection Area and Ramsar site based on the Stour and Orwell Estuaries. 

There is also currently insufficient capacity available in Clacton for the treatment of foul water, needed to 

support several large sites proposed for the development of 2,350 homes on the periphery of the urban 

area. Major  infrastructure works are required  to resolve  this  issue.  In addition  the sites have other key 

physical and environmental constraints to delivery. 

Change Required: 

Preparation of further evidence base assessment, to confirm that the sources of supply in Policy LP 1,  can 

genuinely be delivered in the plan period. The inclusion of a number and range of smaller sustainable sites 

such as  land to the south of Weeley Road  in Great Bentley, to  improve the flexibility and viability of the 

plan. 
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For internal Use only ID: 
 

Rep No: 
 

     

 

 

Responses are encouraged via the council’s online consultation system available on the website, 

see http://tendring-consult.objective.co.uk/portal  However, this form can be returned electronically 

to planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk or in hard copy if necessary to: 

Planning Policy, Tendring District Council, Thorpe Road, Weeley, Essex, CO16 9AJ 

The consultation runs from 9am Friday, 16th June to 5pm on Friday, 28th July 2017 

This form has two parts: 

Part A - Personal Details and Part B - Your comments 

 

 

  PART A  
 

1. Personal Details 

Title 

First Name 

Last Name 

Organisation 

(Where relevant) 
 

Address Line 1 
 

Address Line 2 
 

Address Line 3 

Post Code 

E-mail Address 
 

Telephone 

Number 

2. Agent’s Details (if applicable) 

Title 
 

First Name 

Last Name 

Organisation 

Address Line 1 

Address Line 2 
 

Address Line 3 

Post Code 

E-mail Address 

 
Telephone 
Number 

 
 

 

Hopkins Homes Limited 

C/o Agent 

Mr 

Geoff 

Armstrong 

Armstrong Rigg Planning 

The Exchange 

Colworth Science Park 
 

 Sharnbrook, Bedford 

geoff.armstrong@arplanning.co.uk 

MK44 1LQ 

01234 867135 

http://tendring-consult.objective.co.uk/portal
mailto:planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk


  PART B  

REPRESENTATION FORM 
Please Note: If your representation relates to Section One of the North Essex Strategic Plan / Garden 

Communities you only need to respond to one of the Local Authorities. All representations received by 

Braintree, Colchester and Tendring relating to Section One of the Plan(s) will be submitted together. 

You do not need to return this form if you have completed a response using any of the Council’s online 

systems for this consultation. Duplicates will not be considered 

Please specify which section of the Publication Draft Local Plan your comments relate to by 

choosing one of the following: 

Section 1 Section 2 Colchester Section 2 Tendring Section 2 Braintree 

Which part of the section are you responding to? 

e.g. Paragraph/Policy/Map/Other 
 

 
Do you consider the Local Plan is Legally compliant? 

Yes No 

 
Does it comply with the Duty to Co-operate? 

Yes No 

 
Do you consider the Local Plan is Sound? 

Yes No 

 
If you do not consider the Local Plan is sound, please specify on what grounds: 

Positively prepared Justified Effective Consistent with National Policy 

 
Enter your full representation here:  

 

Please see cover letter 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Continue onto next page 

X X 

Section 1: Policies SP3, SP7 and SP8 
Section 2: Policies SAH3, LP1 and Section 2 – Vision and Objectives 

X 

X 

X 

X X X X 



 
 

If your representation is more than 100 words, please provide a brief summary here: 

Please see cover letter 



Please specify the changes needed to be made to make the Plan sound / legally compliant 
 

 
Do you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination? 

Yes No 

 
If Yes - you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you 

consider this to be necessary 

Please note the inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear 

those who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination. 

 
Did you raise the matter that is the subject of your representation with the LPA earlier 

in the process of the preparation of the Local Plan 

Yes No 

 
If yes which stage 

Issues and Options Preferred Options 

 
Do you wish to be notified? 

When the document is submitted for independent examination? 

When the Inspectors Report is published? 

When document is adopted? 
 

Braintree & Tendring: Return by 5pm 28th July 2017 
(responses to section 2 Braintree and Tendring will not be accepted after this date. After 

this date responses to Section 1 should be sent to Colchester Borough Council) 

Colchester: Return by 5pm 11th August 2017 

Please see cover letter 

X 

To ensure points raised are adequately discussed. 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 



 

 

  

Ref: GA/DJ/01017/L0001 

 

Sent by email to planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk 

 

27 July 2017 

 

Simon Meecham 

Planning Policy 

Tendring District Council 

Thorpe Road 

Weeley 

Essex 

CO16 9AJ 

 

Dear Mr Meecham 

 

Representations to Tendring District Council Publication Draft Local Plan Consultation 

Robinson Road, Brightlingsea on behalf of Hopkins Homes Limited 

 

On behalf of our client Hopkins Homes Limited we wish to make representations to the current Tendring District 

Council Publication Draft Local Plan Consultation.  

 

Previous representations were made directly by Hopkins Homes to the Tendring District Local Plan – Preferred 

Options 2016 Consultation in September 2016. These representations supported the emerging policy map for 

Brightlingsea (Map 9), which showed Hopkins Homes’ site at Robinson Road, Brightlingsea as a preferred housing 

allocation, but raised concern regarding: the classification of Brightlingsea as part of the rural heartland as 

opposed to a seaside town; and the reliance solely on additional housing growth at Weeley in the scenario that 

600 homes a year as opposed to 550 were needed.  

 

Robinson Road, Brightlingsea – Support Policy SAH3 with small change requested  

 

Hopkins Homes support the allocation of land at Robinson Road, Brightlingsea and are pleased to confirm that 

this land is deliverable for residential development in the short-term over the next 5 years. Hopkins Homes are 

nearing completion on their highly regarded development at Robinson Road for 77 dwellings (approved by 

application reference 13/01470/FUL) and the proposed allocation would form a natural second phase to this 

development. Following a positive pre-application response from Tendring District Council in August 2016 

(reference 16/30056/PREAPP) and positive discussions with Brightlingsea Town Council, a planning application 

for 115 dwellings is currently being finalised for the site for submission at the end of July 2017. 

 

The only element of Policy SAH3 that we wish to raise concern over is the wording of point which requires the 

allocation to provide at least 115 new homes. This wording places an unduly strict minimum level of development 

on the site. As outlined, the forthcoming planning application on the site proposes 115 dwellings. This would meet 

the emerging policy requirement, but it does not leave a lot a room for flexibility during the consideration of the 



application should the Council wish to see any changes to the proposals that would necessitate changes to the 

layout or mix of housing proposed. A more positively worded policy requirement would be for the site to provide 

approximately 115 new homes. We therefore request that the wording of point a. is re-worded as follows: 

 

“a. at least approximately 115 new homes of a mixed size and type to include affordable 

housing as per the Council’s requirements” 

   

Housing Need – Objection to Policies SP3 and LP1 

 

We object to the housing requirement for Tendring District set-out at Policy SP3 – Meeting Housing Needs 

and Policy LP 1 – Housing Supply. These policies set the Objectively Assessed Housing Need (OAHN) for 

Tendring District as 11,000 new homes (550 per annum) between 1st April 2013 and 31st March 2033, but on 

further investigation of the method used to calculate this OAHN it is clear that the figure should actually be 15,520 

new homes (776 per annum) during this period. 

 

We fundamentally disagree with the Council’s decision to reduce the starting point for calculating Tendring’s 

OAHN based on Unattributable Population Change (UPC) between the 2001-2011 censuses.  We understand that 

official population projections between 2001 and 2011 overestimated the actual population growth in the district, 

but in light of the Office for National Statistics decision to not make any adjustment to the 2012 or 2014-based 

Sub-National Population Projections (SNPP) to account for UPC (since it could not be demonstrated that UPC 

measured a bias in the trend data that will continue in the future), we consider the Council’s approach wholly 

unjustified. In reducing the starting point for their OAHN based on UPC, the Council ignores the Government’s 

official published projections in the 2014 SNPP of 675 dwellings per annum, which accounting for the 15% uplift 

applied by the Council to populations projections gives an OAHN of 776 dwellings per annum or 15,520 dwellings 

across the plan period. 

  

Given that the plan period for the emerging Tendring Local Plan continues to 2033 and planning policy requires 

regular reviews of this plan, it is considered that there is no reason not to use the SNPP for calculating OAHN. 

The next Census will take place in 2021 and if this reveals a lower level of population growth than that contained 

in the 2014 SNPP, then future reviews of the plan can take account of this. At this stage, not using the SNPP as 

the OAHN starting point risks severely underestimating the housing need in the district and would lead to a 

significant undersupply in housing of over 4,500 dwellings. 

 

Policy SP3 and Policy LP1 should therefore be amended to require 15,520 new homes in Tendring District over 

the plan period, or 776 new homes per annum, and additional sites should be found to accommodate this housing 

growth.  

 

Housing Supply – Objection to Policies SP7, SP8 and LP1 

 

We wish to raise concern regarding the level of housing supply the Council is predicting to come from the Tendring 

Colchester Borders Garden Community by 2033.  

 

Policy SP7 – Garden Communities and Policy SP8 Tendring Colchester Borders Garden Community 

identify the proposed Tendring Colchester Borders Garden Community as delivering 2,500 new homes within the 

plan period (as part of an overall total of between 7,000-9,000 homes to be delivered beyond 2033) and Policy 

LP1 – Housing Supply identifies that 1,250 of these new homes will be delivered in Tendring (with the 

remaining 1,250 coming forward in Colchester). 

 

The supporting text to Policy SP7 states at that Development Plan Documents (DPD) will be developed for each 

of the 3 new garden communities planned in North Essex and Policy SP8 states that a Strategic Growth DPD will 

set out the nature, form and boundary of the new community, together with a phasing and implementation 

strategy to ensure that the respective phases of the development do not come forward until the necessary 

infrastructure has been secured. The DPD will provide the framework for the subsequent development of more 

detailed masterplans and other design and planning guidance. 



 

The Council’s current Local Development Scheme (LDS, January 2017) predicts that the Local Plan will be adopted 

in September 2018 and that following this the Tendring Colchester Borders Garden Community Strategic Growth 

Development Plan Document (DPD) will be adopted in March 2019. No details of the proposed DPD are currently 

in the public domain and the first planned consultation (Preferred Options) is planned for October 2017. Following 

this it is planned that a publication version will be published in June 2018 ahead of submission in October 2018, 

examination will take place between October 2018 and February 2019 and adoption will be in March 2019. This 

is a very tight timescale for the production of any development plan document, not least a document for which 

the boundaries of the proposed settlement have not yet been finalised and which has to agree a phasing and 

implementation strategy for 9,000 new homes across two local authority areas. 

 

In the context of the unrealistic policy development timeline for the Tendring Colchester Borders Garden 

Community, it recommended that the predicted delivery rates are reduced accordingly. A more realistic timescale 

for the development of the DPD is considered to be adoption by mid-2020. Following this, the project would need 

to secure planning permission before it starts to deliver housing. A recent report from Lichfields 

(http://lichfields.uk/media/1728/start-to-finish.pdf) identifies that the average period from the submission of a 

planning application to the start of delivery is 6.9 years (6.1 years for approval and 0.8 years between approval 

and start on site for discharge of conditions) for schemes of 2,000+ dwellings following which the average annual 

build out rate is 161 dwellings. Based on the above, the scheme is predicted to deliver the following numbers 

during the plan period: 

 

Year Delivery 

2020 Adoption of DPD 

2021 Planning Application 

2022 Planning Application 

2023 Planning Application 

2024 Planning Application 

2025 Planning Application 

2026 Planning Consent  

2027 Conditions Discharge + delivery of 81 dwellings 

2028 161 dwellings 

2029 161 dwellings 

2030 161 dwellings 

2031 161 dwellings 

2032 161 dwellings 

2033 161 dwellings 

Total 1,047 dwellings 

   

The above figure is far below the Local Plan’s predicted delivery of 2,500 dwellings during the plan period and 

would result in just over 500 dwellings to contribute to Tendring’s housing supply against a prediction of 1,250.  

Policies SP7 and SP8 should therefore be amended to identify a predicted delivery of 1,000 homes from the 

Tendring Colchester Borders Garden Communnity during the plan period and Policy LP1 should be amended to 

identify a delivery of 500 homes in Tendring. 

 

It is clear from the above that there will be a need for several hundred new homes to be planned for in Tendring’s 

emerging Local Plan as a result of overly ambitious housing supply forecasts at the Tendring Colchester Borders 

Garden Community. This is in addition to the additional homes needed as a result of the currently far too low 

OAHN. 

 

Seaside Towns – Objection to Vision for Tendring District 

  

We are concerned that Hopkins Homes’ previous representations regarding the classification of Brightlingsea as 

part of the rural heartland as opposed to a seaside town have been ignored. Not only is Brightlingsea clearly a 

http://lichfields.uk/media/1728/start-to-finish.pdf


seaside town with its long history as a port and its role as a popular tourist and recreation destination. It is 

comparable in size to the seaside towns of Jaywick Sands, Walton on the Naze and Frinton-on-Sea that are 

recognised as such in the emerging Local Plan and it shares many of the same opportunities and threats facing 

these other seaside towns in the district such as a need for regeneration and investment in the town centre and 

recreational/tourist facilities. 

 

The policy approach to seaside towns and the rural heartland is contained in the Vision and Objectives part of 

the plan at Section 2. The Vision states that towns in the rural heartland will see modest levels of new housing 

and employment development to support local shops and services, address local issues, provide for local needs 

and facilitate investment by local businesses in job opportunities. The vision for seaside towns, however, is much 

more positive and includes a specific vision for each town setting out how the Council will seek to regenerate the 

area through additional housing development and a focus on improving town centres and recreational/tourist 

facilities. 

 

It is clear that there is a need for such a positive vision to be developed for Brightlingsea and other comparably 

sized towns in the district, such as Manningtree, Lawford and Mistley, alongside a strategy for how development 

can be the catalyst for positive change. In the context of the above identified additional housing need and shortfall 

in supply, we consider there to be a unique opportunity to develop a new Vision for Tendring District that 

recognises the opportunities and threats facing the district’s towns that have not been classified as ‘seaside towns’ 

(e.g. Brightlingsea and Manningtree, Lawford and Mistley) and most importantly the opportunity to use well 

planned residential development to deliver much needed regeneration and investment. 

 

We trust that these comments will be given the due consideration and look forward to participating further as 

the Local Plan preparation progresses. Should you have any further queries or questions then please do not 

hesitate to contact either myself or my colleague David Jones.  

 

Yours sincerely 

 
Geoff Armstrong (geoff.armstrong@arplanning.co.uk) 

Director 

Armstrong Rigg Planning 

Tel: 01234 867135

mailto:geoff.armstrong@arplanning.co.uk


 

 
  

 



GUIDANCE NOTES 
& RESPONSE FORM 
to accompany the Publication Draft Local Plan (2017) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Please read these guidance notes before completing the response form 
 

Introduction 
Braintree District Council, Tendring District 
Council and Colchester Borough Council, have 
each published their own Publication Draft Local 
Plan for consultation. Section 1 is common to 
each plan. This response form can be used to 
respond to any part of the 3 Plans. It is important 
to specify which. 

The 3 Plans have been published in order for 
representations to be made prior to submission 
of the documents to the Planning Inspectorate 
for examination. All representations will be 
examined by a Planning Inspector. The purpose 
of the examination is to consider whether the Plan 
complies with the legal requirements, the duty to 
co-operate and is sound. 

Each Local Plan has two parts: 

Publication Draft Local Plan Section 1 - A set 
of strategic policies constructed in partnership 
between the three authorities and Essex 

County Council. This means that the Section 1 
policies are intended to apply across all three 
Local Authorities. These policies include those 
relating to Garden Communities, housing supply, 
employment, shopping and the environment. 
You can send your response to any one of the 
authorities as all responses to Section 1 will be 
collated. Only 1 response to the 3 authorities is 
required. 

Publication Draft Local Plan Section 2 - relates 
to the specific district, contains more detailed 
policies and is used to determine planning 
applications. If you wish to comment on the 
Tendring Publication Draft Local Plan Section 
2 you should send your comments to Tendring 
District Council. 

If you would like assistance in completing your 
representation or have any other questions 
about the Publication Draft Local Plan please 
contact the Planning Policy Team by email 
planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk or by phone 
on 01255686177 and ask for Planning Policy. 

 
 
 

    

mailto:planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk


Part A - Personal Details 
Please note that it is not possible for 
representations to be considered anonymously. 
Representations will be published on the 
Council’s websites and included as part of the 
Publication Draft Local Plan submissions to 
the Inspector. Address and contact details will 
removed from published responses. (Village/town 
shown). 

The Council reserves the right not to publish or 
take into account any representations which it 
considers offensive or defamatory. 

Please supply an email address if you have one 
as it will allow us to contact you electronically. 
Everyone who submits a representation will be 
added to the relevant consultation database (if 
not already included) so that we can keep you 
up to date with the plan. If you do not wish to be 
contacted in this way please state this clearly on 
the form. 

If an agent or consultant has been engaged to act 
on your behalf please fill in both sets of details in 
full. Correspondence will be sent to the agent. If 
you are a landowner with an agent acting on your 
behalf, please ensure that your agent knows the 
site name and reference number which your site 
has been given. 

 
Part B - Representation 
Please specify which section of the Publication 
Draft Local Plan your comments relate to, by 
choosing one of the following; 

Section 1 A response to this section will be 
reported to all 3 authorities. 

Legal Compliance and Duty 
to Co-operate 
If commenting on how the Publication Draft 
Local Plan has been prepared, it is likely that 
your comments will relate to a matter of legal 
compliance. 

The Inspector will check that the Plan meets the 
legal requirements 

You should consider the following before making 
a representation on legal compliance: 

• The Plan should be included in the current 
Local Development Scheme (LDS) and the 
key stages should have been followed. 

• The process of community involvement 
for the Plan in question should be in general 
accordance with the Statement of 
Community Involvement (SCI). 

• The Plan should comply with the Town 
and County Planning (Local Planning) 
(England) Regulations 2012 (the Regulations). 
On publication, the LPA must publish the 
documents prescribed in the Regulations; 
making them available on its website and at 
its principal offices. It must also notify the 
Local Plan bodies (as set out in the 
Regulations) and any persons who have 
requested to be notified. 

• The LPA must provide a Sustainability 
Appraisal Report. This should identify 
the process by which it has been carried out, 
baseline information used to inform the 
process and the outcomes of that  process. 

• LPAs will be expected to provide evidence of 
how they have complied with the Duty  to 

Section 2 Colchester 
Section 2 Tendring 
Section 2 Braintree 

These plans are 
specific to each 
authority. 

Co-operate. 

• Non-compliance with the duty to cooperate 
cannot be rectified after the Plan’s

Which part of the plan are you responding to 
(please use one form per submission): 

Paragraph:  for a representation on wording or 
paragraph content 

Policy: for a representation on the wording 
or inclusion or omission of a policy 

Other: for example a map inset number, 
site reference or the wording or 
content of tables or  appendices 

submission. Therefore the Inspector has no 
power to recommend modifications in this 
regard. Where the duty has not been 
complied with, the Inspector has no choice 
but to recommend non-adoption of the  Plan. 

} 



Soundness 
Soundness is explained in National Planning 
Policy Framework (NPPF) paragraph 182. The 
Inspector has to be satisfied that the Plan is 
positively prepared, justified, effective and 
consistent with national policy. 

More details and further guidance on what is 
meant by the term ‘soundness’ can be found 
below and at; www.planningportal.gov.uk 

Positively prepared 
This means that 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 reasonable alternatives, 
based on a proportionate, robust and credible 
evidence base. 

Effective 
The Plan should be deliverable over its period and 
based on effective joint working on cross- 
boundary strategic priorities, sound infrastructure 
delivery planning and no regulatory or national 
planning barriers. It should be flexible to changing 
circumstances 

Consistent with national policy 
The Plan should be consistent with national 
policy. Departure must be clearly justified. 

If you think the content of the Plan is not sound 
because it does not include a policy where it 
should do, you should go through the following 
steps before making representations: 

• Is the issue with which you are concerned 
already covered specifically by national 
planning policy? If so it does not need to be 
included? 

• Is what you are concerned with covered by 
any other policies in the Plan on which you 
are seeking to make representations or in any 
other Plan? 

• If the policy is not covered, how is the Plan 
unsound without the policy? 

• If the Plan is unsound without the policy, what 
should the policy say? 

Using the spaces provided please give details of 
why you think the Publication Draft Local Plan is 
not ‘sound having regard to the legal compliance, 
duty to cooperate and the four  requirements 
set out above. You should try to support your 
representation by evidence showing why the Plan 
should be modified. If your representation is 
over 100 words please include a summary of 
its main points in the box provided. 

It will be helpful if you also say precisely 
how you think the Plan should be modified. 
Representations should cover succinctly all 
information, evidence and supporting information 
necessary to support/justify the representation 
and suggested modification, as there will not 
normally be a further opportunity to make 
submissions based on the original representation 
made at publication. 

Where there are groups who share a common 
view on how they wish to see a Plan modified, 
it would be very helpful for that group to send 
a single representation which represents the 
view. In such cases the group should indicate 
how many people it is representing and how 
the representation has been authorised. 

All the formal representations received during this 
stage will be submitted to and considered by the 
appointed independent Planning Inspector at the 
public examination on the Plan. The process is 
likely to include public hearings. The Inspector 
will determine the most appropriate procedure to 
adopt to hear those who choose to participate at 
this stage. If you would like to appear and speak 
at the hearings, please state this and explain 
in the space provided why you consider it is 
necessary that you participate. 

Representations can be sent: 

• Via the Council’s online consultation portal: 
http://tendring-
consult.objective.co.uk/portal  

• Via a representation form which can 
be downloaded from the website and 
returned via email to 
planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.
uk 

• or by post to: 
Planning Policy, 
Tendring District Council 
Thorpe Road 
Weeley 
Essex 
CO16 9AJ 

http://www.planningportal.gov.uk/
http://tendring-consult.objective.co.uk/portal
http://tendring-consult.objective.co.uk/portal
mailto:planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk
mailto:planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk


   
 

 

For internal Use only ID: 
 

Rep No: 
 

     

 

 

Responses are encouraged via the council’s online consultation system available on the website, 
see http://tendring-consult.objective.co.uk/portal  However, this form can be returned electronically 
to planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk or in hard copy if necessary to: 

Planning Policy, Tendring District Council, Thorpe Road, Weeley, Essex, CO16 9AJ 
The consultation runs from 9am Friday, 16th June to 5pm on Friday, 28th July 2017 

This form has two parts: 
Part A - Personal Details and Part B - Your comments 

 
 

  PART A  
 

1. Personal Details 

Title 

First Name 

Last Name 

Organisation 
(Where relevant) 

 
Address Line 1 

 
Address Line 2 

 
Address Line 3 

Post Code 

E-mail Address 
 

Telephone 
Number 

2. Agent’s Details (if applicable) 

Title 
 

First Name 

Last Name 

Organisation 

Address Line 1 

Address Line 2 
 

Address Line 3 

Post Code 

E-mail Address 
 

Telephone 
Number 

 
 

 

http://tendring-consult.objective.co.uk/portal
mailto:planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk


  PART B  

REPRESENTATION FORM 
Please Note: If your representation relates to Section One of the North Essex Strategic Plan / Garden 
Communities you only need to respond to one of the Local Authorities. All representations received by 
Braintree, Colchester and Tendring relating to Section One of the Plan(s) will be submitted together. 

You do not need to return this form if you have completed a response using any of the Council’s online 
systems for this consultation. Duplicates will not be  considered 

Please specify which section of the Publication Draft Local Plan your comments relate to by 
choosing one of the following: 

Section 1 Section 2 Colchester Section 2 Tendring Section 2 Braintree 

Which part of the section are you responding to? 
e.g. Paragraph/Policy/Map/Other 

 
Do you consider the Local Plan is Legally compliant? 

Yes No 
 
Does it comply with the Duty to Co-operate? 

Yes No 
 
Do you consider the Local Plan is Sound? 

Yes No 
 
If you do not consider the Local Plan is sound, please specify on what grounds: 

Positively prepared Justified Effective Consistent with National Policy 
 
Enter your full representation here: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Continue onto next page 



 
 

If your representation is more than 100 words, please provide a brief summary here: 



Please specify the changes needed to be made to make the Plan sound / legally compliant 
 

 
Do you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination? 

Yes No 
 

If Yes - you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you 
consider this to be necessary 

Please note the inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear 
those who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination. 

 
Did you raise the matter that is the subject of your representation with the LPA earlier 
in the process of the preparation of the Local Plan 

Yes No 
 

If yes which stage 
Issues and Options Preferred Options 

 
Do you wish to be notified? 

When the document is submitted for independent examination? 

When the Inspectors Report is published? 

When document is adopted? 
 

Braintree & Tendring: Return by 5pm 28th July 2017 
(responses to section 2 Braintree and Tendring will not be accepted after this date. After 

this date responses to Section 1 should be sent to Colchester Borough Council) 

Colchester: Return by 5pm 11th August 2017 



Environment Agency 

Iceni House, Cobham Road, Ipswich, Suffolk, IP3 9JD. 
Customer services line: 03708 506 506 
www.gov.uk/environment-agency 

Cont/d.. 

 

creating a better place 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Tendring District Council 
Planning Department 
Thorpe Road 
Weeley 
Clacton-on-Sea 
CO16 9AJ 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Our ref: AE/2006/000294/CS-
10/SB1-L01 
Your ref:  
 
Date:  28 July 2017 
 
 

 
Dear Sir/Madam 
 
Tendring District Local Plan – Publication Draft Final Consultation 
 
Section 1 of the Tendring Local Plan Pre-submission 
 
The comments relating to Section 1 largely mirror the comments we have already made 
in our response to Section 1 of the Braintree Local Plan. 
 
Vision for North Essex 
We are supportive of the thrust of the Vision. We are encouraged by the Vision 
advocating that Green and blue infrastructure, among other things, will be planned and 
provided along with other facilities to support the development of substantial new 
growth.  
 
Objective 4  
We are happy with the inclusion of references to ensuring that flood defence 
infrastructure and foul sewage infrastructure are considered by developers of future 
developments. 
 
Objective 9 
The words are good, but we currently have a problem with the Strategic Flood Risk 
Assessment’s methodology for assessing the zonal extents of flood risk areas as a 
consequence of climate change as a means to support this objective. 
 
Policy SP 1 Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development 
We are supportive of the thrust of this policy.  
 
Policy SP 2 Spatial Strategy for North Essex 
We are supportive of the thrust of this policy and that the three Garden Communities will 
be planned and developed drawing on Garden City principles, with necessary 
infrastructure and facilities provided and a high quality of place-making and urban 

http://www.gov.uk/environment-agency
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design. There may be merit in reinforcing the desire to follow Garden City principles by 
making reference to the principles reflecting the Garden City principles espoused by the 
Town and Country Planning Association. See for instance ‘The Art of Building a Garden 
city: Designing New Communities for the 21st Century’. 
 
Policy SPL3 Sustainable Design 
We are pleased to see references to the integration of sustainable drainage and 
aspirations for the reduction of flood risk included within the practical requirements 
section of this policy 
 
Policy SP5 Infrastructure and Connectivity 
Whilst we acknowledge that this policy currently focuses principally on transport and 
broadband, we would highlight that there is no similar overarching policy that addresses 
other ‘environmental’ infrastructure requirements. For example, there is no reference to 
the need to provide further waste water or flood risk infrastructure to help accommodate 
the proposed growth. We suggest that the need for similar overarching policy 
references are considered. This is particularly the case given that the sustainability, in 
particular, of low lying coastal communities, will be ever more dependent on 
replacement and/or enlarged flood defence infrastructure to address sea level rises as a 
consequence of climate change over a development’s lifetime and that Tendring District 
Council or developers will need to help with Partnership funding to secure new flood 
defence infrastructure. 
 
Policy SP 6 Place Shaping Principles 
We are supportive of the thrust of this policy, in particular we are pleased to see that all 
new development should reflect place shaping principles that will, among other things: 
 

 Provide an integrated network of multi-functional public open space and green 
and blue infrastructure that connects with existing green infrastructure where 
possible; 

 Include measures to promote environmental sustainability including addressing 
energy and water efficiency, and provision of appropriate wastewater and flood 
mitigation measures. 

 
The supporting text makes reference to the ecological benefits of open space in 
paragraph 1.88, but there is no reference to the benefits of open space to sustainable 
drainage. It is noted though that the policy makes reference to “multifunctional” open 
space and identifies the provision of flood mitigation and wastewater measures as a 
principle requirement in place shaping. 
 
We recommend that point 11 should include a reference to the promotion of sustainable 
drainage systems along the following lines:  
 
‘Include measures to promote environmental sustainability including addressing energy 
and water efficiency, and provision of appropriate wastewater and flood mitigation 
measures, including use of open space for sustainable drainage systems’. 
 
Policy SP 7 Development & Delivery of New Garden Communities in North Essex 
We are supportive of this overarching policy. It is encouraging to see in relation to 
development and delivery, the Council’s intention under part xi of Policy SP 7 to secure, 
among other matters, water efficiency with the aim of being water neutral in areas of 
serious water stress. We do however consider that the supporting text in chapter 8 
should provide further elaboration or perhaps more ambitious wording in relation to 
compliance with the optional Building Regulation water efficiency standard of 110 litres 
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per occupier per day. Similar water efficiency measures should be adopted for non-
residential development.  
 

Furthermore, given the work done on the Integrated Water Management Strategy, it 
would be useful to explain, briefly, what water neutral actually means and how it can be 
met in terms of various techniques.  
 
Paragraph 154 in the National Planning Policy Framework advises that Local Plans 
should be aspirational. With this in mind, we recommend that short supporting text 
should be inserted under Chapter 8 as a replacement for the existing paragraph 8.7 
along the following lines: 
 

8.7 Water efficiency – in order to promote water efficiency in new residential 
developments in the Garden Communities, the optional Building Regulation water 
efficiency standard of 110 litres per occupier per day will be applied. Non-residential 
development should adopt BREEAM or similar standard for the application of water 
efficiency components and water recycling. 
 
The existing paragraphs from 8.7 onwards should be re-numbered such that the current 
wording in paragraph 8.7 becomes 8.8 et seq. 
 

The Local Plan does not arguably follow a strategy that is justified. To a large extent, 
given the Garden Communities are located in a water stressed area, we consider that 
the most appropriate strategy is for the optional Building Regulation water efficiency to 
be sought in new residential developments. Although we do not consider that the issue 
is significant enough to tip it into a soundness matter, we do consider that the Local 
Plan should show greater ambition. 
 
Policy SP 8 Tendring/Colchester Borders Garden Community 
We are largely supportive of the thrust of this Policy and its various components. 
However, we consider that it is important item 17 under sub-heading F. Other 
Requirements – this is concerned with an upgrade to Colchester Waste Water 
incorporates – includes a reference to the expected timetable/programme included 
under Table 13.1 in the Braintree Infrastructure Delivery Plan (BIDP). As matters stand 
there is, on the face of things, no reference to any requirement for essential waste water 
infrastructure to be delivered ahead of residential development. Delivery of 
infrastructure is an important component of the master planning process for the Garden 
Community.  
 
Item 17 should be re-worded along the following lines: 
 
‘Provision of improvements, ahead of development, to waste water treatment including 
an upgrade to the Colchester Waste Water Treatment Plan in accordance with the 
programme set out in the Braintree Infrastructure Delivery Plan and off-site drainage 
improvements’. 
 
The purpose here is to set out a clear signposting of infrastructure delivery requirements 
as evaluated under the BIDP. It should be noted that the priority for this infrastructure is 
described as ‘critical’ under Table 13.1 which is presumably a reflection of its 
importance. 
 
Policy SP 9 Colchester/Braintree Boarders Garden Community. 
We are largely supportive of the thrust of this Policy and its various components. 
However, as above we consider that it is important item 18 under sub-heading F. Other 
Requirements – this is concerned with an upgrade to Colchester Waste Water 
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incorporates – includes a reference to the expected timetable/programme included 
under Table 13.1 in the BIDP. As matters stand there is, on the face of things, no 
reference to any requirement for essential waste water infrastructure to be delivered 
ahead of residential development. Delivery of infrastructure is an important component 
of the master planning process for the Garden Community.  
 
Item 18 should be re-worded along the following lines: 
 
‘Provision of improvements, ahead of development, to waste water treatment including 
an upgrade to the Colchester Waste Water Treatment Plan in accordance with the 
programme set out in the Braintree Infrastructure Delivery Plan and off-site drainage 
improvements’. 
 
The purpose here is to set out a clear signposting of infrastructure delivery requirements 
as evaluated under the BIDP. It should be noted that the priority for this infrastructure 
type is described as ‘critical’ under Table 13.1, which is presumably a reflection of its 
importance. 
 
Policy SP 10 West of Braintree Garden Community 
We are largely supportive of the thrust of this Policy and its various components. With 
regard to item 17 under sub-heading F. Other Requirements, we note there is a 
reference to provision of improvements to waste water treatments. As with Policies SP 9 
and SP 10, there is, on the face of things, no reference to any requirement for essential 
waste water infrastructure to be delivered ahead of residential development. Delivery of 
infrastructure is an important component of the master planning process for the Garden 
Community.  
 
Item 17 should be re-worded along the following lines: 
 
‘Provision of improvements, ahead of development, to waste water treatment including 
an upgrade to the Colchester Waste Water Treatment Plan in accordance with the 
programme set out in the Braintree Infrastructure Delivery Plan and off-site drainage 
improvements’. 
 
The purpose here is to set out a clear signposting of infrastructure delivery requirements 
as evaluated under the BIDP. It should be noted that the priority for this infrastructure 
type is described as ‘critical’ under Table 13.1, which is presumably a reflection of its 
importance. 
 
We have been working with AECOM and Anglian Water on the preparation of an 
Integrated Water Management Strategy (IWMS) for the Garden Communities. We 
understand a draft IWMS stage 2 report is expected to be made available to us and 
Anglian Water in August 2017.  
 
The executive summary of the Stage 1 Report highlighted that the scale and location of 
development across the Garden Communities poses significant challenges around 
provision of water supply, wastewater services and management of flood risk. It goes on 
to add that the full potential quantum of growth that the garden communities could 
deliver does not have identified solutions for the treatment of wastewater, provision of 
water supply and assessment of impact and compliance with water based 
environmental legislation.  
 
The purpose of the strategy is to identify solutions which we consider should as a matter 
of course be sustainable. We understand the IWMS Stage 2 will develop a range of 
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delivery option strategies for each garden community based on a series of potential 
wastewater, water supply, and surface water and flood risk measures. Our expectation 
is that work on the IWMS Stage 2 will be completed and agreed sufficiently in advance 
of the submission of the respective local plans to the Planning Inspectorate for the 
examination in public. Ideally the IWMS Stage 2, and where considered necessary, an 
IWMS Stage 3 will provide the necessary evidence to support the development of the 
respective garden communities without impacting on the environment. 
 
We understand the Tendring Infrastructure Delivery Plan has already been published 
and whilst it does show a programme for water infrastructure, this appears to have been 
based on the water cycle studies carried out at the individual local planning authority 
level. Given this, it might be preferable for a standalone detailed IWMS delivery plan for 
the preferred strategy for the Garden Communities to be provided for evidence 
purposes in support of the water infrastructure requirements for Section 1 of the Local 
Plan. 
 
Section 2 of the Tendring Local Plan Pre-submission 
 
Vision 
We are largely supportive of the thrust of the Vision. Because of Tendring’s coastal 
aspects which are, to a degree, at the forefront of climate change (rising sea level, 
eroding shoreline), we would recommend that the Vision should make include a 
reference to adapting and mitigating against climate change through positive measures. 
Although there is already a reference under Rural Heartland to climate change and 
therefore recognition by the Council of this fundamental environmental issue, we 
consider the overarching Vision should also address the issue. The following wording 
should be added: 
 
Tendring District’s coastal area places economic, social and environmental 
considerations at the forefront of climate change and therefore there will be a need to 
place adaptation and mitigation against climate change at the centre of sustainable 
development. 
 
Policy SPL 3 SUSTAINABLE DESIGN 
We are supportive of the thrust of this policy. We particularly welcome under Part B: 
Practical Requirements, item d, which is concerned with minimising greenhouse gases 
and impact on climate change and item f which is concerned with reducing flood risk 
and integrating sustainable drainage.  
 
Policy HP3 Green Infrastructure 
We are pleased to see references to the functional benefits of green infrastructure for 
the purposes of flood mitigation. 
 
Policy LP9 Traveller sites 
We support the inclusion of point a) within this policy. With regards to flood risk, 
caravans, mobile homes and park homes intended for permanent residential use are 
considered to be ‘highly vulnerable’ land uses by table 2 of the Planning Practice 
Guidance document which supports the NPPF. Table 3 of this document advises this 
type of development is inappropriate in Flood Zone 3 and should therefore not be 
permitted. This is reinforced in paragraph 11 g) in Planning policy for traveller sites 
which should be read in conjunction with the NPPF. 
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It may well be appropriate to include a reference, possibly under the supporting text, to 
drainage aspects for sites, which are often rural in nature. This could be along the 
following lines: 
 

‘The provision for foul water drainage should be that the first presumption is to provide a 
system of foul drainage discharging into a public sewer for treatment at a public sewage 
treatment works. A private means of foul effluent disposal is only acceptable when foul 
mains drainage is not feasible (in terms of cost and/or practicality). An environmental 
permit may, depending on flow quantities and any adjacent sensitive area, be required 
from the Environment Agency.’ 
 
Policy PP10 Camping and Touring Caravan Sites 
This Policy states that ‘if the necessary tests are met in regard to any known flood risk, 
the Council will support proposals for..’  However, we note that there is little in planning 
policy that is prescriptive of season of operation for camping and touring caravan sites, 
but reference to sites proposed in recognised flood risk areas having to have availability 
of advance flood warning services in their locality and to have flood evacuation and 
response plans would have been useful additions to this policy. 
 
This policy does not have any detail about what may/may not be acceptable from a 
flood risk point of view. Land used for camping is particular vulnerable to flood risk, so 
this would be a useful opportunity for the council to highlight the risk and set out how 
future applications will take account of it. The final paragraph does not hint at what 
season the potential occupancy may be limited to. 
 
The previous local plan (adopted December 2007) contained a policy relating to 
caravan and camping sites which included the following: 
 
“The occupation of all types of holiday units, including chalets and caravans, will not be 
permitted between 14 January and 1 March in any year. Occupancy may be further 
restricted to the period 1 March to 31 October where the site: 
i. lacks the necessary and appropriate infrastructure and services for longer 

occupation; or 
ii. is located in an area of flood risk, or adjacent to a site designated for reasons of 

nature conservation.” 
 

This level of detail is not provided within this pre-submission document. Policy PP10 
does reference the council imposing holiday occupancy conditions but it is not specific 
on when and it is not with regards to flood risk. A generic mention of flood risk is 
included but is fairly ambiguous (“…if the necessary tests are met in regard to any 
known flood risk…”). 
 
The NPPF Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) classifies ‘sites used for holiday or short-
let caravans and camping’ as ‘more vulnerable’ and potentially appropriate development 
in Flood Zones 2 and 3a if the Sequential and Exception Tests are passed. The PPG 
also specifies that this type of development must be subject to an appropriate flood 
warning and evacuation plan. However the PPG classifies ‘caravans, mobile homes and 
park homes intended for permanent residential use’ as ‘highly vulnerable’ and considers 
them to be an in-appropriate land use within flood zone 3a and 3b.  
 
The Local Plan presents an opportunity for the Council to present a clear position on 
how this type of development should be considered in areas at risk of flooding. You 
should consider, in terms of the Test of Soundness covering consistency with national 
policy, whether the current text is sufficient in this respect, and whether further detail is 
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required? For example what is the council’s position on caravan parks showing a 
progression to all year round habitation? How should sites in locations at risk of flooding 
be managed? What level of flood risk might be considered acceptable on a caravan 
site? Will you require the site to be evacuated on receipt of a flood warning? 
 
Paragraph 6.7.5 
We strongly support the Council on the need for robust use of planning conditions and 
legal agreements to ensure that holiday accommodation is not displaced by permanent 
residential use, with our focus being on those sites in the high risk (flood zone 3) where 
park homes and static caravans for permanent residential use are deemed to be 
“inappropriate” land uses on the basis of their vulnerability to the impacts of flooding. 
 
Policy PP11 Holiday Parks 
Please see the comments we have made to Policy PP10 which also apply to this Policy.  
 
We are pleased to note that the supporting text references the need to restrict 
occupancy in winter months where a site is at risk of flooding, though it is disappointing 
that it is not specifically reaffirmed in the policy wording. However, we do support the 
recognition that holiday parks should not become home to permanent residential 
accommodation due in part to the possible flood risk implications.  
 
Policy PP 14 Priority Areas for Regeneration 
Our earlier letter dated 8 September 2017 written in response to the Local Plan 
Preferred Options consultation provided comments on certain Priority Areas. As matters 
stand, our comments on the application of the Sequential Test remain outstanding. 
Therefore, pending the finalisation of the updated Tendring Strategic Flood Risk 
Assessment and Sequential Test assessment report, our comments are repeated 
below.  
 
Brooklands, Grasslands and ‘The Village’ areas of Jaywick 
 
These areas include Flood Zone 3 extents, so any redevelopment (in common with any 
allocated development within Flood Zone 2 or 3) will need to pass the Sequential and 
Exception Tests as appropriate. We’ve not seen any evidence that the council have 
applied these Tests to the emerging plan. This evidence will need to support the 
submission version of the Plan. If this is not provided we will need to raise it as a 
soundness issue.  
 
We would also take this opportunity to highlight that regeneration of this area is likely to 
reduce the deprivation index. This will have the consequential effect of reducing the 
proportion of future flood defence infrastructure funding (when measured against the 
current day baseline), that central government can provide through Flood Defence 
Grant-in Aid.  
 
Furthermore, any plot level rebuilds may be considered as new developments. ‘New’ 
development in flood risk areas (post 2012) cannot be taken into account when the 
benefits of new flood defences for an area are calculated. This could mean that the bulk 
of funding for any new flood defence infrastructure would have to be met by local and 
partnership funding sources. Dependence on frontline flood defences and the 
affordability of that infrastructure (which will be required to be upgraded in due course), 
is a key issue for long-term sustainability of this community. The long-term infrastructure 
costs, affordability, sustainability and the lesser proportion of central government 
funding towards replacement  flood defence infrastructure through Flood Defence 
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Grant-in Aid should be carefully weighed up when considering short-term improvements 
to reduce the scale of deprivation through re-build initiatives.   
 
Harwich Old Town 
 
The Old Town all lies within Flood Zone 3 so any redevelopment will need to pass the 
Sequential and Exception Tests as appropriate. As above, we have not seen any 
evidence that the Council have applied these Tests to the emerging plan. This evidence 
will need to support the submission version of the Plan.  
 
Walton-on-the Naze 
 
The area for regeneration appears to lies mainly in Flood Zone 1, though there is a 
small area of the site to the south that is Flood Zone 2 and 3. A sequential approach to 
redevelopment of this area should therefore be taken, with the most vulnerable aspects 
of the proposal being located in the areas of Flood Zone 1. As mentioned above, the 
Sequential and Exception Test will also need to be applied, and evidence submitted 
alongside this Plan that they have been passed.  
 
At the time of writing this response we had received a further version of the SRFA and 
Sequential Test assessment report for our consideration and agreement. A formal 
response will be provided to the Council once we have completed our review, which is 
likely to happen within the course of the next week or so following the issue of this letter. 
 
Section 7.1 Development and Flood Risk 
With regard to paragraphs 7.1.1 and 7.1.2, we have recently advised the Council that 
the update addendum to the SFRA is currently not capable of providing an appropriate 
assessment of the impacts of climate change on flood risk zones. This means it is 
therefore at odds with the Local Plan’s strategic objective for Water and Climate 
Change which is “To reduce the risk of flooding by securing the appropriate location and 
design of new development, having regard to the likely impact of climate change.” 
 
Paragraph 7.1.3 
No reference has been included as to how a Sequential approach or the Sequential 
Test will be applied to new development at “Jaywick Sands”. 
 
Policy PPL1: Development and Flood Risk 
The Policy does not, in our view, fully engage with National Policy and the National 
Planning Practice Guidance. We consider it is not consistent with the National Policy 
position and is therefore unsound. We consider this unsoundness could be overcome 
by adding the following wording to the policy. 
 
All new development within Flood Zones 2 and 3 must not result in a net loss of flood 
storage capacity. 
 
New development in Flood Zone 3 must provide adequate flood storage and not result 
in a net loss of flood storage unless there is compensation on site or, rarely if not 
possible, adjacent off site capacity.  
 
Where possible opportunities must be sought to achieve an increase in floodplain 
storage. 
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All more Vulnerable and Highly Vulnerable development within Flood Zone 2 and 3 
should set finished floor levels 300mm above the known or modelled 1 in 100 annual 
probability (1% AEP) flood level including an allowance for climate change. 
 
As the Policy stands, it would have been better if both parts of the Exception test were 
referred to i.e. “safe” as well as meeting the wider “sustainability needs”. We 
recommend this part of the Policy be re-worded to read as follows: 
 
Where new development cannot be located in an area of lower flood risk and is 
otherwise sustainable, the Exception Test will be applied in accordance with the 
National Planning Policy Framework so that it is safe and meets wider sustainability 
needs. 
 
We would also recommend that the second sentence of the first paragraph of the Policy 
be deleted and replaced with the wording given below in order to highlight the 
requirement for more vulnerable development in particular to not be subject to internal 
flooding and the provision of refuge. 
 
It must be ensured that for new more vulnerable development (for example residential); 
there will be no internal flooding in the design event, refuge will be available above flood 
levels in excess of the design flood, or levels that could occur at the site in the event of 
a breach or failure of flood defence infrastructure, and that a means of escape is 
possible from first floor level. 
 
We consider that the following supporting text covering the provision of an emergency 
flood plan, as discussed in our earlier letter dated 8 September 2017 written in response 
to the Local Plan Preferred Options consultation, is included as a new paragraph 7.1.4. 
Where safe access cannot be achieved, or if the development would be at residual risk 
of flooding in a breach, an emergency flood plan that deals with matters of evacuation 
and refuge should demonstrate that people will not be exposed to flood hazards. The 
emergency flood plan should be submitted as part of a FRA and will need to be agreed 
with yourselves. Refuge should ideally be located 300mm above the 0.1% (1 in 1000) 
annual probability event flood level including allowances for climate change.  
 

This supporting text presents a good opportunity for you to set out your requirements for 
evacuation and refuge. 
 
We consider the following wording should be added as supporting text as a new 
paragraph 7.1.5. 
 
New development proposals should: 

- retain at least an 8m wide undeveloped buffer strip alongside Main Rivers and 
explore opportunities for riverside restoration. Any proposed development within 
8m of a main river will require an environmental permit from the Environment 
Agency. 

 
- retain at least a 3m buffer strip on at least one side of an Ordinary watercourse. 

Any development that could impact the flow within and ordinary watercourse will 
require consent from Essex County Council (as LLFA). 

 
Please note that the recommended additional supporting text items are not considered 
to be soundness matters. 
 
Policy PPL2: Coastal Protection Belt 
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As advised in our letter dated 8 September 2017 written in response to the Preferred 
Options consultation, this policy provides the Council with an opportunity to be more 
prescriptive about what type of development you consider would be acceptable in an 
area affected by coastal change.  
 
For example, paragraph 7-073-20140306 of the Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) 
provides guidance on what sort of development is appropriate in a Coastal Change 
Management Area. You could consider embedding the intention of this guidance into 
Policy PPL 2, or perhaps as supporting text along the following lines: 
 
‘National Planning Practice Guidance provides guidance on what sort of development is 
appropriate in a Coastal Change Management Area. This guidance is considered to 
have relevance to development proposals within the Tendring Coastal Protection Belt’. 
 
In addition, paragraph 7-076-20140306 states that formally allocating land in Local 
Plans for relocation of development and habitat affected by coastal change may be 
appropriate in some instances. Tendring may wish to consider this in order to help 
future decision making.  
 
Policy PPL 4 Biodiversity and Geodiversity 
We are largely supportive of the thrust of this Policy and supporting text. However, we 
would highlight that ‘harm’ to biodiversity can also arise as a result of development 
causing invasive species to be introduced. 6% of the water bodies within the Anglian 
River Basin Management Plan are classified as failing due to invasive species.  
 
We recommend that a biosecurity protocol method statement is required for all 
development proposals to ensure that an adequate means of preventing the 
introduction of non-native species is considered and implemented. This should help to 
prevent the spread of invasive non-native species which have a negative impact on 
biodiversity and ecosystem functioning. We recommend that this aspect be addressed 
within the Local Plan by adding the wording below to the final paragraph of Policy PPL 
4. 
 
‘A biosecurity protocol method statement is required for all development proposals to 
ensure the introduction of non-native species is prevented.’ 
 
Policy PPL5 WATER CONSERVATION, DRAINAGE AND SEWERAGE 
We welcome the reference to SuDs and for adding the reference in the policy to the 
“water quality” benefits of SuDs. We would however make the point that SuDS 
techniques may not be appropriate for sites within Source Protection Zones, where 
there are known pollutants/contamination or the site history indicates pollutants/ 
contamination, or where groundwater is relatively shallow and dispersion may not occur 
in an adequate manner. As matters stand, the Policy does not make any reference to 
the unsuitability of SuDS techniques in certain instances. We recommend that the 
wording set out below is added to the existing wording, or if preferred provided as 
supporting text. 
 
‘SuDS techniques based on infiltration of surface water into the ground may not be 
appropriate, in accordance with Environment Agency policy on the protection of 
groundwater, for: (i) sites within Groundwater Source Protection Zones, which aim to 
protect groundwater from pollutants: (ii) sites with known pollutants/contamination or 
where historical usage indicates the potential presence of pollutants/contamination: (iii) 
sites where the depth to the water table is shallow and there is the risk of harm to an 
aquifer used for drinking water supplies. 

http://planningguidance.communities.gov.uk/blog/guidance/flood-risk-and-coastal-change/coastal-change-management-areas/what-development-will-be-appropriate-in-a-coastal-change-management-area/
http://planningguidance.communities.gov.uk/blog/guidance/flood-risk-and-coastal-change/coastal-change-management-areas/what-approach-should-be-taken-to-making-provision-for-the-relocation-of-development-away-from-coastal-change-management-areas/
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The Environment Agency’s Source Protection Zone maps should be checked to ensure 
there is no risk to groundwater quality and before infiltration to groundwater is permitted 
there should be some level of treatment before surface water is infiltrated. 
A risk assessment should be undertaken when using Infiltration components in areas of 
contaminated land.’ 
 
Chapter 10 Delivering Infrastructure  
There is the need for new or replacement flood defences to be supported with other 
sources of funding where these are important to the continued sustainability of key 
settlements and developments. Community Infrastructure Levy and section 106 
agreements are useful means of raising sums to support the Partnership Funding of 
required flood defences to address asset deterioration and replacement to counter the 
envisaged effects of climate change (sea level rise and peakier river flows). 
 
Paragraph 10.2 Design Briefs 
We are keen to assist Tendring District Council with Design Briefs for any site where 
flood risk may be a concern. 
 
Policy LPP 55 Layout and Design of Development 
We support the thrust of this Policy and we are encouraged to see that new 
development will incorporate items such as energy conservation, water efficiency, waste 
separation (internal and external), climate change, flood resilience and resistant 
construction. 
 
Policy LPP 70 Protection, Enhancement, Management and Monitoring of 
Biodiversity 
Our earlier letter dated 18 August 2017 recommended the inclusion of wording covering 
the provision of ecological buffer strips along river corridors and seeking opportunities 
for de-culverting. With this in mind we recommend that the wording given below should 
be inserted as a new final sentence for Policy LPP 70. 
 
‘Development proposals with river frontages should make provision for ecological buffer 
strips with a view to protecting and where appropriate enhancing water dependant 
habitats and species. Where development proposals will be carried out on land with 
watercourse currently culverted, opportunities for de-culverting and restoration to an 
open watercourse should be sought as a means of creating blue infrastructure and 
enhancing the development site.’ 
 
Policy LPP 73 Protecting and Enhancing Natural Resources, Minimising Pollution 
and Safeguarding from Hazards 
We are supportive of the thrust of this policy and its various components. 
 
Policy LPP 74 Climate Change 
We are supportive of the thrust of this policy. 
 
Policy LPP 75 Energy Efficiency 
We are largely supportive of the thrust of this policy. However, with regard to water 
efficiency we consider that this should aim to be more ambitious and include a 
reference to the optional Building Regulation water efficiency standard. With this in mind 
we recommend the following sentence should be inserted between the existing first and 
second sentences to the Policy. 
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‘Residential developments in the area should comply with the Building Regulation water 
efficiency standard of 110 litres per occupier per day’ 
 
Yours faithfully 

 
 
 
Andrew Hunter 
Sustainable Places - Planning Advisor 
 
Direct dial 020 302 58346 
Direct e-mail planning.ipswich@environment-agency.gov.uk 
 
 
 



GUIDANCE NOTES 
& RESPONSE FORM 
to accompany the Publication Draft Local Plan (2017) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Please read these guidance notes before completing the response form 
 

Introduction 
Braintree District Council, Tendring District 
Council and Colchester Borough Council, have 
each published their own Publication Draft Local 
Plan for consultation. Section 1 is common to 
each plan. This response form can be used to 
respond to any part of the 3 Plans. It is important 
to specify which. 

The 3 Plans have been published in order for 
representations to be made prior to submission 
of the documents to the Planning Inspectorate 
for examination. All representations will be 
examined by a Planning Inspector. The purpose 
of the examination is to consider whether the Plan 
complies with the legal requirements, the duty to 
co-operate and is sound. 

Each Local Plan has two parts: 

Publication Draft Local Plan Section 1 - A set 
of strategic policies constructed in partnership 
between the three authorities and Essex 

County Council. This means that the Section 1 
policies are intended to apply across all three 
Local Authorities. These policies include those 
relating to Garden Communities, housing supply, 
employment, shopping and the environment. 
You can send your response to any one of the 
authorities as all responses to Section 1 will be 
collated. Only 1 response to the 3 authorities is 
required. 

Publication Draft Local Plan Section 2 - relates 
to the specific district, contains more detailed 
policies and is used to determine planning 
applications. If you wish to comment on the 
Tendring Publication Draft Local Plan Section 
2 you should send your comments to Tendring 
District Council. 

If you would like assistance in completing your 
representation or have any other questions 
about the Publication Draft Local Plan please 
contact the Planning Policy Team by email 
planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk or by phone 
on 01255686177 and ask for Planning Policy. 

 
 
 

    

mailto:planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk


Part A - Personal Details 
Please note that it is not possible for 
representations to be considered anonymously. 
Representations will be published on the 
Council’s websites and included as part of the 
Publication Draft Local Plan submissions to 
the Inspector. Address and contact details will 
removed from published responses. (Village/town 
shown). 

The Council reserves the right not to publish or 
take into account any representations which it 
considers offensive or defamatory. 

Please supply an email address if you have one 
as it will allow us to contact you electronically. 
Everyone who submits a representation will be 
added to the relevant consultation database (if 
not already included) so that we can keep you 
up to date with the plan. If you do not wish to be 
contacted in this way please state this clearly on 
the form. 

If an agent or consultant has been engaged to act 
on your behalf please fill in both sets of details in 
full. Correspondence will be sent to the agent. If 
you are a landowner with an agent acting on your 
behalf, please ensure that your agent knows the 
site name and reference number which your site 
has been given. 

 
Part B - Representation 
Please specify which section of the Publication 
Draft Local Plan your comments relate to, by 
choosing one of the following; 

Section 1 A response to this section will be 
reported to all 3 authorities. 

Legal Compliance and Duty 
to Co-operate 
If commenting on how the Publication Draft 
Local Plan has been prepared, it is likely that 
your comments will relate to a matter of legal 
compliance. 

The Inspector will check that the Plan meets the 
legal requirements 

You should consider the following before making 
a representation on legal compliance: 

• The Plan should be included in the current 
Local Development Scheme (LDS) and the 
key stages should have been followed. 

• The process of community involvement 
for the Plan in question should be in general 
accordance with the Statement of 
Community Involvement (SCI). 

• The Plan should comply with the Town 
and County Planning (Local Planning) 
(England) Regulations 2012 (the Regulations). 
On publication, the LPA must publish the 
documents prescribed in the Regulations; 
making them available on its website and at 
its principal offices. It must also notify the 
Local Plan bodies (as set out in the 
Regulations) and any persons who have 
requested to be notified. 

• The LPA must provide a Sustainability 
Appraisal Report. This should identify 
the process by which it has been carried out, 
baseline information used to inform the 
process and the outcomes of that  process. 

• LPAs will be expected to provide evidence of 
how they have complied with the Duty  to 

Section 2 Colchester 
Section 2 Tendring 
Section 2 Braintree 

These plans are 
specific to each 
authority. 

Co-operate. 

• Non-compliance with the duty to cooperate 
cannot be rectified after the Plan’s

Which part of the plan are you responding to 
(please use one form per submission): 

Paragraph:  for a representation on wording or 
paragraph content 

Policy: for a representation on the wording 
or inclusion or omission of a policy 

Other: for example a map inset number, 
site reference or the wording or 
content of tables or  appendices 

submission. Therefore the Inspector has no 
power to recommend modifications in this 
regard. Where the duty has not been 
complied with, the Inspector has no choice 
but to recommend non-adoption of the  Plan. 

} 



Soundness 
Soundness is explained in National Planning 
Policy Framework (NPPF) paragraph 182. The 
Inspector has to be satisfied that the Plan is 
positively prepared, justified, effective and 
consistent with national policy. 

More details and further guidance on what is 
meant by the term ‘soundness’ can be found 
below and at; www.planningportal.gov.uk 

Positively prepared 
This means that 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 reasonable alternatives, 
based on a proportionate, robust and credible 
evidence base. 

Effective 
The Plan should be deliverable over its period and 
based on effective joint working on cross- 
boundary strategic priorities, sound infrastructure 
delivery planning and no regulatory or national 
planning barriers. It should be flexible to changing 
circumstances 

Consistent with national policy 
The Plan should be consistent with national 
policy. Departure must be clearly justified. 

If you think the content of the Plan is not sound 
because it does not include a policy where it 
should do, you should go through the following 
steps before making representations: 

• Is the issue with which you are concerned 
already covered specifically by national 
planning policy? If so it does not need to be 
included? 

• Is what you are concerned with covered by 
any other policies in the Plan on which you 
are seeking to make representations or in any 
other Plan? 

• If the policy is not covered, how is the Plan 
unsound without the policy? 

• If the Plan is unsound without the policy, what 
should the policy say? 

Using the spaces provided please give details of 
why you think the Publication Draft Local Plan is 
not ‘sound having regard to the legal compliance, 
duty to cooperate and the four  requirements 
set out above. You should try to support your 
representation by evidence showing why the Plan 
should be modified. If your representation is 
over 100 words please include a summary of 
its main points in the box provided. 

It will be helpful if you also say precisely 
how you think the Plan should be modified. 
Representations should cover succinctly all 
information, evidence and supporting information 
necessary to support/justify the representation 
and suggested modification, as there will not 
normally be a further opportunity to make 
submissions based on the original representation 
made at publication. 

Where there are groups who share a common 
view on how they wish to see a Plan modified, 
it would be very helpful for that group to send 
a single representation which represents the 
view. In such cases the group should indicate 
how many people it is representing and how 
the representation has been authorised. 

All the formal representations received during this 
stage will be submitted to and considered by the 
appointed independent Planning Inspector at the 
public examination on the Plan. The process is 
likely to include public hearings. The Inspector 
will determine the most appropriate procedure to 
adopt to hear those who choose to participate at 
this stage. If you would like to appear and speak 
at the hearings, please state this and explain 
in the space provided why you consider it is 
necessary that you participate. 

Representations can be sent: 

• Via the Council’s online consultation portal: 
http://tendring-
consult.objective.co.uk/portal  

• Via a representation form which can 
be downloaded from the website and 
returned via email to 
planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.
uk 

• or by post to: 
Planning Policy, 
Tendring District Council 
Thorpe Road 
Weeley 
Essex 
CO16 9AJ 

http://www.planningportal.gov.uk/
http://tendring-consult.objective.co.uk/portal
http://tendring-consult.objective.co.uk/portal
mailto:planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk
mailto:planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk


   
 

 

For internal Use only ID: 
 

Rep No: 
 

     

 

 

Responses are encouraged via the council’s online consultation system available on the website, 
see http://tendring-consult.objective.co.uk/portal  However, this form can be returned electronically 
to planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk or in hard copy if necessary to: 

Planning Policy, Tendring District Council, Thorpe Road, Weeley, Essex, CO16 9AJ 
The consultation runs from 9am Friday, 16th June to 5pm on Friday, 28th July 2017 

This form has two parts: 
Part A - Personal Details and Part B - Your comments 

 
 

  PART A  
 

1. Personal Details 

Title 

First Name 

Last Name 

Organisation 
(Where relevant) 

 
Address Line 1 

 
Address Line 2 

 
Address Line 3 

Post Code 

E-mail Address 
 

Telephone 
Number 

2. Agent’s Details (if applicable) 

Title 
 

First Name 

Last Name 

Organisation 

Address Line 1 

Address Line 2 
 

Address Line 3 

Post Code 

E-mail Address 
 

Telephone 
Number 

 
 

 

http://tendring-consult.objective.co.uk/portal
mailto:planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk


  PART B  

REPRESENTATION FORM 
Please Note: If your representation relates to Section One of the North Essex Strategic Plan / Garden 
Communities you only need to respond to one of the Local Authorities. All representations received by 
Braintree, Colchester and Tendring relating to Section One of the Plan(s) will be submitted together. 

You do not need to return this form if you have completed a response using any of the Council’s online 
systems for this consultation. Duplicates will not be  considered 

Please specify which section of the Publication Draft Local Plan your comments relate to by 
choosing one of the following: 

Section 1 Section 2 Colchester Section 2 Tendring Section 2 Braintree 

Which part of the section are you responding to? 
e.g. Paragraph/Policy/Map/Other 

 
Do you consider the Local Plan is Legally compliant? 

Yes No 
 
Does it comply with the Duty to Co-operate? 

Yes No 
 
Do you consider the Local Plan is Sound? 

Yes No 
 
If you do not consider the Local Plan is sound, please specify on what grounds: 

Positively prepared Justified Effective Consistent with National Policy 
 
Enter your full representation here: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Continue onto next page 



 
 

If your representation is more than 100 words, please provide a brief summary here: 



Please specify the changes needed to be made to make the Plan sound / legally compliant 
 

 
Do you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination? 

Yes No 
 

If Yes - you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you 
consider this to be necessary 

Please note the inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear 
those who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination. 

 
Did you raise the matter that is the subject of your representation with the LPA earlier 
in the process of the preparation of the Local Plan 

Yes No 
 

If yes which stage 
Issues and Options Preferred Options 

 
Do you wish to be notified? 

When the document is submitted for independent examination? 

When the Inspectors Report is published? 

When document is adopted? 
 

Braintree & Tendring: Return by 5pm 28th July 2017 
(responses to section 2 Braintree and Tendring will not be accepted after this date. After 

this date responses to Section 1 should be sent to Colchester Borough Council) 

Colchester: Return by 5pm 11th August 2017 
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Our Ref: CP/AS/170702/R 
 
27 July 2017 
 
 
 
 
 
Planning Policy 
Tendring District Council 
Thorpe Road 
Weeley 
CO16 9AJ 

BY EMAIL: 
planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk  

Dear Sirs, 
 

Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012  

Tendring District Council Draft Local Plan, Sections 1 & 2 – Consultation to 28th 
July 2017 

Representation on behalf of Mr T. Parker, landowner 

 

On behalf of Mr T. Parker, Fowler Architecture and Planning Ltd is pleased to have 
the opportunity to respond to the latest consultation and engage in the process of 
preparing the new Local Plan Section 1, shared by the North Essex Local Authorities, 
and Section 2, which pertains specifically to Tendring District.  
 
Mr Parker (‘the Representor’) is a landowner within the District, and seeks the 
allocation of his land holding for housing within the eventually adopted Local Plan. 
The site in question is considered to represent a sustainable opportunity for housing 
development, that will help Tendring District Council to meet the full objectively 
assessed needs (OAN) for housing in the District. 
 
Policy SP8 
 
The concept of the Garden Community in the area identified is supported as a 
means to deliver sustainable growth in the area.  
 
The North Essex Local Authorities are applauded for the formulation of the Garden 
Communities concept set to be adopted in the relevant Districts, which will likely be 
of significant help in achieving the worthy Strategic Objectives set out in Chapter 
1.7 of Section 1 of the Publication Draft.  
 
 

mailto:enquiries@faap.co.uk
http://www.faap.co.uk/
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Registration No. 7318709 

Within Policy SP8, it is noted that the diagrammatic representation of the Tendring 
Colchester Borders Garden Community “identifies the broad location” of the 
proposed new Garden Community on Map B.7, and sets out guiding principles to 
shape the new settlement. The identification of the broad location is supported at 
this stage in advance of the detailed proposals being developed in the forthcoming 
Development Plan Document (DPD), a ‘Strategic Growth DPD’.  
 
The Policy mentions a proposal for around 2,500 dwellings within the Plan period 
and potential for ‘between 7,000-9,000 dwellings’. However, it is not clear whether 
this relates to all or part of the green shaded area on Map B.7, or indeed whether 
this relates to purely land within Tendring District. Furthermore, Table LP2 
identifies only 1,250 homes within the Garden Community to 2033, which is fewer 
than the quantum stated in Policy SP8. Again, clarification should be provided on the 
expected delivery within Tendring District.  
 
The Map on B.7 therefore should be clarified as to whether this relates to the plan-
period, or the obvious potential beyond; also it should be amended to show the 
strategic context in Colchester Borough Council to identify the broad extents of the 
Garden Community.  
 
An objection exists to the use of two shades of green on Map B.7 as it is unclear 
what these represent. Any distinguishing of land use within the Garden Community is 
unsupported by any published masterplan at this stage and is premature of the 
decisions to be taken in the Strategic Growth DPD.  
 
Early consultation must be undertaken with all affected landowners within this 
broad location for growth as part of the Strategic Growth DPD process.  
 
Policy SPL1 
 
The Tendring Colchester Borders Garden Community is identified within Section 2 as 
being a Strategic Urban Settlement (by Policy SPL1). This is strongly supported by 
the Representor. It is clear that the broad location is highly sustainable and 
accessible in the context of the District and adjoining authorities. The placing of the 
Garden Community in the first tier of the settlement hierarchy therefore correctly 
recognises its strategic importance to deliver sustainable growth at the current 
time, during this plan-period and beyond.  
 
Policy SPL2 
 
While there are no objections to the principle of defining settlement boundaries, the 
policy is unclear as to how sustainable development will be guided in accordance 
with the allocations and settlement hierarchy. 
 
Policy SPL2, ‘Settlement Development Boundaries’, sets out a general presumption 
against development proposals in the countryside. Development in the countryside is 
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said to be considered “in relation to the Settlement Hierarchy and any other 
relevant policies in this plan”. The meaning of this sentence is not wholly clear, as 
by definition, sites outside of Settlement Development Boundaries are not included 
within any of the settlements listed within the hierarchy. More positive language 
should be employed at this juncture, or more appropriately in a separate policy or 
policies, to clarify the exceptions to this general presumption, beyond the explicit 
statement of the Rural Exception Sites. Exceptions in terms of housing should 
include: allocated housing sites, small infill plots that are otherwise sustainable, 
replacement dwellings, and the exceptions set out in paragraph 55 of the NPPF. As 
currently written, this runs contrary to those exceptions set out in the Framework, 
which is a significant material consideration but cannot overturn the Development 
Plan’s primacy in law. Furthermore, owing to the Council’s recent experience, a 
policy should be set in place that will help development control officers to identify 
sustainable development in the event of circumstances where the Council is unable 
to demonstrate a five year supply of housing. 
 
In relation to the proposed new Garden Community, the Settlement Development 
Boundary for the proposed settlement has not yet been set, and the size, location, 
density, mix of uses and other relevant considerations will need to be consulted on 
at such time as the Strategic Growth DPD is prepared. Nonetheless, a broad location 
for growth has been identified and the overall boundary of this is clear, whereby the 
settlement boundary should be drawn to be inclusive of the overall Garden 
Community.  
 
Policies Map 
 
The overall extents of the proposed broad location for growth of the Garden 
Community area supported, subject to clarification provided in the representations 
to Policy SP8.  
 
Table LP2 identifies that the allocation for new homes at Tendring Colchester 
Borders Garden Community is projected to deliver 500 homes by 2027/28, but none 
by 2022/23. The proposed new settlement is therefore not expected to contribute to 
the District’s 5-year supply of housing imminently. The NPPF, at paragraph 47, 
requires Local Planning Authorities “to boost significantly the supply of housing” by 
identifying and annually updating a supply of deliverable sites, to ensure that five 
years’ worth of housing can be delivered. To that end, I now refer to the site 
outlined in the supplied plan, which we consider to be a deliverable site, that should 
be allocated for housing in the adopted Local Plan. 
 
The site identified is land at Crockleford Mill, a parcel of land extending to around 
1.3 hectares in the west of the District, very close to the Greenstead and Parson’s 
Heath areas of Colchester and abutting the District boundary. It sits on the northern 
side of Crockleford Hill, a short stretch of the Bromley Road, postcode CO4 3JG. 
There is a slope downwards from the road, towards Salary Brook, part of which falls 
within the Representor’s ownership, but which both forms the District boundary and 
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sits outside of it. The site is not subject to any ecological, landscape or heritage 
designations.  
 
Recent planning permissions have been granted on sites adjacent or very near to the 
site, and the area has been agreed by development control officers to perform well 
against a range of sustainability measures. In determining Application No. 
17/00056/OUT, the Case Officer noted that, although Crockleford Heath was not 
itself a settlement with strong sustainability credentials, that application site was 
sufficiently close to the Colchester Fringe to allow reasonable access to local 
facilities and public transportation, rendering the location suitable for housing 
development. That application site abuts the site current site being proposed for 
housing allocation, to the west. Application No. 17/00271/OUT was assessed in 
similar fashion, with the same result. That application site sits adjacent to the 
Representor’s site, to the east.  
 
Footnotes 10 and 11 of the NPPF define the terms ‘deliverable’ and ‘developable’, 
respectively. In order to be considered deliverable, a site must be available now, be 
suitable for development now, and the delivery of housing within five years must be 
realistically achievable. Sites in a suitable location, with a reasonable prospect of 
availability and that could be viably developed at the point envisaged can be 
considered developable.  
 
As the Garden Community is not currently a specific site, and is currently, until the 
production of the Strategic Growth DPD, a ‘broad area for growth’, it may be 
considered ‘developable’, but cannot be seen as deliverable. The Representor’s site 
offers a deliverable addition to housing supply for West Tendring, which will help 
the District Council in its duty to “boost significantly” the supply of housing. 
 
The holistic approach in this instance would be to extend a new Settlement Policy 
Boundary that covers the locality of the Representor’s site, including the site, the 
sites for which planning permission for new housing has already been granted, and 
other small parcels of land nearby that, when positively assessed, display 
sustainable characteristics. The area has already repeatedly been agreed to be a 
sustainable location for housing, a fact that should be reflected in the Local Plan by 
directing development to this vicinity as an appropriate location for new housing. 
 
In light of the requirements of the Local Plan making process, it is considered that 
the inclusion of the site as a housing allocation or within a Settlement Development 
Boundary would promote the soundness of the Local Plan. Its inclusion would be a 
sign of the Plan being: 
 

• Positively prepared: helping to meet development requirements, and 
consistent with achieving sustainable development; 

• Justified: correctly assessed, the site would be found to represent an 
opportunity for deliverable sustainable development; 

mailto:enquiries@faap.co.uk
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• Effective: the site is deliverable in the current circumstances, and would help 
the Council to meet its housing requirements; and 

• Consistent with national policy: the site is sustainable, would boost the 
supply of housing, and does not sit at odds with any national policies that 
restrict development. 

 
We look forward to working with you on behalf of our client.  
 
Yours faithfully,  

MPlan  

FOWLER ARCHITECTURE AND PLANNING  

cc: Clients 
Enc:  Proposed Site Allocation Plan  
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1 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

i. This representation provides Gladman Developments Ltd written representations on the 

publication version of the Tendring District Local Plan (TDLP), currently out for public 

consultation.  

ii. Gladman specialise in the promotion of strategic land for residential development with 

associated community infrastructure. 

iii. These representations concern the following main matters: 

• Duty to Cooperate 

• Sustainability Appraisal 

• Housing Needs 

• Shared Strategic Plan for the North Essex Authorities 

• Vision and Objectives 

• Managing Growth 

• Design 

• Housing 

• Rural Landscapes and Green Gaps 

• Heritage 

iv. Alongside this individual submission, Gladman have submitted responses to the Braintree and 

Colchester consultations, with regard to Part 1 of the Local Plan as well as the individual Part 2 

plans. 

v. Gladman commissioned Lichfields to review the Sustainability Appraisal of both the North Essex 

Part 1 Plan and the Tendring Part 2 Plan (attached as Appendix 1). The review concludes that 

although the quantity of sites assessed for garden communities is deemed acceptable, the site 

selection has been artificially supressed by the 5,000-dwelling threshold that has been 

applied.  There is overwhelming evidence that this has resulted in a narrow focus being applied 

to the consideration of the new Garden Community options.  

vi. However, the Sustainability Assessment for Tendring only explores a settlement hierarchy 

approach to the spatial distribution of housing and there is no evidence to suggest that this is 

the most sustainable approach to development in Tendring. As a consequence, the Sustainability 

Appraisal’s approach to site allocations in Tendring cannot be considered robust as they are built 

on an unjustified approach to housing distribution. 

vii. Gladman commissioned Barton Willmore to undertake a review of the Objectively Assessed 

Housing Need (OAHN) undertaken by the Council in 2017. The review (attached as Appendix 2) 

concludes that an unjustified approach has been taken to the issue of Unattributable Population 
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Change in Tendring, the OAHN makes no adjustment for supressed household formation in 

Tendring, it does not provide a consistent approach to the economic aspects of housing need 

and there is evidence to suggest that a greater than 15% uplift should be applied to the OAHN 

for Tendring to address worsening Market Signals.  

viii. In Barton Willmore’s professional opinion, 550 dwellings per annum represents an under 

estimate of the level of housing need for Tendring and at the minimum, there is a need for 674 

dwellings per annum simply to meet the demographic need identified by DCLG in the household 

projections. Barton Willmore’s overall conclusion is that the true level of housing need in 

Tendring is between 674 and 972 dwellings per annum. 

ix. Gladman commissioned Strutt and Parker to undertake an assessment of the delivery of the 

North Essex Garden Communities. As this report covers all of the Garden Communities and 

relates specifically to the strategic Part 1 North Essex Plan (the subject of a joint Examination in 

Public), the detail of its findings has been covered in Gladman’s representations submitted as 

part of the response to the Colchester Borough Local Plan to avoid repetition. 

x. Gladman support the fact that growth will effectively come from development in and around 

existing settlements and through the new garden communities allocated in the plan. Gladman’s 

experience is that the best way in which to ensure the delivery of housing targets is to maintain 

a good spread of sites and site typologies across the districts. It is our view therefore, that the 

spatial strategy needs to recognise new garden villages as well as the larger garden settlements. 

These in addition to the smaller allocations will help the plan soundly meets its housing targets.  

xi. Gladman supports the concept of new garden communities which represent a potentially 

sustainable means of providing new homes, jobs and associated community infrastructure in the 

longer term. It is, however, concerned that the scale, complexity and development requirements 

of the garden communities proposed is such that their anticipated deliverability is questionable 

and consequently considers that the Plan contains unrealistic expectations for the delivery of 

new housing on such developments. 

xii. Having regard to the need for the preparation of the Strategic Growth Development Plan 

Documents, a significant amount of land assembly to be undertaken, the need for a considerable 

amount of infrastructure to be provided and the expectation that the Garden Communities will 

each involve two authorities, Gladman considers that it is extremely unlikely that the delivery of 

new housing on these sites will be achieved within the timescales anticipated by the Councils. 

xiii. Gladman support the inclusion of a detailed Settlement Hierarchy in Policy SPL1 of the Plan and 

the definition of Clacton, Harwich and Dovercourt as Strategic Urban Settlements. Gladman also 

support the identification of Lawford as a Smaller Urban Settlement where modest levels of 

housing growth will be directed. 
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xiv. However, Gladman object to the categorisation of Ardleigh as a Smaller Rural Settlement. 

Ardleigh is considered to be a sustainable settlement with good access to services and facilities 

to meet the daily needs of its residents. It is located in close proximity to Colchester with high 

quality bus service from early morning until the evening allowing easy access to the town for 

employment, education and leisure purposes. It is therefore considered that Ardleigh should be 

categorised as a Rural Service Centre. 

xv. Gladman have some concerns with regards to the Housing Land Supply Policy LP1. The table set 

out within Section 5.1 of the Plan (Table A) also includes completions data from the start of the 

Plan period until 2016/17. This shows an existing shortfall in housing supply against the housing 

requirement totalling 826 units or one and a half years’ worth of supply. This is a significant 

under-supply of dwellings and represents real people in need of housing now. It is therefore 

essential that the Council allocates a range of housing sites in a variety of locations and of a 

variety of sizes to ensure that the housing needs of local people are delivered in the short term, 

before the large scale strategic sites come on stream and to meet the significant backlog within 

the first five years of the Plan. 

xvi. Gladman are promoting a number of sites in sustainable locations which are available, 

achievable and deliverable and should be included within the Tendring Local Plan as residential 

allocations. These include: 

a. Bromley Road, Parsons Heath (Appendix 3). 

b. Grange Road, Lawford (Appendix 4). 

c. Wick Lane, Ardleigh (Appendix 5). 

d. Land East of Oakwood Park, Clacton (Appendix 6). 
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2 INTRODUCTION 

2.1 Introduction 

2.1.1 This representation is made by Gladman Developments Ltd (GDL) in response to the current 

consultation on the publication version of the Tendring District Local Plan (TDLP). GDL specialise in 

the promotion of strategic land for residential development with associated community 

infrastructure and has land interests across Tendring.  

2.1.2 GDL has considerable experience in the development industry in a number of sectors including 

residential and employment development. From that experience, it understands the need for the 

planning system to provide local communities with the homes and jobs that they need to ensure 

that they have access to a decent home an employment opportunities. 

2.1.3 GDL also has a wealth of experience in contributing to the Development Plan preparation process, 

having made representations on numerous local planning documents through the UK and having 

participated in many local plan public examinations. It is on the basis of that experience that the 

comments are made in this representation.  

2.2 Context 

2.2.1 The National Planning Policy Framework sets out four tests that must be met for Local Plans to be 

considered sound. In this regard, we submit that in order to prepare a sound plan it is fundamental 

that it is:  

• Positively Prepared – The Plan should be prepared 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 a proportionate evidence base. 

• 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 Framework. 

2.3 Previous Submissions 

2.3.1 GDL have made submission in response to the following consultations in relation to the TDLP. 

• Issues and Options (September 2015) 

• Preferred Option (August 2016) 
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2.4 Overview of Soundness 

2.4.1 Due to the significant issues raised through this submission, and summarised in Table 1 below, GDL 

consider it necessary that we are given the opportunity to discuss our representations further at the 

Examination in Public. 

Table 1 – Summary of policy soundness  

Policy Sound/Unsound Test of 

Soundness 

Reason Evidence 

SP1 Sound Consistent with 

National Policy 

Reflects the 

presumption in 

favour of sustainable 

development. 

NPPF 

SP2 Unsound Effective Support for focus on 

existing settlements 

but consider that the 

Spatial Strategy 

should consider 

smaller Garden 

Villages as a potential 

source of housing 

supply in the short-

term. 

NPPF 

SP3 Unsound Positively Prepared The Plan does not 

meet the full 

objectively assessed 

housing needs for 

Tendring. 

Barton 

Willmore 

Technical 

Review of 

Housing 

Needs. 

SP5 Unsound Effective See response to 

Colchester Borough 

Local Plan Part 1. 

 

SP7 Unsound Effective There are concerns 

over the speed of 

delivery of the 

Garden Communities 

and as such there is a 

lack of housing 

supply in the early 

part of the Plan 

period and a shortfall 

of supply across the 

entire Plan which 

needs to be 

addressed with 

further allocations. 

 

SP8 Unsound Effective Gladman consider 

that the Garden 

Community on the 

boundary of 

Colchester and 

Tendring will not 

Strutt and 

Parker 
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deliver units as 

quickly as the Council 

expect and therefore 

further smaller scale 

housing sites will be 

required to be 

allocated to deliver in 

the short term. 

SPL1 Unsound Positively Prepared Gladman support the 

identification of 

Clacton as a Strategic 

Urban Settlement 

and Lawford as a 

Smaller Urban 

Settlement. However, 

Gladman consider 

that Ardleigh is mis-

categorised and 

based on its services 

and facilities and 

proximity to 

Colchester, it should 

be a Rural Service 

Centre. 

NPPF 

SPL2 Unsound Positively Prepared 

Consistent with 

National Policy 

The use of Settlement 

Development 

Boundaries to 

arbitrarily restrict 

sustainable sites from 

coming forward does 

not accord with the 

positive approach to 

growth required by 

the Framework. 

NPPF 

SPL3 Unsound Positively Prepared 

Consistent with 

National Policy 

Policy SPL3 should be 

reworded to allow 

the decision maker to 

undertake a planning 

balance exercise as 

required by the NPPF 

rather than a 

proposal having to 

meet every criteria. 

NFFF 

HP4 Comment Consistent with 

National Policy 

Local Greenspace 

designations should 

conform with 

Paragraph 77 of the 

Framework. 

NPPF 

LP1 Unsound Positively Prepared 

Effective 

Consistent with 

National Policy 

The Council have a 

recognised housing 

shortfall which is 

significant and 

should be rectified 

within the first five 

years of the Plan 

period. A larger 

NPPF 
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flexibility factor 

should also be built 

into the plan to 

ensure the housing 

requirement is met. 

LP2 Sound  The focus on 

retirement and extra 

care accommodation 

is supported. 

NPPF 

LP3 Unsound Positively Prepared 

Effective 

Consistent with 

National Policy 

The Council needs to 

provide sufficient 

evidence to justify 

the requirement for 

internal space 

requirements. 

NPPF 

WMS 

LP5 Unsound Effective There is an 

inconsistency in the 

Plan over the 

requirement for 

affordable housing. 

TDLP 

LP10 Sound Effective Support the Council’s 

approach to Care and 

Independent Assisted 

Living. 

 

PP12 Comment  LPAs should work 

positively with 

developers to 

address Educational 

provision. 

NPPF 

PPL3 Unsound Positively Prepared 

Consistent with 

National Policy 

Policy PPL3 is 

inconsistent with the 

Framework’s 

approach to 

designated 

landscapes. 

NPPF 

PPL6 Unsound Positively Prepared 

Consistent with 

National Policy 

Policy PPL6 is 

inconsistent with the 

Framework and the 

need to balance all 

factors in making 

development 

management 

decisions. 

NPPF 

PPL8 Unsound Consistent with 

National Policy 

Policy PPL8 is not 

consistent with the 

Framework in its 

treatment of Heritage 

Assets. 

NPPF 

PPL9 Unsound Consistent with 

National Policy 

Policy PPL8 is not 

consistent with the 

Framework in its 

treatment of Heritage 

Assets. 

NPPF 

CP2 Unsound Consistent with 

National Policy 

Policy CP2 is not 

consistent with the 

Framework in its 

NPPF 
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treatment of traffic 

impact 

DI1 Unsound Justified There is no definition 

of the term minimum 

developer profit level 

which makes the 

Policy unclear. 

NPPF 
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3 NATIONAL PLANNING POLICY 

3.1 National Planning Policy Framework and Planning Practice Guidance 

3.1.1 The NPPF has been with us now for over five years and the development industry has experience 

with its application and the fundamental changes it has brought about in relation to the way the 

planning system functions. The NPPF sets out the Government’s goal to ‘significantly boost the 

supply of housing’ and how this should be reflected through the preparation of Local Plans. In this 

regard, it sets out specific guidance that local planning authorities must take into account when 

identifying and meeting their objectively assessed housing needs: 

“To boost significantly the supply of housing, local planning authorities should: 

• Use their evidence base to ensure that their Local Plan meets the full, 

objectively assessed needs for market and affordable housing in the 

housing market area. 

• Identify and update annually a supply of specific deliverable sites 

sufficient to provide five years’ worth of housing against their housing 

requirements…” 

• Identify a supply of specific, developable sites or broad locations for 

growth, for years 6-10, and where possible for years 11-15” (Paragraph 

47)”. 

3.1.2 The starting point of identifying objectively assessed housing needs is set out in paragraph 159 of 

the NPPF, which requires local planning authorities to prepare a Strategic Housing Market 

Assessment (SHMA), working with neighbouring authorities where housing market areas cross 

administrative boundaries.  It is clear from the NPPF that the objective assessment of housing needs 

should take full account of up-to-date and relevant evidence about the economic and social 

characteristics and prospects of the area, with local planning authorities ensuring that their 

assessment of and strategies for housing and employment are integrated and take full account of 

relevant market and economic signals (paragraph 158).  

3.1.3 Once a local authority has identified its objectively assessed needs for housing these needs should 

be met in full, unless any adverse impacts would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the 

benefits of doing so (paragraph 14).  Local planning authorities should seek to achieve each of the 

economic, social and environmental dimensions of sustainable development, and net gains across 

all three. Adverse impacts on any of these dimensions should be avoided.  Where adverse impacts 

are unavoidable, mitigation or compensatory measures may be appropriate (paragraph 152). 

3.1.4 As the Council will be aware the Government published its final suite of Planning Practice Guidance 

(PPG) on the 6th March 2014, clarifying how specific elements of the NPPF should be interpreted 
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when preparing their Local Plans. The PPG on the Housing and Economic Development Needs in 

particular provides a clear indication of how the Government expects the NPPF to be taken into 

account when Councils are identifying their objectively assessed housing needs. Key points from 

this document include: 

a. Household projections published by the Department for Communities and Local Government 

should provide the starting point estimate of overall housing need. 

b. 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 underperformance, 

infrastructure or environmental constraints. 

c. Household projection based estimates of housing need may need adjusting to reflect factors 

affecting local demography and household formation rates which are not captured by past 

trends, for example historic suppression by under supply and worsening affordability of 

housing.  The assessment will need to reflect the consequences of past under delivery and the 

extent to which household formation rates have been constrained by supply. 

d. Plan makers need to consider increasing their housing numbers where the supply of working 

age population is less than projected job growth, to prevent unsustainable commuting 

patterns and reduced local business resilience. 

e. Housing needs indicated by household projections should be adjusted to reflect appropriate 

market signals, as well as other market indicators of the balance between the demand for and 

supply of dwellings. 

3.1.5 The more significant the affordability constraints (as reflected in rising prices and rents, and 

worsening affordability ratio) and the stronger other indicators of high demand (e.g. the differential 

between land prices), the larger the improvement in affordability needed, and the larger the 

additional supply response should be. 

3.1.6 The total affordable housing need should be considered in the context of its likely delivery as a 

proportion of mixed market and affordable housing developments, given the probable percentage 

of affordable housing to be delivered by market housing led developments.  An increase in the total 

housing figures included in the local plan should be considered where it could help to deliver the 

required number of affordable homes. 

3.2 Housing White Paper – Fixing our broken housing market 

3.2.1 The Government published the Housing White Paper in February 2017 for consultation. Whilst it is 

a White Paper, it nevertheless represents a very clear direction of travel and clear indication of the 

Government’s intent. The Council will need to consider the emerging Plan against the points raised 

within the White Paper, and monitor the progress of the consultation as the proposals within it 

materialise as potential reforms to the planning system. Given that the intention of the document 
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is to have some of its proposed changes come into force by November 2017, it is highly likely that 

a number of its measures will be relevant considerations prior to the adoption of the plan.  

3.2.2 The title of the White Paper makes apparent that the Government considers the housing market to 

be broken, it is also clear from the document forward by the Prime Minister that the cost of housing 

is a key part of why the housing market is considered broken. In the foreword, the Prime Minster 

states: 

“Today the average house costs almost eight times average earnings – an all-

time record.”  

“In total, more than 2.2 million working households with below-average incomes 

spend a third or more of their disposable income on housing.” 

“We need to build many more houses, of the type people want to live in, in the 

places they want to live. To do so requires a comprehensive approach that 

tackles failure at every point in the system.”  

3.2.3 The second foreword from the Secretary of State adds further to the Government’s thinking, 

particularly on the need to build new homes now, it states: 

“This country doesn’t have enough homes. That’s not a personal opinion or a 

political calculation. It’s a simple statement of fact” 

“Soaring prices and rising rents caused by a shortage of the right homes in the 

right places has slammed the door of the housing market in the face of a whole 

generation.” 

“That has to change. We need radical, lasting reform that will get more homes 

built right now and for many years to come.” 

3.2.4 The White Paper outlines further potential reforms to the plan making process, OAN methodology, 

and Green Belt consideration and housing delivery tests, amongst others. Gladman will refer to key 

aspects from the White Paper in relevant sections of this representation.  

3.2.5 The reason for this housing crisis is that the country is simply not building enough homes and has 

not done so for far too long. The consensus is that we need from 225,000 to 275,000 or more homes 

per year to keep up with population growth and to start to tackle years of under-supply. 

3.2.6 Everyone involved in politics and the housing industry therefore has a moral duty to tackle this issue 

head on.  The White Paper states quite unequivocally that “the housing shortage isn’t a looming crisis, 

a distant threat that will become a problem if we fail to act. We are already living in it.” 
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3.2.7 Tackling the housing shortage is not easy. It will inevitably require some tough decisions. But the 

alternative, according to the White Paper, is a divided nation, with an unbridgeable and ever-

widening gap between the property haves and have-nots. 

3.2.8 The challenge of increasing supply cannot be met by Government alone. It is vital to have local 

leadership and commitment from a wide range of stakeholders, including local authorities, private 

developers, housing associations, lenders and local communities. 

3.2.9 The starting point is building more homes. This will slow the rise in housing costs so that more 

ordinary working families can afford to buy a home and it will also bring the cost of renting down. 

We need more land for homes where people want to live. All areas therefore need a plan to deal 

with the housing pressures they face.  

3.2.10 Currently, over 40 per cent of local planning authorities do not have a plan that meets the projected 

growth in households in their area. All local authorities should therefore develop an up-to-date plan 

with their communities that meets their housing requirement based upon an honest assessment of 

the need for new homes.  

3.2.11 Local planning authorities have a responsibility to do all that they can to meet their housing 

requirements, even though not every area may be able to do so in full. The identified housing 

requirement should be accommodated in the Local Plan, unless there are policies elsewhere in the 

Framework that provide strong reasons for restricting development, or the adverse impacts of 

meeting this requirement would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits. Where an 

authority has demonstrated that it is unable to meet all of its housing requirement, it must be able 

to work constructively with neighbouring authorities to ensure the remainder is met.  

3.2.12 Plans should be reviewed regularly, and are likely to require updating in whole or in part at least 

every five years. An authority will also need to update their plan if their existing housing target can 

no longer be justified against their objectively assessed housing requirement.  

3.2.13 Policies in Local Plans should also allow a good mix of sites to come forward for development, so 

that there is choice for consumers, places can grow in ways that are sustainable, and there are 

opportunities for a diverse construction sector including opportunities for SME housebuilders to 

deliver much needed housing. 

3.2.14 In terms of rural areas, the Government expects local planning authorities to identify opportunities 

for villages to thrive, especially where this would support services and help meet the need to 

provide homes for local people who currently find it hard to live where they grew up. It is clear that 

improving the availability and affordability of homes in rural areas is vital for sustaining rural 

communities, alongside action to support jobs and services. There are opportunities to go further 

to support a good mix of sites and meet rural housing needs, especially where scope exists to 

expand settlements in a way which is sustainable and helps provide homes for local people. This is 
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especially important in those rural areas where a high demand for homes makes the cost of housing 

a particular challenge for local people.  

3.2.15 Finally, the Government has made it clear through the White Paper that local planning authorities 

are expected to have clear policies for addressing the housing requirements of groups with 

particular needs, such as older and disabled people. 

3.2.16 The White Paper is the cornerstone of future Government policy on fixing the broken housing 

market. It provides the direction of travel the Government is intending to take and is a clear 

statement of intent that this Government is serious about the provision of the right number of 

houses in the right places. The Tendring Local Plan therefore needs to consider these policy 

intentions now in order to ensure that it fulfils the Government’s agenda and provides the homes 

that its local communities need. 

3.2.17 Following the election, Sajid Javid re-iterated the Government’s intentions for boosting housing 

growth stating that he wants areas that have benefitted from soaring property prices to play their 

part in solving the housing crisis. Mr Javid pointed out that where property prices were particularly 

unaffordable, local leaders would need to take a long, hard and honest look to see if they are 

planning for the right number of homes. He also announced that a new consultation on a 

standardised methodology for calculating housing needs would be released in July 2017. The 

Council will therefore need to consider the implications of this consultation going forward. 
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4 DUTY TO COOPERATE 

4.1 Overview 

4.1.1 The Duty to Cooperate is a legal requirement established through Section 33(A) of the Planning and 

Compulsory Purchase Act, 2004, as amended by Section 110 of the Localism Act. It requires local 

authorities to engage constructively, actively and on an ongoing basis with neighbouring 

authorities on cross-boundary strategic issues throughout the process of Plan preparation. As 

demonstrated through the outcome of the 2012 Coventry Core Strategy Examination and the 2013 

Mid Sussex Core Strategy Examination, if a Council fails to satisfactorily discharge its Duty to 

Cooperate, this cannot be rectified through modifications and an Inspector must recommend non-

adoption of the Plan. 

4.1.2 Whilst Gladman recognise that the Duty to Cooperate is a process of ongoing engagement and 

collaboration as set out in the PPG, it is clear that it is intended to produce effective policies on cross 

boundary strategic matters. In this regard, the Tendring District Plan must be able to demonstrate 

that it has engaged and worked with neighbouring authorities, alongside their existing joint 

working arrangements, to satisfactorily address cross boundary strategic issues and the 

requirement to meet any unmet housing needs. This is not simply an issue of consultation but a 

question of effective cooperation.  

4.1.3 Tendring is working alongside the other North Essex Authorities (Colchester and Braintree) to 

prepare a strategic plan which sets the overall strategic framework for planning in the area upon 

which, the local plans can be based. This approach is to be welcomed as it allows the authorities to 

address cross-boundary strategic issues such as the delivery of new settlements in a coordinated 

manner. It is considered that Maldon is also part of the same Housing Market Area as Tendring, 

Colchester and Braintree but it is recognised that their Local Plan preparation is ahead of the other 

authorities and for practical purposes it may not be possible to align key evidence. However, it is 

important to recognise that the North Essex authorities have a number of key links with other LPAs 

outside of North Essex including Maldon, Chelmsford and Uttlesford and they need to work 

cooperatively with these authorities, through the Duty to Cooperate to address cross boundary 

issues. 

4.1.4 It is noted in paragraph 1.8 of the TDLP that Chelmsford is part of the Housing Market Area (HMA) 

which encompasses the North Essex authorities who are preparing the joint plan, however they are 

not part of the joint plan making process. The Council will therefore need to ensure that such an 

approach is robustly evidenced, and that regardless of the joint plan making between Colchester, 

Braintree and Tendring sufficient consideration of strategic issues as they relate to Chelmsford are 

undertaken through the Duty to Cooperate. For example, the planned opening of Crossrail which 

has its eastern terminus at Shenfield, near Chelmsford. 
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4.1.5 Further, the PPG reflects on the public bodies which are subject to the duty to cooperate. It contains 

a list of the prescribed bodies. The PPG then goes on to state that: 

“These bodies play a key role in delivering local aspirations, and 

cooperation between them and local planning authorities is vital to 

make Local Plans as effective as possible on strategic cross boundary 

matters.”  
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5 SUSTAINBILITY APPRAISAL 

5.1 Context 

5.1.1 Under Section 19 of the 2004 Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act, policies set out in Local Plans 

must be subject to Sustainability Appraisal (SA). Incorporating the requirements of the 

Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations 2004, SA is a systematic process 

that should be undertaken at each stage of the Plan’s preparation, assessing the effects of the Local 

Plan’s proposals on sustainable development when judged against reasonable alternatives. 

5.1.2 The Council need to ensure that the results of the SA process clearly justify its policy choices. In 

meeting the development needs of the area, it should be clear from the results of the assessment 

why some policy options have been progressed, and others have been rejected.  Undertaking a 

comparative and equal assessment of each reasonable alternative, the Council’s decision making 

and scoring should be robust, justified and transparent. 

5.1.3 Gladman remind the Council that there have now been a number of instances where the failure to 

undertake a satisfactory SA has resulted in Plans failing the test of legal compliance at Examination 

or being subjected to legal challenge. 

5.2 North Essex and Tendring Sustainability Appraisal 

5.2.1 Gladman instructed Lichfields to assess the outputs from the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) that has 

been undertaken for the Part 1 North Essex Authority Plan and the Part 2 Tendring Local Plan. 

Associated Part 2 reports were also prepared for Braintree and Colchester. 

5.2.2 The report, included in full as Appendix 1, has made a number of conclusions which are set out in 

summary in the paragraphs below. 

5.2.3 Although the quantity of sites assessed for garden communities is deemed acceptable, the site 

selection has been artificially supressed by the 5,000-dwelling threshold that has been 

applied.  There is overwhelming evidence that this has resulted in a narrow focus being applied to 

the consideration of the new Garden Community options.  

5.2.4 The Sustainability Assessment for Tendring only explores a settlement hierarchy approach to the 

spatial distribution of housing and there is no evidence to suggest that this is the most sustainable 

approach to development in Tendring. 

5.2.5 The Sustainability Appraisal’s approach to site allocations in Tendring cannot be considered robust 

as they are built on an unjustified approach to housing distribution. They have been considered 

against which settlement they are in and therefore this has the potential to exclude more 

sustainable sites just because they are located in a settlement where there are already enough site 

allocations or it is within a settlement which is further down in the hierarchy. 
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5.2.6 On top of this, nowhere in the SA is the appropriate level of development for each settlement in the 

hierarchy established and therefore it is completely unknown if this is the most sustainable level 

that could be achieved. There is also no clarity as to why strategic housing allocations have been 

chosen in the areas they have been and why those in other locations have been excluded. 

5.2.7 On the whole, these factors set out that there is a distinct lack of information supporting any of the 

conclusions made on housing distribution and site allocations and therefore they cannot be relied 

upon within this Sustainability Appraisal to allow the Local Plan to be found sound. 
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6 OBJECTIVELY ASSESSED HOUSING NEED (OAN) 

6.1 Background 

6.1.1 The process of undertaking an OAN is clearly set out in the Framework, principally in §14. §47, §152 

and §159 and should be undertaken in a systemic and transparent way to ensure that the plan is 

based on a robust evidence base. 

6.1.2 The starting point for this assessment requires local planning authorities to have a clear 

understanding of housing needs in their area. This involves the preparation of a Strategic Housing 

Market Assessment (SHMA) working with neighbouring authorities where housing markets cross 

administrative areas as detailed in §159 of the Framework. The Framework goes on to set out factors 

that should be included in a SHMA including identifying: 

“the scale and mix of housing and the range of tenures that the local population 

is likely to need over the plan period which: 

• Meets household and population projections taking account of 

migration and demographic change; 

• Addresses the need for all types of housing including affordable housing 

and the needs of different groups in the community (such as, but not 

limited to, families with children, older people, people with disabilities, 

service families and people wishing to build their own homes); and 

• Caters for housing demand and the scale of housing supply necessary to 

meet this demand.” 

6.1.3 Key points that are worth noting from the above are that the objective assessment should identify 

the full need for housing before the Council consider undertaking any process of assessing the 

ability to deliver this figure. In addition, §159 specifically relates to catering for both housing need 

and housing demand within the authority area. It is also worth pointing out that any assessment of 

housing need and demand within the SHMA must also consider the following factors; falling 

household formation rates, net inward migration, the need to address the under provision of 

housing from the previous local plan period, the results of the Census 2011, housing vacancy rates 

including the need to factor in a housing vacancy rate for churn in the housing market, economic 

factors to ensure that the economic forecasts for an area are supported by sufficient housing to 

deliver economic growth, offsetting a falling working age population by providing enough housing 

to ensure retiring workers can be replaced by incoming residents, addressing affordability and 

delivering the full need for affordable housing in the area.  

6.1.4 Of particular importance is the need to consider market signals. The consideration of market signals 

is one of the core planning principles considered in §17 of the Framework, which states: 
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“Plans should take account of market signals, such as land prices and housing 

affordability, and set out a clear strategy for allocating sufficient land which is 

suitable for development in their area, taking account of the needs of the 

residential and business communities.” 

6.1.5 Of critical importance is what the Framework goes on to say in §158 in the section discussing Plan 

Making. It states here that: 

“Local planning authorities should ensure that their assessment of and 

strategies for housing, employment and other uses are integrated, and that they 

take full account of relevant market and economic signals.” 

6.1.6 Market signals are therefore at the very core of what the Framework is trying to achieve in 

promoting sustainable development and boosting the supply of housing land.  

6.1.7 The Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) gives further explanation to what the Framework means with 

regards to market signals, and sets out in a range of paragraphs the way in which local planning 

authorities should go about factoring in relevant market signals in arriving at their OAN. §19 and 

§20 of the PPG gives guidance on what market signals should be taken into account and how plan 

makers should respond to these market signals. The below extract identifies some particularly 

pertinent points: 

“The housing need number suggested by household projections (the starting 

point) should be adjusted to reflect the appropriate market signals, as well as 

other market indicators of the balance between demand for and supply of 

dwellings. Prices of rents rising faster than national/local average may well 

indicate particular market undersupply relative to demand.” 

6.1.8 The paragraph goes on to indicate that these factors would include, but should not be limited to 

land prices, house prices, rents, affordability, rates of development and overcrowding. However, 

given what the Framework says at §17, quoted above, it seems clear that particular consideration 

should be given to affordability.  

6.1.9 In order to consider how market signals should be taken forward §20 identifies some key concepts: 

“Appropriate comparisons of indicators should be made. This includes 

comparison with longer term trends (both in absolute levels and rates of change) 

in the: housing market area; similar demographic and economic areas; and 

nationally. A worsening trend in any of these indicators will require upward 

adjustment to planned housing numbers compared to ones based solely on 

household projections.” 

6.1.10 It is therefore clear that where market signals are apparent (in any of the indicators assessed) there 

is an absolute and clear direction that an upward adjustment to housing numbers is required. It is 
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also clear that both the level of change and the rates of change are considerations and that local 

planning authorities need to carefully benchmark themselves against other areas. This should not 

simply be a case of considering neighbouring authorities but should look at, as well as these, local 

authorities on a national basis, if the demographic and economic indicators are relevant.  Gladman 

are firmly of the view that considering comparisons purely against neighbouring authorities is not 

sufficiently robust and does not address the underlying issues which both the Framework and the 

PPG are trying to tackle with regard to housing.  

6.1.11 What is of further importance when considering these issues is the period of time analysed when 

considering both relative and absolute change. It has become apparent in our consideration of a 

number of plans that many local planning authorities choose to look at periods of time which are 

not fully representative of the depth of the housing crisis which we are currently within. 

6.1.12 Gladman is of the view that local planning authorities must take a long-term view when considering 

affordability and consider the relative and absolute change over a long term 15-20 year period, 

which coincides with the normal time span of a Local Plan. Authorities should assess as a constituent 

part of their OAN, how they can improve affordability over the life time of a plan to a point where 

affordability is more in line with average earnings and affordable mortgage lending rates. They 

should assess a level of housing over the 15-20 year plan period which would enable this step 

change and consider its deliverability in the plan. Only through planning for significant housing 

growth can local authorities realistically tackle market signals in the way advocated by the PPG and 

tackle the affordability and housing crisis. 

6.1.13 The need to identify the full OAN before considering any issues with the ability of a Local Planning 

Authority to accommodate that level of development has been confirmed in the High Court. Most 

notably in Solihull Metropolitan Borough Council v (1) Gallagher Homes Limited (2) Lioncourt 

Homes Limited where it was considered that arriving at a housing requirement was a two-stage 

process and that first the unconstrained OAN must be arrived at. In the judgment, it was stated: 

“The NPPF indeed effected a radical change. It consisted in the two-step 

approach which paragraph 47 enjoined. The previous policy’s methodology was 

essentially the striking of a balance.   By contrast paragraph 47 required the OAN 

[objectively assessed need] to be made first, and to be given effect in the Local 

Plan save only to the extent that that would be inconsistent with other NPPF 

policies. […] The two-step approach is by no means barren or technical. It means 

that housing need is clearly and cleanly ascertained. And as the judge said at 

paragraph 94, “[h]ere, numbers matter; because the larger the need, the more 

pressure will or might be applied to [impinge] on other inconsistent policies”. 

6.1.14 Therefore, following the exercise to identify the full OAN for housing in an area:  
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“Local planning authorities should seek opportunities to achieve each of the 

economic, social and environmental dimensions of sustainable development, 

and net gains across all three. Significant adverse impacts on any of these 

dimensions should be avoided and, wherever possible, alternative options 

which reduce or eliminate such impacts should be pursued. 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.” (NPPF §152) 

6.1.15 This statement clearly sets out that local planning authorities should seek to deliver the full OAN 

and that this should be tested through the evidence base. Only where the evidence shows that this 

is not achievable, should they then test other options to see if any significant adverse impacts could 

be reduced or eliminated by pursuing these options. If this is not possible then they should test if 

the significant adverse impacts could be mitigated and where this is not possible, where 

compensatory measures may be appropriate. 

6.1.16 The final stage of the process is outlined in §14 and involves a planning judgement as to whether, 

following all of the stages of the process outlined above: 

“Local Plans should meet OAN, 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.”  

6.1.17 It is also worth noting that the final part of this sentence refers to footnote 9 of the Framework which 

sets out the types of policies that the Government consider to be restrictive. These include: 

 “sites protected under the Birds and Habitat Directive (see paragraph 119) 

and/or designated as Sites of Special Scientific Interest; land designated as Green 

Belt, Local Green Space, 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”.  

6.1.18 Although this list is not exhaustive it is clear that local landscape designations, intrinsic value of the 

countryside, character of areas, green gaps etc. are not specifically mentioned as constraints by the 

Framework. 

6.1.19 Obviously, the Government intends to standardise the calculation of housing need as set out in the 

White Paper on housing. As yet, we are unaware of what the new methodology will involve but the 



Tendring District Council  Publication Draft Local Plan 

 

Council will need to keep the evidence base of the Local Plan under constant review to ensure that 

it reflects the latest guidance as the White Paper is implemented. It is anticipated that the 

consultation on the standardised housing needs calculation will take place in July/August 2017.  
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7 SHARED STRATEGIC PLAN - TENDRING 

7.1 Overview 

7.1.1 Gladman note the positive intentions for the North Essex areas as outlined in paragraphs 1.1 – 1.13 

of the Plan. Clearly there are a range of issues which promote the need for a strategic approach and 

Gladman support the concept of joint plan making to ensure that unmet housing needs can be met 

in a region or sub region. That said, Gladman note a number of concerns from the opening 

paragraphs of Section 1.  

7.1.2 Firstly, it is noted in paragraph 1.8 that Chelmsford is part of the Housing Market Area (HMA) which 

encompasses the North Essex authorities who are preparing the joint plan, however they are not 

part of the joint plan making process. The Council will need to ensure that such an approach is 

robustly evidenced, and that regardless of the joint plan making between Colchester, Braintree and 

Tendring sufficient consideration of strategic issues as they relate to Chelmsford are undertaken 

through the Duty to Cooperate. For example, the planned opening of Crossrail which has its eastern 

terminus at Shenfield, near Chelmsford. 

7.1.3 Similarly, the plan in paragraph 1.10 also acknowledges that the adjacent authorities of Maldon and 

Uttlesford sit outside the HMA, but that ongoing consideration has been given to strategic issues 

with these authorities.  Gladman remain sceptical of the view that Maldon sits outside of the HMA, 

nevertheless, as we outline in the previous paragraph, it will be imperative that even if the above 

authorities are considered to be outside of the HMA the cross boundary strategic issues will require 

addressing through the Duty to Cooperate. In particular, with regard to Uttlesford due 

consideration will need to be given to key regional issues such as the planned growth at Stanstead 

Airport.  

7.1.4 The plan in paragraph 1.25 clearly recognises the economic growth potential of the area, as we have 

highlighted above there are also regional infrastructure drivers which are likely to sustain significant 

economic growth over the plan period and beyond. Gladman are therefore supportive of the joint 

plan making initiative and its desire to sustainably meet development needs. The Councils however 

must not ignore their neighbouring authorities in Essex as they plan for the future of their districts.  

7.2 Vision for the Strategic Area 

7.2.1 The vision for the areas is set out within paragraph 1.30 of the consultation document. Whilst 

Gladman are fully supportive of the ambitious nature of this vision, seeking for North Essex to be an 

area of significant growth over the period to 2033 and beyond, it is critical that the plan provides 

the policies which are capable of delivering this vision.  

7.2.2 It is key that this positive vision remains within the strategic plan and that it seeks to provide for 

significant economic growth and housing to meet the full needs of the districts. Alongside this it is 
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fundamental that the associated infrastructure is planned for and delivered at the appropriate time. 

These themes, critically, must also cascade down beyond the joint strategic plan and become the 

cornerstones for the development of the policies within the individual Local Plans.  

7.2.3 Clearly North Essex has an important role to play, not just locally, but as a key element of wider 

national importance. Its location in the South East, largely free of constraints mean that as well as 

being able to capitalise on the economic growth of Essex, and the important infrastructure at 

Stanstead Airport and through Crossrail, it can make a significant contribution towards helping 

alleviate housing pressure on both London and the constrained Green Belt authorities to the south. 

These wider regional issues should not be forgotten when considering the context of North Essex 

and the vision and policies within the plans.  

7.3 Policy SP1 – Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development 

7.3.1 Gladman are fully supportive of the inclusion of the policy on Sustainable Development. The ethos 

of sustainable development is key to assessing planning proposals, it is the golden thread running 

through the NPPF.  

7.4 Policy SP2 – Spatial Strategy for North Essex 

7.4.1 Gladman note the different spatial strategies for the component authorities within the Local Plan, 

we will comment on the spatial strategy for Tendring in the following section. With regard to the 

specific provision of Policy SP2, Gladman support the fact that growth will effectively come from 

development in and around existing settlements and through the new garden communities 

allocated in the plan. We also support the policy in recognising that the level of growth to be 

apportioned to a settlement will depend on the needs of that settlement and that in particular the 

diversification of the rural economy will be important. It will be important for the spatial strategies 

of the individual local plans to have these issues in mind when allocating sites and considering 

planning applications.  

7.4.2 Gladman’s experience is that the best way in which to ensure the delivery of housing targets is to 

maintain a good spread of sites and site typologies across the districts. When considering the 

housing needs in North Essex (and with one eye to the next plan period) it is reasonable for the 

Council to consider new settlements. Gladman would contend however, that there is an additional 

level of sites which could require further consideration by the Councils to ensure they can meet 

their short and medium term housing needs. Whilst the new garden settlements will help meet 

housing demands in the medium/long term, the level of infrastructure required to deliver the sites 

is costly and substantial.  It is therefore likely to take time to implement.  

7.4.3 On the other end of the scale the smaller allocations in the plan will no doubt deliver quickly. To fill 

the gap between the two, Gladman consider that the Council may wish to further assess proposals 

for new garden villages. These new settlements of typically 1,000-1,500 dwelling can be developed 
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in places where there is considerable existing infrastructure and can be brought forward relatively 

quickly. Such proposals, if carefully selected, can contribute dwelling completions within the first 5-

10 years of a plan period, thus giving the Council more of a buffer. 

7.4.4 It is our view therefore, that the spatial strategy needs to recognise new garden villages as well as 

the larger garden settlements. These, in addition to the smaller allocations, will help the plan 

soundly meets its housing targets.  

7.4.5 We consider these issues further below when we address the level of overall housing need in North 

Essex and when considering overall Local Plan trajectories. However at this time, whilst there is 

support for elements of policy SP2, without provision for the medium size sites, such as new Garden 

Villages we consider the spatial strategy would be problematic in delivering housing needs. We 

therefore consider it inconsistent with National Policy and not justified or effective and as such 

unsound.  

7.5 Policy SP3 – Meeting Housing Needs 

7.5.1 Gladman object to Policy SP3 in that it fails to identify the full need for housing across the Housing 

Market Area (HMA).  

7.5.2 Gladman instructed Barton Willmore to prepare a critique of the Council’s latest housing needs 

evidence base to assess how robust the study was. The full report is attached as Appendix 2 and 

relates specifically to Tendring District. However, Barton Willmore undertook this exercise on an 

HMA basis and for ease of use, prepared three reports, one for each of the districts currently 

consulting upon their Plans (Braintree, Colchester and Tendring). The representations that Gladman 

have prepared for the other districts’ consultations (Braintree and Colchester) contain the detailed 

reports relating to each of the respective authorities. 

7.5.3 Barton Willmore consider that Maldon forms part of the wider HMA and should have been included 

within the study of housing needs. 

7.5.4 Whilst the Housing Needs Update Report correctly identifies the demographic starting point for 

Braintree, Colchester and Chelmsford, it presents a figure for Tendring of 480 dwellings per annum 

which is below the DCLG 2014-based Household Projections starting point of 674 dwellings per 

annum. This is due to an adjustment which is made by the study to account for Unattributable 

Population Change (UPC). Barton Willmore consider that it is inappropriate to make such an 

adjustment because of a number of factors which are highlighted in Section 4 of their report 

(Appendix 2) and on this basis, they consider the correct demographic starting point for Tendring 

should be 674 dwellings per annum. 

7.5.5 No consideration has been made within the Housing Needs Update Report of alternative migration 

trends for Tendring whereas for Braintree, Colchester and Chelmsford alternative trends have been 

considered. 
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7.5.6 The Housing Needs Update Report concludes that based upon the Greater London Authority (GLA) 

demographic scenario which looks at increased migration out of London, only an additional 74 

dwellings per annum will be needed across the HMA to house out-migrants from London. The 

report concludes that this increase is insignificant and therefore does not make an adjustment to 

overall housing need in the HMA. Barton Willmore disagree as 74 dwellings per annum across the 

Plan period would total an additional 1,776 dwellings across the HMA. 

7.5.7 The Housing Needs Update Report does not make any adjustment to address suppressed 

household formation which Barton Willmore have identified as an issue in Tendring due to 

undersupply and worsening affordability. 

7.5.8 The Housing Needs Update Report does not provide a consistent approach to the assessment of 

the economic element of the housing needs calculation. A different approach is applied to Tendring 

based upon the demographic adjustment made for UPC. Barton Willmore consider that the 

approach to UPC employed is fundamentally flawed and consequently any adjustment to the 

economic element of the housing need calculation should similarly not include an adjustment for 

UPC. 

7.5.9 The Housing Needs Update Report only considered a single economic forecast and economic 

forecasts can vary greatly between forecasting houses. In order to avoid any volatility, Barton 

Willmore suggest that the study should have considered economic forecasts from the three 

recognised forecasting houses and calculated a triangulated average. 

7.5.10 Another weakness of the Housing Needs Update Report is that it provides no detail of how issues 

such as unemployment, commuting or economic activity rates have been considered in Tendring. 

Relying on Experian’s Economic Activity Rates has been acknowledged by various Inspectors as risky 

as they place a reliance on high economic activity rates for older people. 

7.5.11 Finally, whilst the Housing Needs Update Report acknowledges worsening Market Signals and 

makes an adjustment of a 15% uplift for Tendring, based upon the evidence and other methods of 

calculating the level of uplift required to address affordability, a higher uplift is justified. 

7.5.12 In Barton Willmore’s professional opinion, 550 dwellings per annum represents an under estimate 

of the level of housing need for Tendring and at the minimum, there is a need for 674 dwellings 

per annum simply to meet the demographic need identified by DCLG in the household projections. 

Barton Willmore’s overall conclusion is that the true level of housing need in Tendring is between 

674 and 972 dwellings per annum. 

7.5.13 This section has set out a brief summary of Barton Willmore’s findings and for the detail, the Council 

should refer to the full report attached as Appendix 2. 
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7.6 Policy SP5 –Infrastructure and Connectivity 

7.6.1 Gladman commissioned Strutt and Parker to undertake an assessment of the delivery of the North 

Essex Garden Communities. As this report covers all of the Garden Communities and relates 

specifically to the strategic Part 1 North Essex Plan (the subject of a joint Examination in Public), the 

detail of its findings has been covered in Gladman’s representations submitted as part of the 

response to the Colchester Borough Local Plan to avoid repetition. 

7.6.2 Therefore, for Gladman’s response to Policy SP5 please see Gladman’s Colchester representations. 

7.7 Policy SP7 – Development and Delivery of New Garden Communities 

in North Essex 

7.7.1 Gladman notes the proposal to establish three new garden communities which are on the 

Tendring/Colchester boundary, Colchester/Braintree boundary and West of Braintree. Gladman 

supports the concept of new garden communities which represent a potentially sustainable means 

of providing new homes, jobs and associated community infrastructure in the long term. It is, 

however, concerned that the scale, complexity and development requirements of the garden 

communities proposed is such that their anticipated deliverability is questionable and 

consequently considers that the Plan contains unrealistic expectations for the delivery of new 

housing on such developments.  

7.7.2 The two new garden communities proposed for Braintree District are ultimately expected to deliver 

between 15,000 and 24,000 new homes (Colchester/ Braintree Borders) and between 7,000 and 

10,000 homes (West of Braintree) respectively. Both are expected to deliver 2,500 homes in the Plan 

period. The plan only identifies broad search areas for both proposals and it is proposed that further 

detail will be provided in due course by additional Strategic Growth Development Plan Documents 

which will be prepared for both garden community proposals jointly with Colchester Borough 

Council and Uttlesford District Council respectively.  

7.7.3 Similarly, the new garden community on the border between Colchester and Tendring is proposed 

to be allocated for 7,000-9,000 dwellings with 2,500 anticipated to be delivered within the Plan 

period. Again, the plan only identifies a broad area of search for the proposal and it is proposed that 

further detail will be provided in due course by additional Strategic Growth Development Plan 

Documents 

7.7.4 Having regard to the need for the preparation of the Strategic Growth Development Plan 

Documents, a significant amount of land assembly to be undertaken, the need for a considerable 

amount of infrastructure to be provided and the expectation that these developments will each 

involve two authorities, Gladman considers that it is extremely unlikely that the delivery of new 

housing on these sites will be achieved within the timescales anticipated by the Councils. 
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Furthermore, the inclusion of a requirement for Gypsy and Traveller provision to be made on the 

sites is also likely to add further complications (and thus delay) to the development process. 

7.7.5 Gladman considers therefore, that there must be some degree of uncertainty as to whether the 

garden communities will deliver any homes at all during the plan period and that certainly the 

anticipated number of new homes that the Plan expects to be delivered within the plan period will 

be significantly less than set out in the policy. 

7.7.6 Paragraph 1.108 of the Plan states that each of the garden communities is planned to deliver 2,500 

dwellings and that no matter where they are physically built within the Local Plan period to 2033, 

they will be attributed as set out in section 2 of each of the individual Local Plans, or if more 

dwellings are built then on a 50:50 ratio between the two districts concerned.” Gladman considers 

that such a manipulation of completions is artificial and is totally unjustified and unsupported by 

the NPPF and PPG. Dwelling completions can only accrue to the authority in which they are 

physically located. Bearing in mind that the location of the new garden communities are only 

indicative ‘broad locations’ at this stage, there is a possibility that when the extent of these 

proposed developments are finalised, the proportion of each site that is within one authority may 

actually be very small and its housing capacity may bear very little relationship with the above 

mentioned mechanism set out in the Local Plan. 

7.8 Policy SP8 – Tendring/Colchester Border Garden Community 

7.8.1 The new garden community on the border of Tendring and Colchester is proposed in Policy SP8 for 

between 7,000 and 9,000 dwellings with 2,500 dwelling anticipated for delivery before the end of 

the Plan period in 2033. 

7.8.2 Whilst Gladman support the concept of garden communities, we have concerns with various 

aspects of their deliverability and question whether 2,500 units will be delivered by the end of the 

Plan period. 

7.8.3 The site also requires the provision of pitches for Gypsy and Travellers as part of the allocation which 

presents additional barriers to the delivery of the site. 

7.8.4 Policy SP8 requires a Strategic Growth DPD to be prepared which will set out the form and boundary 

of the new community and will also include a concept plan detailing the disposition and quantity 

of future land uses together with a phasing and implementation strategy.  

7.8.5 With the need to prepare the Strategic Growth DPD, along with a significant amount of land 

assembly to be undertaken, the need for a considerable amount of infrastructure to be provided 

and the expectation that the development will involve two authorities, Gladman consider that there 

will be significant lead-in times associated with the site which calls into question its ability to deliver 

2,500 units by 2033. 
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7.8.6 Policy SP8 also sets out a comprehensive and detailed list of requirements which will need to be 

provided as part of the development of the garden community. This includes 30% affordable 

housing, employment provision, a package of transport improvements, new healthcare facilities, 

new district and neighbourhood centres, a secondary school, primary schools and early-years 

facilities amongst other requirements. 

7.8.7 With the requirement set out in Policy SP7 for the sequencing of development and infrastructure 

on the garden communities which needs to ensure that the latter is provided ahead of or in tandem 

with the development it supports, issues of development viability, cashflow and equalisation of 

developer contributions amongst the various interested parties will be complex. The legal 

agreements associated with any planning proposals for the site will similarly be lengthy and 

complex which will add significantly to the lead-in times associated with the site. 

7.8.8 The work undertaken by Strutt and Parker on behalf of Gladman on the viability and deliverability 

of the garden community sites (submitted as part of the Gladman’s representations on Part 1 of the 

Colchester Plan), coupled with the complexities outlined above, must call into question the ability 

of the garden communities to deliver the numbers of units that the Councils expect them to deliver 

in the Plan period. If this is the case, then additional sites will be required in the short to medium 

term to ensure housing delivery is maintained and a 5-year housing land supply can be 

demonstrated across the plan period before the garden communities come on stream. These sites 

should offer something different from the large scale strategic allocations to ensure competition in 

the market and to ensure that small to medium sized housebuilders have an opportunity to deliver 

sites within the districts. Smaller scale housing sites will therefore be required to plug the inevitable 

gap in housing supply and Gladman consider that the sites included in these representations offer 

suitable, available and deliverable alternatives which should be allocated in the Tendring Local Plan 

(See Appendices 3, 4, 5 and 6).. 
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8 LOCAL PLAN FOR TENDRING 

8.1 Vision and Objectives 

8.1.1 Gladman support the Vision contained in the Tendring Local Plan which seeks to meet local housing 

needs through a range of high quality new housing. The Council should not only be seeking to meet 

local needs, but should do everything it can to exceed the housing requirement given the lack of 

delivery in the past and the uncertainty over unmet housing needs in London. 

8.1.2 Gladman support in principle, the Vision to create a new garden suburb to the east of Colchester on 

the border with Tendring to help meet the needs of both areas, although we have concerns over 

the site’s ability to deliver in the timeframe set out in Part 1 of the Plan. 

8.1.3 Gladman also support the Council’s Vision to deliver modest levels of housing growth in the larger 

villages to support local services and facilities and meet local housing needs in areas such as 

Lawford. However, it is considered that the smaller villages such as Ardleigh are also capable of 

providing modest housing growth, in scale with the existing settlements, to ensure that their 

current services and facilities are maintained and local housing need is met. This should be reflected 

in the Vision. 

8.1.4 Gladman consider that Objective 1 should be amended to state that the main objective is to meet 

housing needs in full by providing new dwellings with sufficient variety to meet the needs of a 

growing and ageing population. 

8.1.5 In allocating sites, the Council should therefore be mindful that to maximize housing supply the 

widest possible range of sites, by size and market location are required so that house builders of all 

types and sizes have access to suitable land in order to offer the widest possible range of products. 

The key to increased housing supply is the number of sales outlets. For any given time period, all 

else being equal, overall sales and build out rates are faster from 20 sites of 50 units than 10 sites of 

100 units or 1 site of 1,000 units. The maximum delivery is achieved not just because there are more 

sales outlets but because the widest possible range of products and locations are available to meet 

the widest possible range of demand. In summary, a wider variety of sites in the widest possible 

range of locations ensures all types of house builder have access to suitable land which in turn 

increases housing delivery. 

8.2 Policy SPL1: Managing Growth 

8.2.1 Whilst it is supported that the main urban areas continue to play a key role in the accommodation 

of future development within the district, this should not be at the expense of ensuring that the 

housing and employment needs of other settlements are met. Para 55 of the Framework seeks to 

promote sustainable development in rural areas to maintain and enhance rural vitality and viability. 

It is essential therefore, that the needs of the sustainable rural settlements across the district, 
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including Lawford and Ardleigh are assessed and meaningful growth apportioned to them to 

ensure their ongoing vitality and viability. 

8.2.2 Gladman support the inclusion of a detailed Settlement Hierarchy in Policy SPL1 of the Plan and the 

definition of Clacton, Harwich and Dovercourt as Strategic Urban Settlements. Gladman consider 

that the Garden Community on the border of Colchester and Tendring is a potential appropriate 

solution to delivering the level of housing growth required to meet the needs of both districts in 

the long term but do have concerns over the viability of the proposal and the timescale for delivery. 

8.2.3 Gladman also support the identification of Lawford as a Smaller Urban Settlement where modest 

levels of housing growth will be directed. Lawford is a vibrant settlement which adjoins the built-

up area of the town of Manningtree and provides the community with direct access to a primary 

school, GP surgery and other services within Manningtree including a high school, train station, a 

range of retail opportunities, a pharmacy, public houses and a Post Office. 

8.2.4 Gladman consider that given Lawford’s services and facilities and its lack of constraints, the 

settlement is capable of supporting further growth beyond the minimum 1,500 to 2,500 dwellings 

proposed for this tier of the settlement hierarchy within the Local Plan 

8.2.5 However, Gladman consider that Ardleigh is miss-categorised as a Smaller Rural Settlement both in 

terms of its current levels of services and facilities and its proximity and connections to Colchester. 

The settlement is by far the best performing Smaller Rural Settlement in terms of overall 

sustainability and is served by a number of core services including a primary school, a G.P. Surgery, 

a Post Office, a convenience store and a public house. It also has a village hall, playing fields and 

various sports clubs. There is a good level of employment within a 20-minute travel time of the 

settlement and fast broadband speeds are available that are sufficient to support home working, 

leisure and business activities.  

8.2.6 Ardleigh is therefore considered to be a sustainable settlement with good access to services and 

facilities to meet the daily needs of its residents. It is located in close proximity to Colchester with 

high quality bus service from early morning until the evening allowing easy access to the town for 

employment, education and leisure purposes. It is therefore considered that Ardleigh should be 

categorised as a Rural Service Centre. 

8.3 Policy SPL2: Settlement Development Boundaries 

8.3.1 The Framework is clear that development which is sustainable should go ahead without delay. The 

use of settlement limits to arbitrarily restrict suitable development from coming forward on the 

edge of settlements would not accord with the positive approach to growth required by the 

Framework.  

8.3.2 The Policy has been substantially reviewed since the previous version of the Plan and is now more 

positive in its approach to development outside of the arbitrary Settlement Development 
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Boundaries (SDB). The Council should recognise that a site’s location outside of a SDB is only one 

factor that should be weighed in the planning balance when considering any particular proposal 

and it should not be the determinative factor in assessing whether a scheme is acceptable or not. 

8.4 Policy SPL3: Sustainable Design 

8.4.1 Policy SPL3 introduces a large number of criteria which proposals must meet in order to be 

considered acceptable. Gladman would point out that the Framework is based on a planning 

balance exercise being undertaken by the decision maker and it is only where the harms of a 

proposal significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits that planning permission should be 

refused. Policy SPL3 should therefore be worded to allow the decision maker to undertake such a 

balancing exercise and so that failure to meet any one of the criteria listed would not automatically 

mean a failure to conform with the policy overall.  At present, Policy SPL3 is not worded in this 

positive fashion and should be redrafted. 

8.4.2 Criterion (a) under Part B of the Policy states that proposals should not lead to an unacceptable 

increase in congestion. This is contrary to the Framework as para 32 states that development should 

only be refused on transport grounds where the residual cumulative impacts of development are 

severe. Criterion (a) should be reworded to reflect this guidance. 

8.4.3 Part C of Policy SPL3 also requires developers to consider the use of renewable energy and the 

reductions of emissions as part of any proposals. The Written Ministerial Statement of 25th March 

2015 clearly states that improvements in energy efficiency and carbon reductions will be delivered 

through changes to Building Regulations with only a limited number of optional technical 

standards that can be required through local plans where supported by specific evidence. There is 

no evidence that the Local Plan should require such measures and therefore this reference should 

be deleted from the Policy. 

8.5 Policy HP4: Safeguarded Local Greenspace 

8.5.1 Gladman take this opportunity to remind the Council of the tests which need to be met when 

seeking to designate Local Green Space (LGS). 

8.5.2 Paragraph 77 of the Framework sets out the following in terms of when it is appropriate or not to 

designate land as a LGS.  

“The Local Green Space designation will not be appropriate for most green areas or open space. 

The designation should only be used: 

• Where the green space is in reasonably close proximity to the community it serves; 

• Where the green area is demonstrably special to a local community and holds particular 

local significance, for example because of its beauty, historic significance, recreational 

value (including as a playing field), tranquillity or richness of its wildlife; and 
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• Where the green area concerned is local in character and is not an extensive tract of 

land.” 

8.5.3 The Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) provides further guidance on LGS designations including 

paragraph ID. 37-015-20140306,  

“There are no hard and fast rules about how big a Local Green Space can be because places are 

different and a degree of judgement will inevitably be needed. However, paragraph 77 of the 

National Planning Policy Framework is clear that Local Green Space Designation should only be 

used where the green area concerned is not an extensive tract of land. Consequently, blanket 

designation of open countryside adjacent to settlements will not be appropriate. In particular, 

designation should not be proposed as a ‘back door’ way to try to achieve what would amount 

to a new are of Green Belt by another name.” 

8.6 Policy LP1: Housing Supply 

8.6.1 Gladman have some concerns with regards to the Housing Land Supply Policy LP1. Our issues with 

the overall housing requirement have been set out above in Section 7.5 and in the report prepared 

by Barton Willmore on our behalf (Appendix 2). It is therefore not necessary to repeat these here. 

8.6.2 Paragraph 5.1.3 of the Plan refers to the 550 homes a year housing requirement as a target. This is 

not consistent with the Framework as housing requirements should be expressed as a minimum 

and should be exceeded if possible. This statement should therefore be amended. 

8.6.3 The table set out within Section 5.1 of the Plan (Table A) also includes completions data from the 

start of the Plan period until 2016/17. This shows an existing shortfall in housing supply against the 

housing requirement totalling 826 units or one and a half years’ worth of supply. This is a significant 

under-supply of dwellings and represents real people in need of housing now. 

8.6.4 In fact, Tendring have only achieved their housing requirement in one year (2016/17) out of the first 

four years of the plan period. Given the fact that the Council has also not met its housing 

requirement in 10 of the past 19 years between 1996/97 and 2014/15, it is inevitable that the Council 

needs to apply a 20% buffer to its housing requirement as required by the Framework for persistent 

under-delivery. 

8.6.5 In addition, based upon the housing trajectory which is included in the latest Annual Monitoring 

Report (2015/2016), the Council are anticipating the delivery of just over 400 units in 2017/18 which 

again is below the new housing requirement, further adding to the housing under-supply. 

8.6.6 Based on the guidance set out in the Planning Practice Guidance (PPG), the Council should be 

seeking to address this housing shortfall in the first five years of the Plan period. This would mean a 

significant step change in housing delivery for the Council once the Plan is adopted. 
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8.6.7 It is therefore essential that the Council allocates a range of housing sites in a variety of locations 

and of a variety of sizes to ensure that the housing needs of local people are delivered in the short 

term, before the large scale strategic sites come on stream and to meet the significant backlog. 

8.6.8 Gladman are also concerned with the level of windfall sites that the Council are including within the 

housing supply going forward. The Framework states that local planning authorities may make an 

allowance for windfall sites if they have compelling evidence that such sites have consistently 

become available in the local area and will continue to provide a reliable source of supply going 

forward. Any allowance should be realistic having full regard to the Strategic Housing Land 

Availability Assessment (SHLAA). Therefore, in order to include a windfall allowance in the Plan, 

Tendring will have to provide robust and credible evidence on this source of supply to justify the 

1,399 units which is included in the Local Plan. 

8.6.9 The table on page 115 sets out that the Council’s housing requirement over the Plan period is 11,000 

units whilst the sources of supply listed total 12,001, a contingency of 9.1%. This is considered to be 

too little flexibility to mitigate against sites not coming forward as anticipated in the Local Plan. 

Given the issues raised in this representation regarding the speed of delivery of the strategic sites, 

it is considered that a 20% flexibility factor is built into the Local Plan which is equivalent to 2,200 

units above the housing requirement. 

8.7 Policy LP2: Housing Choice 

8.7.1 Gladman support Policy LP2 in that the Council will support the development of retirement 

complexes, extra care housing and other forms of residential accommodation aimed at meeting the 

future needs of older and disabled residents. 

8.8 Policy LP3: Housing Density and Standards 

8.8.1 Gladman object to Policy LP3 in relation to the reference to national space standards. The Written 

Ministerial Statement (WMS) dated 25th March 2015 confirms that “the optional new national 

technical standards should only be required through any new Local Plan policies if they address a 

clearly evidenced need, and where their impact on viability has been considered, in accordance 

with the NPPG”. Furthermore, with particular reference to the nationally described space standard, 

the NPPG (ID: 56-020-20150327) confirms “where a need for internal space standards is identified, 

local planning authorities should provide justification for requiring internal space policies”. If the 

Council wishes to adopt this standard it should be justified by meeting the criteria set out in the 

NPPG including need, viability and impact on affordability. The Council therefore needs to provide 

sufficient evidence to justify adoption of either of these standards or delete reference to these 

standards in Policy LP3. 
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8.9 Policy LP5: Affordable and Council Housing 

8.9.1 There is an inconsistency in the Local Plan between the level of affordable housing required as set 

out in paragraph 5.1.4 (30%) and that set out in Policy LP5 (25%). This needs to be rectified in order 

to ensure the policy position is clear. 

8.10 Policy LP10: Care, Independent Assisted Living 

8.10.1 Gladman support Policy LP10 on Care and Independent Assisted Living and in particular, the 

support shown for the construction of high quality care and extra-care housing in sustainable 

locations. 

8.10.2 Gladman also support the Council’s approach to care homes located outside of Settlement 

Development Boundaries as set out in Policy LP10. 

8.11 Policy PP12: Improving Education and Skills 

8.11.1 The requirement to provide educational facilities is a key part of the Framework. Paragraph 72 states 

that local planning authorities should take a proactive, positive and collaborative approach to 

meeting this requirement. This should involve working closely with developers over schemes to 

assess the best possible solution to educational provision taking account of the capacity of all 

schools in the area that serve the development, the distance pupils travel to access schools and the 

most efficient and sustainable use of existing educational resources before requiring the provision 

of new facilities. Viability should also be a key consideration to ensure schemes are not prevented 

from being brought forward because of the need for significant infrastructure contributions. 

Gladman remind the Council that the lack of educational provision should not be used a reason for 

refusal as local planning authorities should work positively with the development industry to 

identify suitable and deliverable solutions to these issues. 

8.12 Policy PPL3: The Rural Landscape 

8.12.1 Policy PPL3 on the Rural Landscape is unsound. The guidance set out in the Framework advocates 

a balancing exercise of all of the benefits of a proposal against the harms to determine if the harms, 

significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits. 

8.12.2 In addition, any policy for the protection and enhancement of the environment should be 

established in light of the national policies contained in the Framework, particularly paragraphs 109 

to125. 

8.12.3 Para 109 sets out that the planning system should contribute to and enhance valued landscapes 

with advice in Para 113 stating that Local Planning Authorities should set criteria based policies 

against which proposals for any development on or affecting such sites should be judged. In 

addition, Para 113 highlights that distinctions should be made between the hierarchy of 
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international, national and locally designated sites so that protection is commensurate with their 

status. 

8.12.4 It is important to note that this advice does not suggest a ban on all development in or adjacent to 

designated areas and that the weight that can be attached to any conflict with such designations 

should be aligned with their importance based on the hierarchy detailed above. 

8.12.5 Policy PPL3 as written is therefore contrary to the Framework and should be reviewed to reflect the 

guidance contained above. In particular, the policy should be flexible enough to be able to 

accommodate new development, outside of existing development boundaries, to allow the Council 

to quickly address any issues in a shortfall in housing land supply against the plan requirement. 

8.13 Policy PPL6: Strategic Green Gaps 

8.13.1 In terms of the natural environment, the identification of any local environmental designations, 

including Strategic Green Gaps and separation policies, must be predicated on a robust and 

comprehensive evidence base that can be used in the planning balance advocated by the 

Framework, allowing the Council to assess whether the adverse impacts of the loss of such areas 

significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits of delivering the full need for housing. 

8.13.2 Green Gap policies have been questioned by Inspectors in recent appeal decisions as to whether 

they are compliant with the Framework and the Presumption in Favour of Sustainable 

Development. It is unlikely that any Green Gap policy will meet the tests of the Framework. 

Inspectors have dismissed similar policies as being inconsistent with the Framework in the 

determination of a number of recent Appeals. Gladman do not support the Green Gap policy 

approach due to its inconsistency with the Framework as it may prevent the Council from granting 

planning permissions in sustainable locations to meet its full objectively assessed need. The Council 

should therefore not continue to promote this policy designation. 

8.14 Policy PPL8: Conservation Area 

8.14.1 Paragraphs 132 to 134 of the Framework relate specifically to designated heritage assets and 

highlight that the more important the asset the greater the weight that should be attached to it. 

The policies in the Local Plan therefore need to make such a distinction so as to ensure they are 

consistent with the Framework.  

8.14.2 The Framework states that if the harm to a heritage asset is deemed to be substantial then the 

proposal needs to achieve substantial public benefits to outweigh that harm.  If the harm is less 

than substantial, then the harm should be weighed against the public benefits of the proposal 

including securing its optimum viable use. The policies in the Local Plan should therefore make a 

distinction between the two tests included in the Framework for designated heritage assets to 

ensure they are sound. 
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8.14.3 Paragraph 135 of the Framework relates specifically to non-designated heritage assets and the 

policy test that should be applied in these cases is that a balanced judgment should be reached 

having regard to the scale of any harm and the significance of the heritage asset. Once again, 

policies in the Local Plan need to reflect this guidance. 

8.14.4 In addition, in light of the judgement in FODC v. SSCLG and Gladman Developments Ltd. [2016] 

EWHC 421 Admin, Gladman consider it is necessary for the TDLP to carry out an assessment of the 

potential impact of proposed development on heritage assets, as set out in paragraph 129 of the 

Framework. The Judgement concerns the interaction between paragraph 14 and paragraph 134 of 

the Framework, and the issues of the balancing exercise to be undertaken to assess the harm of any 

proposals against the benefits of the identified proposed development in accordance with 

paragraphs 133, 134 and 135 of the Framework. Gladman consider that the implications of the 

Judgement apply equally to both the decision-making process and the plan making process. 

Paragraph 134 is clear in talking about ‘development proposals’, a phrase which can apply equally 

to planning applications and proposed allocations. Furthermore, footnote 29 of the Framework 

clearly states that “The principles and policies set out in this section apply to the heritage-related 

consent regimes for which local planning authorities are responsible under the Planning (Listed 

Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990, as well as to plan-making and decision-taking”. It is 

therefore essential that the implications of the above Judgment are fully considered in the context 

of both decision-taking and plan-making. 

8.15 Policy PPL9: Listed Building 

8.15.1 Gladman object to Policy PPL9 on the same basis as set out above in Section 8.14. 

8.16 Policy CP2: Improving the Transport Network 

8.16.1 Gladman object to Policy CP2 in that it states that proposals which would have any adverse 

transport impacts will not be granted planning permission. This is completely contrary to the 

Framework.  

8.16.2 Para 32 of the Framework states that development should only be refused on transport grounds 

where the residual cumulative impacts of development are severe. Policy CP2 should therefore be 

reworded to avoid it being unsound. 

8.17 Policy DI1: Infrastructure Delivery and Impact Mitigation 

8.17.1 Gladman object to Policy DI1 in that there is no definition within the Policy, nor supporting text, as 

to what the Council consider to be a minimum level of developer profit. This Policy is therefore 

unclear, not enforceable and the implications of the Policy cannot be properly tested. Reference to 

a minimum level of developer profit should therefore be removed from the Policy. 
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9 SITE SUBMISSIONS 

9.1 Overview 

9.1.1 Gladman consider that there is an over reliance in the North Essex Part 1 Plan for Braintree, 

Colchester and Tendring on the strategic Garden Communities. These are all large-scale sites with 

significant requirements for infrastructure which will take a considerable amount of time to deliver. 

It is considered that the Councils’ view that 2,500 units will be delivered on each of the Garden 

Communities by the end of the Plan period (2033) is ambitious and because of the reliance on the 

large-scale sites, there will be a shortfall of housing provision in the early years of the Plan. 

9.1.2 Barton Willmore have also highlighted an issue with the OAN for Tendring suggesting that 550 

dwellings per annum does not meet the full need for housing in the district and that, as a minimum, 

the Local Plan should be based on a minimum housing requirement of 674 dwellings per annum, 

with the need having the potential to be significantly higher than this figure. 

9.1.3 There is also a need for the Local Plan for Tendring to be flexible to allow for changes in 

circumstances which include sites not coming forward as anticipated or delivering fewer units than 

expected. Typically, Inspectors are seeking an additional 20% above the housing requirement to 

ensure that the Local Plan meets or hopefully surpasses the housing requirement over the Plan 

period. 

9.1.4 Therefore, in order to account for all of the above factors, it is considered that additional, small scale 

allocations should be made in the Tendring Local Plan to deliver housing in the short term, 

contributing to the Council’s 5-year housing land supply and allowing small and medium sized 

housebuilders the opportunity to deliver sites in Tendring, thereby increasing delivery in the 

district. 

9.1.5 Gladman are promoting a number of sites across the district which are located in sustainable 

settlements and are available, achievable and deliverable. The sites are listed below and are covered 

in more detail in the attached Development Briefs (Appendices 3, 4, 5 and 6). These sites should 

therefore be allocated in the Tending Local Plan. 

9.2 Bromley Road, Parsons Heath 

9.2.1 Gladman is promoting land at Bromley Road, Parsons Heath for residential development (See 

Appendix 3). The 7.33-hectare site presents an ideal opportunity to create a sustainable, high quality 

residential development situated in a sought-after location. 

9.2.2 The site is located on the eastern edge of Colchester and it is anticipated that around 4.2 hectares 

would be residential development, with the remainder comprising green infrastructure. 
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9.2.3 The land lies to the south of Bromley Road and comprises two fields. It is well enclosed by tree and 

hedgerow cover along its boundaries with Churn Wood, Bromley Road and Salary Brook, which is 

located directly to the west of the site. Its north-eastern boundary adjoins the grounds of Hill Farm 

and Crockleford Grange. The site is opposite existing residential development at Longridge. The site 

is also adjacent to the large town of Colchester and falls within a broad location proposed as a new 

garden community on the Colchester-Tendring border.  

9.2.4 Parsons Heath is a vibrant area on the edge of Colchester which offers a range of amenities within 

walking and cycling distance of the site. These are located in three main clusters: on Bromley Road, 

on Harwich Road/Parsons Heath and in Greenstead district centre. These areas offer services and 

facilities including nursery schools, primary schools, a secondary school, a health centre, pharmacy, 

leisure centre, library and places of worship. 

9.2.5 The site is capable of delivering up to 145 dwellings of varying sizes, types and tenures including 

affordable housing delivered in accordance with planning policy and is capable of coming forward 

within the next 5 years. 

9.2.6 The site is not subject to any national, local or other landscape designations and landscape buffers 

could be provided to the north and east of the site, adjacent to Churn Wood and Salary Brook, which 

would be designated as a new waterside park. The site is well-contained adjacent to the existing 

urban context and a residential development and associated green infrastructure could be 

incorporated within the local landscape without resulting in any unacceptable landscape or visual 

effects. 

9.2.7 Gladman consider the site is available, achievable and deliverable and should therefore be allocated 

in the Tending Local Plan. 

9.3 Grange Road, Lawford 

9.3.1 Gladman are promoting land at Grange Road to the south-west of Lawford for residential 

development (See Appendix 4). This 6.6-hectare site presents an ideal opportunity to create a 

sustainable, high quality residential development situated in a sought-after location. 

9.3.2 It is currently envisaged that built development would only be situated in the southern part of the 

site in order to protect and enhance a Scheduled Monument in the northern portion. With this in 

mind the developable area is likely to be less than 6.6 hectares. 

9.3.3 Lawford is a vibrant settlement which adjoins the built-up area of the town of Manningtree. The 

civil parish of Manningtree (which includes Lawford) is home to a population in the region of 5,700 

people according to the 2011 Census.  

9.3.4 Lawford is an active and successful community and provides residents with direct access to 

community facilities including: 
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• Lawford Church of England Primary School 

• Highfields County Primary School 

• The Lawford GP Surgery 

9.3.5 Lawford is also accessible to facilities in Manningtree, such as: 

• Manningtree High School 

• Manningtree Train Station 

• A range of retailers including convenience stores 

• Pharmacies 

• Public Houses 

• Post Office 

9.3.6 Lawford (alongside Manningtree and Mistley) is identified within the emerging Local Plan as a 

suitable location to accommodate additional homes with an established town centre, employment 

areas and infrastructure. Gladman believe that Lawford is capable of supporting further growth 

beyond the minimum 1,500 to 2,500 dwellings proposed for this tier in the emerging Local Plan, so 

housing development need not be limited to this amount. 

9.3.7 The site is capable of delivering up to 105 dwellings of varying sizes, types and tenures including 

affordable housing delivered in accordance with planning policy. The proposed development will 

follow a design-led approach, informed by consultation with the District Council, key stakeholders 

and the local community, responding sensitively to the site’s setting and respecting the grain of the 

surrounding landscape, both built and undeveloped. The development will be a positive addition 

to Lawford, complementing the character of the surrounding area in terms of scale, density, 

character and quality. 

9.3.8 Gladman consider the site is available, achievable and deliverable and should therefore be allocated 

in the Tending Local Plan. 

9.4 Wick Lane, Ardleigh 

9.4.1 Gladman is promoting land at Wick Lane, Ardleigh for residential development (Appendix 5). The 

7.58-hectare site presents an ideal opportunity to create a sustainable, high quality residential 

development situated in a sought-after location. It is anticipated that around 4.2 hectares would be 

residential development, with the remainder comprising green infrastructure. 

9.4.2 The land lies to the north of Wick Lane, at its junction with the A137 (Colchester Road). The southern 

boundary of the site abuts 12 existing properties on Colchester Road. Immediately east of the site 

lies St Mary’s Church of England Primary School and land used by the neighbouring industrial area 

for the storage and distribution of agricultural machinery. The village centre is also situated to the 
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east, focused along The Street and Colchester Road. Open countryside under arable cultivation lies 

to the north and west of the site. 

9.4.3 Ardleigh is an active and successful community and provides residents with direct access to 

community facilities including: 

• St Mary’s Primary School; 

• General Stores and Post Office; 

• Newstrend newsagents; 

• Ardleigh Surgery 

• Ardleigh Village Hall. 

9.4.4 Ardleigh is identified in the adopted and emerging versions of the Tendring District Local Plan as a 

suitable location to accommodate additional homes.  

9.4.5 The site is capable of delivering up to 118 dwellings including affordable housing delivered in 

accordance with the Council’s requirements. The site is not subject to any national, local or other 

landscape designations and is well contained within the landscape.  A landscape appraisal has 

confirmed that through sensitive landscaping, green infrastructure provision and good quality 

design, any impact of a development on the countryside and the character of Ardleigh could be 

minimised. 

9.4.6 A high-quality housing development would be a positive addition to Ardleigh, complementing the 

character of the surrounding area in terms of character and quality. Gladman consider the site is 

available, achievable and deliverable and should therefore be allocated in the Tending Local Plan. 

9.5 Land East of Oakwood Park, Holland Road, Clacton 

9.5.1 Gladman are promoting land to the East of Oakwood Park, Holland Road to the north-east of 

Clacton Town Centre for residential development (See Appendix 6). This 11.6 ha site is located 

within the Settlement Development Boundary of Clacton to the east of the proposed allocation 

SAMU3. 

9.5.2 Clacton is a Strategic Urban Settlement at the top of the Council’s Settlement Hierarchy where a 

considerable level of new housing growth will be directed and the Council have accepted that 

growth in this location is sustainable by allocating land at Oakwood Park in Policy SAMU3. 

9.5.3 The site is capable of delivering up to 300 residential units with associated community benefits, 

open space and affordable housing delivered in accordance with the Council’s requirements. The 

site is not subject to any national, local or other landscape designations and is well contained within 

the landscape and landscape features would be retained where possible.  
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9.5.4 A high-quality housing development would be a positive addition to Clacton, complementing the 

character of the surrounding area in terms of character and quality. Gladman consider the site is 

available, achievable and deliverable and should therefore be allocated in the Tending Local Plan  
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10 CONCLUSIONS 

10.1 Overview 

10.1.1 Having considered the TDLP, Gladman are concerned about a range of matters including the 

housing and employment needs, delivery of the Garden Communities, spatial distribution and 

several of the detailed development management policies. 

10.1.2 The plan must be positively prepared, effective, justified and consistent with national policy to be 

found sound at examination. In the first instance, the Council must start with clearly defining a NPPF 

and PPG compliant OAN by developing an unconstrained requirement which properly follows the 

guidelines set out at the national level. The Council should then develop a robust housing 

requirement using this OAN as a starting point.  

10.1.3 Gladman commissioned Barton Willmore to undertake a review of the Objectively Assessed 

Housing Need (OAHN) undertaken by the Council in 2017. The review (attached as Appendix 2) 

concludes that an unjustified approach has been taken to the issue of Unattributable Population 

Change in Tendring, the OAHN makes no adjustment for supressed household formation in 

Tendring, it does not provide a consistent approach to the economic aspects of housing need across 

the HMA and there is evidence to suggest that a greater than 15% uplift should be applied to the 

OAHN for Tendring to address worsening Market Signals.  

10.1.4 In Barton Willmore’s professional opinion, 550 dwellings per annum represents an under estimate 

of the level of housing need for Tendring and at the minimum, there is a need for 674 dwellings 

per annum simply to meet the demographic need identified by DCLG in the household projections. 

Barton Willmore’s overall conclusion is that the true level of housing need in Tendring is between 

674 and 972 dwellings per annum. 

10.1.5 Careful consideration needs to be given to the spatial strategy that forms the basis of the spatial 

distribution of growth across the district. All sustainable settlements should be allowed to play their 

part in meeting their own housing and employment needs as well as contributing to the wider 

district’s requirements. A flexible approach to delivering the development needs of the district will 

ensure the plan’s ultimate deliverability and success. 

10.1.6 Whilst it is supported that the main urban areas continue to play a key role in the accommodation 

of future development within the district, this should not be at the expense of ensuring that the 

housing and employment needs of other settlements are met. Para 55 of the Framework seeks to 

promote sustainable development in rural areas to maintain and enhance rural vitality and viability. 

10.1.7 This is particularly the case given that with the complexities of delivering the Garden communities, 

it is considered that there is a significant shortfall of housing provision in the short to medium term 

which needs to be addressed through additional smaller scale housing allocations. 
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10.1.8 With this in mind, Gladman are promoting a number of sites in sustainable locations which are 

available, achievable and deliverable and should be included within the Tendring Local Plan as 

residential allocations. These include: 

a. Bromley Road, Parsons Heath. 

b. Grange Road, Lawford. 

c. Wick Lane, Ardleigh. 

d. Land East of Oakwood Park, Holland Road, Clacton. 
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1.0 Introduction 

1.1 Gladman Developments is promoting various sites across the North Essex Housing Market Area 

(HMA). These sites are at various stages in the planning process and also range in size- from 

approximately 50 dwellings to a new Garden Village of up to 1,000 dwellings. Within Tendring 

District there are three sites in Gladman’s interest, for between 50 and up to 145 dwellings.  

1.2 The purpose of this report is to assess if the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) process in Tendring 

has been robust- this is both in terms of its basis for underpinning the emerging Local Plans’ 

soundness and in determining the selection of sites. Tendring District currently has its 

Publication Draft Local Plan out to consultation until 28th July 2017. To date, there has been SA 

work covering the Strategic Plan for North Essex  for the North Essex HMA authorities 

(Braintree, Colchester and Tendring) (June 2017), with the most recent SA work relating to the 

development of the emerging Local Plan being the Tendring District Publication Draft Local 

Plan SA (June 2017). 

1.3 This assessment is set out against the requirements of the National Planning Policy Framework 

(NPPF) in paragraph 165 whereby “a sustainability appraisal which meets the requirements of 

the European Directive on strategic environmental assessment should be an integral part of 

the plan preparation process, and should consider all the likely significant effects on the 

environment, economic and social factors.”  

1.4 Following this the PPG (ID11-018) requires that different realistic and deliverable options for 

policies within the plan are tested, with the PPG setting out “They must be sufficiently distinct 

to highlight the different sustainability implications of each so that meaningful comparisons 

can be made.”  The SA is required to set out why those reasonable alternatives were chosen. In 

terms of housing policies for a plan this means testing: 

1 Reasonable alternatives on the quantum of development (i.e. the housing requirement); 

and, 

2 Reasonable alternatives on the distribution of development (i.e. the spatial strategy and 

combination of site allocations to be made). 

1.5 The report is set out as follows: 

 Section 2.0 provides an overview of the approach to the Sustainability Assessment for the 

North Essex HMA and evaluates the robustness of the assessment for the Garden 

Community sites; 

 Section 3.0 gives an overview of the SA work done specifically for Tendring District, in 

particular through the methodology and conclusions made in determining the quantum of 

development, spatial distribution and site selection for housing, as well as addressing 

whether Gladman’s sites in the District were fairly assessed; 

 Section 4.0 draws conclusions on the SA work. 
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2.0 Overview of the North Essex SA 

2.1 The local authorities that make up the North Essex HMA (Braintree, Colchester and Tendring- 

excluding Chelmsford City Council) are producing a common (or ‘joint’) Part 1 plan, which will 

consist of the strategic plan for all three authorities. As part of this, the authorities undertook an 

SA which was published as the Section One for Local Plans (Reg 19) SA in June 2017. Part 2 of 

the Local Plan consists of the policies specifically for Tendring District up to 2033. At present it 

is at the Publication Draft stage, out for consultation until the 28th July, with the expectation 

that the Plan will be adopted in Autumn 2018. 

2.2 This section will address whether the Section One for Local Plans (Reg 19) SA (June 2017) 

promotes sustainable development and effectively assesses reasonable alternatives against the 

preferred approaches included in the Strategic Plan for North Essex.  

2.3 Firstly, in respect of the scale of growth across the area, the SA assesses three alternatives. 

Considering demographic projections and job growth forecasts, the SA utilises a starting point 

that 2,186 new homes will be needed every year in the HMA (excluding Chelmsford) between 

2013 and 2033, based on an uplift of 15% in housing related to job growth, as established in the 

OAHN Study Update (November 2016). The SA assesses the alternative scenarios as included in 

the OAHN Study Update (November 2016) in meeting housing needs as: 

 Alternative 1 – A lower uplift in employment in the HMA than the policy approach (8%) 

 Alternative 2 – A higher uplift in employment in the HMA than the policy approach (17%) 

2.4 Alternative 2 comes out with mixed positive and negative results against the Sustainability 

Objectives (SO) compared to Alternative 1 where the impacts are unknown or neutral. More 

specifically, for Alternative 2 positive impacts were identified for housing, while there were 

negative impacts identified for landscapes as a result of higher growth than that stated in policy. 

2.5 Secondly, in terms of the Spatial Strategy assessed in the SA, the preferred approach involves 

focusing growth on existing settlements- either within or adjoining them, with the majority in 

the principal settlements of each local authority and other development accommodated 

according to the settlement hierarchy for each District. Three garden communities are also 

proposed as part of this strategy, to accommodate 7,500 new homes in the Plan period. This 

preferred approach is predominantly positive; with the Council also expressing that should any 

of the preferred Garden Community options become undeliverable or unviable, that other 

options will be explored. 

2.6 The reasonable alternatives considered in the SA against this preferred approach are: 

 Alternative 1 – A focus on allocating all the explored Garden Community options 

proposed in the Strategic area at smaller individual scales; 

 Alternative 2 – The allocation of one Garden Community only; 

 Alternative 3 – The allocation  of two Garden Communities only; 

 Alternative 4 – A focus on existing settlements only across the Strategic Area, 

commensurate to proportionate growth (exploring whether needs can be met without the 

allocation of Garden Communities); and 

 Alternative 5 – A focus on stimulating infrastructure and investment opportunities across 

the Strategic Area. 

2.7 The Council also asked that a sixth alternative be considered, which was put forward by the 

Campaign Against Urban Sprawl in Essex (CAUSE). It seeks to deliver infrastructure first, to 

deliver a frequent rail service and then accommodate between 6,000-9,000 homes (depending 
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on densities) along the Colchester-Clacton rail corridor (between Alresford, Great Bentley, 

Weeley and Thorpe le Soken). 

 Alternative 6 – CAUSE’s Metro Plan 

2.8 All alternatives were rejected against the sustainability objectives. It was assessed that 

Alternative 1 was strong for overall positive impacts, however it would not allow for distribution 

across existing settlements with overprovision in Colchester and housing and employment 

inequalities. Furthermore the addition of more Garden Communities since the Draft Local Plan 

in 2016, growth would be significantly above that of the OAN. Alternative 2, 3 and 4 were 

rejected on the grounds that they would not meet the North Essex authorities’ housing 

requirement. Alternative 5 was rejected on the grounds that it goes against the selection of 

Garden Communities that represent a good balance of opportunities and constraints and 

sustainability, rather than just economic needs. Alternative 6 was rejected for its focus on 

development in Tendring and lack of development for Braintree, its impact on environmental 

sustainability resulting from the geographical distribution of development and an increase in 

visitors to the coast due to the transport improvements and Tendring has also identified that it 

only has capacity for 550 dwellings per annum. 

2.9 The North Essex SA assesses the Garden Community options across the HMA, based on the 

Town and Country Planning Association (TCPA) Garden City Principles. The SA only includes 

sites that can deliver at least 5,000 dwellings largely due to it being considered the tipping point 

for delivering a secondary school (see SA pg.185, 3rd paragraph). These are included in Policies 

SP8-SP10 of the Strategic Plan for North Essex. The six broad locations of Garden Villages in the 

HMA assessed were: 

 Tendring/Colchester Borders- including three sub-options, this is a preferred option as 

it is believed to be able to stimulate infrastructure delivery and is a relatively unconstrained 

location; 

 North Colchester- including two sub-options, this option has been rejected due to the 

limited scope for maximum sustainable benefits associated with adhering to Garden City 

principles; 

 Colchester/Braintree Borders- including four sub-options and covering both 

Colchester BC and Braintree DC, this is a preferred option for similar reasons to that of East 

Colchester;  

 West of Braintree- this includes two sub-options and covers Braintree DC as well as the 

potential to incorporate Uttlesford DC, it is a preferred option although the option 

incorporating Uttlesford land has been rejected at this stage on the basis that they are not 

working alongside the North Essex authorities; 

 CAUSE ‘Colchester Metro Plan’- including one sub-option, this option has been 

rejected due to its inability to deliver the required growth and the deliverability, 

developability and availability of sites in this location; and 

 Monks Wood- including one sub-option, this relies on the delivery of an A120 project to 

come forward. It is not guaranteed that this project will come forward at all and if it does, is 

not due to be completed until 2026. 

2.10 The final two were not included in the Garden Communities assessed in the SA for the Draft 

Local Plan in June 2016 (although CAUSE’s plan was considered for the spatial strategy as seen 

above). Their inclusion has come about through consultation since the Draft Plan was 

published. Three of the above options form policies SP8-10 of the Strategic Plan for North 

Essex- their assessment within the SA (June 2017) can be seen below. 
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Has the SA assessed Garden Village allocations in the North 
Essex HMA robustly? 

2.11 Considering the strategic nature of the Garden Communities and the fact that in some cases they 

cross over authority boundaries, they have been assessed within the North Essex SA. Three of 

the options for Garden Communities are allocated within the most recent iterations of the 

emerging Local Plans (Part 1) of the local authorities. These are Tendring/Colchester Borders, 

Colchester/Braintree Borders and West of Braintree- all for 2,500 homes each in the Plan 

period. 

2.12 Appendix 1 of the North Essex SA (June 2017) assesses all the Garden Community options, with 

the table of reasons for selection or rejection is included below (Table 26 of the SA). A threshold 

for a 5,000 dwelling capacity for a site to be considered for a Garden Community was applied. 

This was considered to be largely based on the threshold for a mixed use development to deliver 

a secondary school (see SA pg.185, 3rd paragraph). 

  

Table 2.1 The Garden Community Options in North Essex 

Option Sub-Option Indicative 
Scheme 

Reason for selection/rejection 

Tendring/ 
Colchester 

Borders 

Option 1: 
Southern 
Land Focus 

6,611 homes, 
7ha mixed use, 
5ha 
employment 

The Tendring / Colchester Borders Garden Community has 
more opportunities for sustainable travel links into 
Colchester than other options, a major regional centre. 
The Garden Community is also in close proximity to the 
University and high quality employment opportunities. As 
one of the major centres in the region, Colchester offers a 
full range of facilities including a hospital and 

is a major shopping and cultural destination. This would 
provide high order services not on the garden community 
within a closer proximity with the opportunities for public 
transport, walking and cycling links. Colchester is also a 
major employer in the region and provides a good level 
and mix of employment opportunities. There is the 
opportunity to access these opportunities via public 
transport, walking and cycling. 

Option 2: 
A133 to 
Colchester-
Ipswich rail 
line 

8,834 homes, 
10ha mixed use, 
5ha 
employment 

Option 3: 
North to 
South wrap 

11,409 homes, 
13ha mixed use, 
7ha 
employment 

North 
Colchester 

Option 1: 
East of 
Langham 
Lane focus 

6,606 homes, 
7ha mixed use, 
7ha 
employment 

The discounting of the North Colchester site for a Garden 
Community was based on the negative environmental 
impacts of a large Garden Community on 

an area of significant landscape and environmental value. 
Additionally, the deliverability and sustainability of 
Garden Communities was considered to be best served by 
their location in two distinct areas of the 

Borough as opposed to adjacent communities such as 
North Colchester. 

Option 2: 
Maximum 
Land Take 

10,132 homes, 
10ha mixed use, 
10ha 
employment 

Colchester/
Braintree 
Borders 

Option 1: 
North and 
South of 
A12/Rail 
Corridor 
focus 

16,861 homes, 
9ha mixed use, 
10ha 
employment 

The Colchester Braintree borders site is in closer proximity 
to the mainline railway station at Marks Tey, which with 
upgraded facilities would give regular train links to 
London, Colchester and beyond within walking, cycling or 
bus rapid transport system to the station. There are also 
more opportunities for sustainable travel links into 
Colchester, a major regional centre of facilities and 
employment. The Colchester Braintree borders site is in 

Option 2: 
South of 

17,182 homes, 
9ha mixed use, 
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Option Sub-Option Indicative 
Scheme 

Reason for selection/rejection 

A120 and 
North of 
Marks Tey 
existing 
settlement  

11ha 
employment 

closer proximity to Colchester. As one of the major 
centres in the region, Colchester offers a full range of 
facilities including a hospital and is a major shopping and 
cultural destination. This would provide high order 
services not on the garden community within a closer 
proximity with the opportunities for public transport, 
walking and cycling links. Colchester is also a major 
employer in the region and provides a good level and mix 
of employment opportunities. There is the opportunity to 
access these opportunities via public transport, walking 
and cycling. 

Option 3: 
South of 
A120 Focus 

13,105 homes, 
7ha mixed use, 
9ha 
employment 

Option 4: 
Maximum 
land take 

27,841 homes, 
16ha mixed use 
15ha 
employment 

West of 
Braintree 

Option 1: 
Braintree DC 
only 

9,665 homes, 
12ha mixed use, 
10ha 
employment 

The West of Braintree garden community is suitable and 

deliverable. Further work will continue to be undertaken 
with Uttlesford District Council who will be shortly 
deciding whether to take forward additional land within 
UDC. If UDC chose to take this option forward, then 
further evolutions of the proposals will take place, taking 
into account a wider development area. 

Officers have balanced the impacts of development, such 
as the loss of high quality agricultural land and the change 
in character of the area, with the benefits of the long term 
delivery of new homes, infrastructure and 

community facilities and consider that a new standalone 
garden community is suitable for West of Braintree and 
are recommending that this is taken forward in the Local 
Plan. 

Option 2: 
Braintree DC 
and 
Uttlesford 
DC land 

12,949 homes, 
16ha mixed use, 
13ha 
employment 

CAUSE 
‘Colchester 
Metro Plan’ 

Option 1: 
Metro Plan 
submission 

6,000-8,000 
dwellings 

The CAUSE option has been rejected due its inability to 
deliver the required growth, linked to deliverability / 
developability and the availability / lack of promotion of 
land within the model to the required scales. It is also not 
considered that a series of smaller developments can 
successfully combine to meet the requirements of 
sustainability / Garden City principles. 

Monks 
Wood 

Option 1: 
Proposal as 
submitted 

Up to 15,000 
homes, 
245,300sqm 
non-residential 
space 

The option at Monks Wood is currently located on the 
highly trafficked and single carriageway section of the 
A120. The only other roads in the vicinity are very rural 
lanes in the vicinity and no opportunity to access a site of 
this size by other routes. If the A120 project is to go 
ahead, 1 of the 5 options could see the new A120 run 
through the site, the other 4 would be distant from the 

site. Whilst any upgrade option would provide capacity on 
the existing A120 network, there are no guarantees that 
the project will go forward. With the exception of option 
A travel to the strategic highway network would need to 
be via Marks Tey to the east or Braintree to the 

west. In addition the project is not due to complete until 
2026, so completions would not be able to start until that 
date. The employment market in Braintree 

is less strong than Colchester and major new employment 
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Option Sub-Option Indicative 
Scheme 

Reason for selection/rejection 

areas are proposed on the west side of Braintree which is 
in close proximity to the West of Braintree garden 
community. 

Source: Section One for Local Plans (Reg 19) Sustainability Appraisal (June 2017) 

2.13 Overall it is self-evident that the North Essex authorities have assessed a reasonable range of 

alternatives, with most of these options including multiple sub-options within them. It appears 

that the eventual selection of the three Garden Communities was a result of wanting them to be 

relatively evenly spread out across the three authorities, within the most sustainable locations in 

terms of being close to the main road network and District centres and also based on the 

feedback received through previous public consultations. Meanwhile other sites not included in 

the above table were rejected in both the call for sites process and issues and options stage on 

the grounds of scale (i.e. capacity for less than 5,000 dwellings and included in assessment in 

Section 2) and deliverability- including availability of sites.  

2.14 However, the threshold of 5,000 dwellings appears to be entirely arbitrary and is considered 

potentially unreasonable as it artificially reduces the scope and range of reasonable alternatives 

considered for Garden Village locations. It is put forward on the basis that it is the tipping point 

at which a Garden Village can provide a secondary school, but the threshold is unjustified 

because: 

1 Information contained within The Essex County Council Developers’ Guide to 

Infrastructure Contributions – Revised Edition 2016 states that four forms of entry (600 

pupils in the 11 to 16 range), is the minimum secondary school size that would normally be 

considered financially viable. This is then established to equate to 3,000 houses or a mixed 

development of over 4,000 houses and flats. The SA however states that “what constituted 

a reasonable Garden Community option is 5,000 dwellings… broadly based on that of the 

threshold for the required provision of a new secondary school for a mixed-use 

development in the ECC Developer’s Guide to Infrastructure Contributions – Revised 

2016”. Another council within the North Essex HMA and therefore also subject to the 

Strategic Plan for North Essex SA- Braintree Council- also deem it appropriate to apply the 

3,000 threshold identified by Essex County Council by also including evidence at paragraph 

2.59 of their Local Plan SA (June 2017), that when assessing sites for housing allocations 

there should be the assumption that sites with capacity for at least 3,000 dwellings would 

provide a new secondary school. The scale of development to justify delivery of a secondary 

school (the apparent logic engaged by the SA to justify the threshold) is actually much lower 

than the  threshold; 

2 Sites of less than 5,000 dwellings can deliver new secondary schools and we are aware of 

examples of smaller garden villages being planned on this basis. In particular the SA fails to 

reflect that secondary schools will typically serve a wider catchment than the sole area they 

are located in; pinning such a threshold to delivery of a secondary school fails to reflect the 

various real world situations where smaller garden villages may still deliver schools. There 

is also no justification included in any of the SA work as to why the capacity to deliver a 

secondary school should be the criteria for the garden communities of North Essex. 



North Essex : Tendring District Council 
 

Pg 7 

3 The Government define a garden village as between 1,500 and 10,000 homes1. Therefore 

the SA takes a different definition as to the scale of garden village that could sustainably 

contribute towards meeting the housing needs of areas. 

2.15 Notwithstanding, the above factors, the SA chooses to use a 5,000 dwelling threshold (see para 

2.14, point 1) despite no justification given for it. The 5,000 dwelling capacity threshold appears 

arbitrary and unnecessarily high. Overall therefore the SA’s approach has considerable 

shortcomings in assessing reasonable alternatives for new garden communities as the sites 

assessed were based on overly restrictive criteria and therefore failed to address all reasonable 

alternatives for garden communities across the three local authorities. 

2.16 The criteria for minimum size garden communities should be reassessed and fully justified by 

the North Essex local authorities to establish what the real threshold for a garden community is. 

Currently Gladman have two potential new village sites of Coggeshall Road, Stisted (Braintree 

DC) and potentially Wakes Colne (Colchester BC) which have a capacity for up to 1,000 

dwellings. At present it appears that the threshold for garden communities means that sites of 

this level of development will be unfairly assessed or excluded altogether from the SA. Section 

3.0 will establish if housing allocations at the local authority level deem this to be the case. 

Summary 

2.17 In terms of the spatial strategy, at this stage the range of alternatives explored against the 

preferred approach does not appear to be unreasonable. 

2.18 The key issue highlighted which impacts on all three North Essex authorities is the restrictive 

nature of the screening out of reasonable alternatives for new garden communities for not 

meeting the 5,000 dwelling threshold while sites from 1,500 would be considered garden 

villages and 3,000 dwellings is the recognised threshold to deliver a secondary school in Essex. 

More clarity for this position is required here for the SA to be deemed robust as it seems likely 

that reasonable alternatives have been overlooked and as a result at this stage the preferred 

garden community options cannot be considered as the most sustainable options available. 

2.19 It should be noted that if the OAN were to change again- as it did between the original OAHN 

Study in July 2015 and its update in November 2016- then the North Essex SA would need to 

properly factor in what the consequential impact would be. 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                              
1 HM Government https://www.gov.uk/government/news/first-ever-garden-villages-named-with-government-support (January 
2017) 

https://www.gov.uk/government/news/first-ever-garden-villages-named-with-government-support
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3.0 The Tendring Local Plan SA Approach 

3.1 The most recent iteration of the emerging Local Plan- the Tendring District Council Local Plan 

Section 2: Draft Publication (Regulation 19)- and its accompanying SA were published in June 

2017. 

Has the SA assessed reasonable alternatives for the scale of 
housing robustly? 

3.2 The Council’s preferred option is to deliver 11,000 between 2015 and 2033, at a rate of 550 

dwellings per annum (dpa). The SA also looked at other alternatives for housing delivery: 

 Option 1 – A lower-range OAN growth scenario of an average of 500 dwellings per annum 

over the Plan period 

 Policy LP1 – A mid-range OAN growth scenario of an average of 550 dwellings per annum 

over the Plan period 

 Option 2 – A higher-range OAN growth scenario of an average of 600 dwellings per 

annum over the Plan period 

 Option 3 – An indicative higher growth scenario than that identified in the new OAN study 

(>600 dwellings per annum) 

 Option 4 – The previous Local Plan target of 375 dwellings per annum- an indicative lower 

growth scenario than that identified in the OAN study 

3.3 The preferred approach was chosen as it was the figure recommended in the OAHN Study 

Update (November 2016) and because it represents the most appropriate quantum for 

development in regard to the most suitable, available, deliverable and developable sites explored 

in the plan-making process.  

3.4 In terms of the other options, it seems that in some areas the alternatives involving a higher 

quantum of development have been unfairly assessed. For example, it is considered that Option 

3 will not promote regeneration. However it can be argued that this scale of development will 

still require the development of regeneration sites while also including greenfield sites, thus 

meaning a minor negative impact is unjust.  

3.5 Moreover it appears that Options 2 and 3 are viewed negatively due to the requirement that with 

this scale of development the Expanded Settlement at Weeley will have to come forward. 

Interestingly as Option 2 was the preferred option at the previous stage of the emerging Local 

Plan, its inclusion results in poor scores in terms of sustainable development and transport and 

climate change. For example, for climate change 600dpa is considered the tipping point at 

which emissions and pollution reach an uncertain and then negative impact, while development 

between 375dpa and 550dpa will have a positive impact across all of the measurements. There is 

no justification as to why this would be the case or the evidence that supports this position. 

Other examples where the impact is not effectively justified include where this 550dpa is 

considered the tipping point at which there would be a negative impact on reducing the need for 

greenfield development. There should be information on the availability of sites across the 

District, and in particular how much brownfield/regeneration land is available for this to be 

substantiated.  

3.6 Overall however, the assessment of reasonable alternatives for the scale of housing within the 

SA does not appear to be unreasonable at this stage. A range of different scales of development 

have been assessed. 
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Has the SA assessed reasonable alternatives for the 
distribution/strategy of housing robustly? 

3.7 The Council’s preferred option under Policy LP1 is to deliver 11,551 homes based on a strategy 

of: 

 Large sites with planning permission/resolution to grant (5,527 homes) 

 Strategic allocations- mixed use (2,680 homes) 

 Strategic allocations- housing (564 homes) 

 Medium sized allocations (530 homes) 

 Tendring Colchester Garden Community (1,250 homes) 

3.8 It appears that the spatial strategy is based on the settlement hierarchy (Policy SPL1) and no 

alternatives were considered reasonable for the distribution or spatial strategy for housing. This 

settlement hierarchy is set out as: 

1 Strategic Urban Settlements (e.g. Clacton-on-Sea, Harwich and Tendring/Colchester 

Borders Garden Community) 

2 Smaller Urban Settlements (e.g. Frinton, Walton and Manningtree) 

3 Rural Service Settlements (e.g. Alresford, Great Bentley and Little Clacton) 

4 Smaller Rural Settlements (e.g. Ardleigh, Great Bromley and Tendring) 

3.9 However, it was noted that at the Preferred Options stage of the Local Plan in 2016, the 

Expanded Settlement at Weeley had been included as an additional level in the hierarchy 

between smaller urban settlements and rural service settlements. Therefore this was considered 

as a reasonable alternative to introduce it into the hierarchy in the SA. 

3.10 In assessing it against the sustainability objectives, this alternative achieves less significant 

positive impacts against the objectives in ensuring development is located sustainability and 

makes efficient use of land and minimising transport growth. This singular alternative was 

rejected in light of a reduction in the OAN for the District needing to be met. 

3.11 Significantly however, the SA does not assess reasonable alternatives other than the settlement 

hierarchy approach, for example focusing on large strategic developments or infill development 

only or a hybrid method including a number of different approaches. This brings into question 

the robustness of the SA in respect of spatial strategy assessed. Although the Issues and Options 

consultation for the Local Plan (September 2015) sets out options for growth, these have not 

been assessed in either the Local Plan preferred options SA (August 2016) or the Local Plan 

Draft Publication SA (June 2017). 

3.12 As included in the PPG (ID 11-018), different realistic and deliverable options that are distinctly 

different should be tested. Quite clearly no assessment of any reasonable alternatives has been 

made for the distribution of development, in particular testing any other approach that does not 

simply follow the settlement hierarchy. There is also no explanation included in the SA as to why 

any other potential alternatives to this approach were considered unreasonable. In this case it is 

evident that the SA has failed in its purpose and is therefore fundamentally flawed in supporting 

the Local Plan in putting forward the most sustainable approach to the distribution of 

development. 
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Has the SA assessed reasonable alternatives for housing sites 
robustly? 

3.13 The SA sets out the assessment of its housing sites within Appendices 1 and 2. These sites were 

identified through the Council’s on-going SHELAA and Call for Sites process. The assessments 

are separated out into mixed use sites and housing sites. 

3.14 For the mixed use sites, five sites have been allocated with a further seven alternative options 

also assessed. The strategic allocations were assessed in light Garden City principles (as 

informed by the TCPA and NPPG) while purely housing sites were assessed against a ‘policy-off’ 

approach. The allocated sites vary in size from just 150 homes to 1,000, while the alternatives 

explored are much larger at between 675 and 5,400 dwellings. These mixed use site allocations 

are as follows: 

 Tendring Colchester Borders Garden Community (1,250 dwellings) 

 Edme Maltings, Mistley (150 dwellings) SAMU1 

 Hartley Gardens, Clacton (800-1,000 dwellings) SAMU2 

 Oakland Park, Clacton (500 dwellings) SAMU3 

 Rouses Farm, Clacton (850 dwellings) SAMU4 

 South of Thorpe Road, Weeley (280 dwellings) SAMU5 

3.15 There are a few disparities highlighted in the assessment of the mixed development sites which 

appear to give a slightly more favourable approach to allocated sites compared to the 

alternatives. A few examples of this are set out below: 

 Allocated sites SAMU3 and SAMU4 are considered to be mixed use due to delivering 

community facilities as opposed to employment land- yet they are given a neutral impact for 

improving the range of employment opportunities to support a growing population.  It is 

considered that this should be reassessed as a negative impact as their development is 

supporting a growing population but will not improve the range of employment 

opportunities through only providing community facilities. 

 For the objective of enhancing the vitality and viability of town centres, SAMU1 was only 

assessed as having a minor negative impact, while Alternative Option 6 is located in the 

same place and given a significant negative impact, with the reasoning being its lack of rail 

access to Clacton and ease of road access to Colchester. This should be reassessed so that 

both options are assessed as having the same impact- either both a minor negative impact or 

a significant impact- as at present this contributes to the potential of different conclusions 

being drawn on the most sustainable sites for allocation. 

 For the objective relating to the protection and enhancement of listed buildings, SAMU1 

considered to have a minor negative impact due to a listed building being within the site 

boundary; however it is considered that this can be mitigated. Meanwhile Alternative 

Options 2 and 4 both contain scheduled monuments but are given significant negative 

impacts. It appears that here mitigation was only considered an option for the allocated site 

and as such the impact for Alternative Options 2 and 4 should be reassessed as minor 

negative impacts in consideration that mitigation would also be available for these sites. 

Alternatively the Council should set out why development near to a heritage asset could not 

be mitigated to the same extent as that considered for SAMU1. 

3.16 In this final case the SA goes against the PPG (ID11-018) recommendation that “the 

sustainability appraisal must consider all reasonable alternatives and assess them in the same 

level of detail as the option the plan-maker proposes to take forward in the Local Plan (the 
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preferred approach).” As such, it is suggested that there has not been a reasonable assessment 

of all the options, and that a more forensic assessment of this part of the SA would draw out 

more shortfalls in the assessment of the sites which could result in different outcomes for the 

most sustainable sites. 

3.17 It is not clear why mixed housing sites were assessed against the garden city principles- all but 

one of both the mixed use and housing only sites meets the Government’s definition of a Garden 

Village being between 1,500-10,000 homes and therefore this methodology is likely to award 

more significant positive impacts to larger sites. There is no justification for this methodology 

being applied. 

3.18 For the strategic housing allocations, sites were excluded from the SA process if they gained 

planning permission in 2013-2017, if their position in the settlement hierarchy does not allocate 

any development there and if the capacity of the site is for under 10 dwellings. The assessment 

has also been influenced by PAS guidance which sets out exclusionary criteria (e.g. Footnote 9 

constraints under the NPPF), discretionary criteria (e.g. PRoW and agricultural land) and 

deliverability criteria (e.g. land ownership and viability). The assessment assessed sites based on 

the settlement they are in and whether they are strategic/medium-sized or non-strategic (under 

60 dwellings). There are just three strategic housing allocations varying in size between 115-300 

dwellings. These are assessed against all alternatives that can accommodate over 10 dwellings as 

included in Appendix 2 of the SA (June 2017). There is no clear justification as to why these 

three strategic sites have been chosen, and why they have been chosen in these locations ahead 

of other sites in other settlements as they are all assessed based on what settlement they are in 

and there is no commentary to support their assessment against the SA objectives and why the 

other sites have been excluded as preferred allocations. This goes against the guidance in the 

PPG (ID11-018) whereby: 

“The sustainability appraisal should outline the reasons the alternatives were 

selected, the reasons the rejected options were not taken forward and the reasons for 

selecting the preferred approach in light of the alternatives.” 

3.19 Further to this, the key issue with not providing the commentary to the assessment is that there 

are clearly some sites which score better against the SA objectives than the allocated sites but it 

is not clear if they have been rejected for another reason such as deliverability or that against 

this the sites chosen do pass these criteria. As such the preferred sites have not been effectively 

justified in the SA and therefore cannot be supported as sustainable allocations in the Local 

Plan. 

3.20 Significantly in assessing all housing allocation sites, there is a clear issue with separating out all 

the sites into their settlement location in the District. This could quite easily lead to more 

sustainable sites being unfairly excluded as a preferred option. This would occur whereby a 

settlement has reached the capacity the Council has decided is sustainable for it and thus a 

sustainable site there is rejected, while less sustainable sites elsewhere are selected to meet that 

settlements capacity aim. This approach is likely also causing a ‘sustainability trap’2 whereby: 

“Smaller and rural communities [are considered] as unsustainable in principle. Local 

authorities are now increasingly defining settlement hierarchies as a basis for determining the 

permissible scale and nature of sustainable development. However, few if any have devised 

any means by which a settlement at a lower level can migrate up the sustainability ladder. 

This all results in a ‘sustainability trap’. In essence, otherwise beneficial development can only 

be approved if the settlement is considered sustainable in the first place.” 
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                              
2 ‘Living Working Countryside: The Taylor Review of Rural Economy and Affordable Housing’ 2008 
http://www.wensumalliance.org.uk/publications/Taylor_Review_Livingworkingcountryside.pdf  

http://www.wensumalliance.org.uk/publications/Taylor_Review_Livingworkingcountryside.pdf
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3.21 Consequently, as the SA has failed to robustly assess the reasonable alternatives for the 

distribution of housing this sustainability trap adds significant weight to the likelihood that the 

SA has failed in its objectives and that therefore the sites allocated are not sustainable either. It 

is also unclear how the proportion of development has been assigned to each tier of the 

settlement hierarchy and as a result it is evident that reasonable alternatives for housing 

allocations (both for mixed and housing only sites) have either been unfairly assessed or 

completely ignored on the grounds of where they are in the settlement hierarchy. 

3.22 It is therefore considered that there are significant shortcomings in the SA’s approach, and that 

this contributes to the SA not meeting its requirements and therefore potentially not being 

robust in the case of assessing site allocations. The allocations chosen as the preferred options 

are also disadvantaged from not being selected out of a robust housing distribution strategy. The 

SA does not separate out its assessment of strategic and smaller housing allocations and 

provides no basis as to why this has not been done or how this can be supported. Finally the lack 

of a commentary for all of the sites only for housing means there is no justification whatsoever 

in support of the selection of the preferred options and as such this cannot form a substantive 

platform upon which sound housing allocations options can be supported in the Local Plan. 

Gladman’s land interests in Tendring 

3.23 It is difficult to fully assess Gladman’s sites as the SHELAA 2017 is not currently available and 

there are no site locations included within the SA. However the following considerations have 

been made. 

Bromley Road, Parsons Heath 

3.24 The site at Bromley Road, Parsons Heath falls into the broad location for the 

Colchester/Tendring Borders Garden Community. Of all of the sub-options included, the site 

falls either partly or wholly within all of them. Gladman’s site itself has not been assessed 

individually however it can be considered that it would be likely to be viewed favourably due to 

its location within a preferred Garden Community location. An application was submitted for 

145 dwellings in May 2017 (17/00859/OUT) and is currently awaiting a decision. 

Grange Road, Lawford 

3.25 The site at Grange Road, Lawford is not currently known by the Council. It falls into the 

settlement hierarchy under smaller urban settlements of Manningtree (including Lawford and 

Mistley) where the two preferred housing allocations total 175 dwellings.  

3.26 It is unknown whether the site MA13 (land off Grange Road) is the Gladman site, part of the site 

or another site- however it is likely to at least be nearby based on its address. It is stated to have 

capacity for 30 dwellings compared to Gladman’s site for 50-100 dwellings. This site scores 

better against the SA objectives than the preferred options overall, in particular against the 

measurements for GP services, the historic environment and secondary school provision.  

3.27 Although MA13 also then has a minor negative impact for secondary school capacity, one of the 

preferred options has a significant negative impact for secondary school provision but a minor 

positive score for secondary school capacity. In terms of the SA, it should be more important 

that the secondary school is nearby and capacity can be improved through financial 

contributions rather than the secondary school being outside of a sustainable distance. In 

general assessment terms, this highlights an issue with the methodology that in sustainability 

terms having a school closer to the site should be given more importance than one that is further 

away but has considerable capacity for new pupils. The only other area where the Lawford site 

performs worse against the allocated sites was for a minor negative impact against 
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greenfield/brownfield/landscape in regards to the sustainable location of development. Overall 

considering the relative weight which should be awarded to these SA objectives for the assessed 

sites in this settlement, the MA13 site performs better against the SA objectives than in 

particular the land south of Pound Corner (MA17) site which is preferred.  

3.28 If this is not the Gladman site, it will at least be in close proximity and receive similar results 

against the SA objectives like those highlighted above regarding the accessibility for certain 

services and facilities. Considering the use of the PAS guidance to exclude sites, it could also be 

considered that any questions over the deliverability criteria would be resolved through 

Gladman supporting the site for development. As the site is not known to the Council no clear 

conclusions can be drawn as to whether this site was fairly assessed, although it does appear 

that there may have been some unfair assessment for the Manningtree sites overall. 

Wick Lane, Ardleigh 

3.29 The site at Wick Lane has not been assessed within the SA and significantly no sites within 

Ardleigh have been included as preferred options in the Publication Draft Plan. This is likely to 

be associated with Ardleigh’s position in the settlement hierarchy as a smaller rural settlement 

and therefore having a reduced focus for development. It could therefore be contributing to the 

sustainability trap as set out in the previous section. 
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4.0 Conclusions 

4.1 Although the quantity of sites assessed for garden communities is deemed acceptable, the site 

selection has been artificially suppressed by the 5,000 dwelling threshold applied for the sites to 

be assessed in the first place. There is overwhelming evidence that this has resulted in a narrow 

focus and there is a distinct lack of justification as to why this has been done. As a result there is 

likely to be a number of garden communities that the SA has completely failed to consider. 

4.2 The key aspect of the Tendring SA work which means it is not robust is its assessment of the 

reasonable alternatives for the spatial distribution of housing. The SA only explores a settlement 

hierarchy approach and there is no evidence to support this is the most sustainable approach to 

development in Tendring District. This makes the SA fundamentally flawed.  

4.3 As a consequence of this the SA’s approach to site allocations for Tendring cannot be considered 

robust as they are built on an unjustified approach to housing distribution. They have been 

considered against which settlement they are in and therefore this has the potential to exclude 

more sustainable sites just because they are located in a settlement where there are already 

enough site allocations or it is within a settlement which is further down in the hierarchy.  

4.4 On top of this, nowhere in the SA is the appropriate level of development for each settlement in 

the hierarchy established and therefore it is completely unknown if this is the most sustainable 

level that could be achieved. There is also no clarity as to why strategic housing allocations have 

been chosen in the areas they have been and why those in other locations have been excluded. 

As such there is reason to believe that the assessment of strategic and smaller site allocations 

has not been done in a robust manner. 

4.5 The assessment of sites in Gladman’s interests also suggests there may be some shortfalls in 

assessment in terms of the reasons behind their inclusion and exclusion but without more 

information it is difficult to draw some solid conclusions.  

4.6 On the whole, these factors set out that there is a distinct lack of information supporting any of 

the conclusions made on housing distribution and site allocations and therefore they cannot be 

relied upon within this SA and to allow the Local Plan to be found sound. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 This report has been prepared by Barton Willmore LLP’s National Research Team on behalf of 

Gladman Developments Ltd.   

 

1.2 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) states that to boost significantly the supply of 

housing, local planning authorities should use their evidence base to ensure that their Local 

Plan meets the full, objectively assessed need for market and affordable housing (paragraph 

47). 

 

1.3 This report provides a review, critique, and evaluation of Tendring District Council’s most recent 

evidence in respect of the objective assessment of housing need (OAHN).     

 

1.4 At the time of writing the most recent OAHN evidence available from the Council is the 

‘Objectively Assessed Housing Need Study, November 2016 Update’ produced by Peter Brett 

Associates (PBA) for the local authorities of Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester and Tendring.   

 
1.5 The OAHN Update supersedes the original July 2015 OAHN Study and a January 2016 Update 

to take account of the 2014-based official Government population and household projections, 

which provide the starting point for assessing housing need.   

 
1.6 The OAHN Update also gives further consideration to the issue of Unattributable Population 

Change (UPC), utilising a data tool published by the Office for National Statistics (ONS) in 

September 2015 which was considered in the January 2016 Update.  However, the OAHN 

Update considers the issue of UPC in the context of the more recent 2014-based Government 

projections.  The treatment of UPC has a particular impact on the assessment of housing need 

for Tendring when compared with the other authorities of the Housing Market Area (HMA).   

 

1.7 Table 1.1 summarises the OAHN derived from the original July 2015 OAHN Study and the 

November 2016 Update.  The reports provide OAHN for the four authorities considered by the 

Council to represent the HMA. 
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Table 1.1: Comparison of OAHN assessed by the PBA original July 2015 Study and 
November 2016 Update (2013-2037) 

 July 2015 
Dwellings per annum 

November 2016 
Dwellings per annum 

Braintree 845 
 

716 

Chelmsford 775 
 

805 

Colchester 920 
 

920 

Tendring 597 
 

550 

Source: PBA 

 
1.8 The November 2016 OAHN Update concludes that full OAHN for Tendring is 550 dwellings per 

annum and on this basis Policy SP3 of the Publication Draft Local Plan for Tendring makes 

provision for 550 dwellings per annum (dpa) over the Plan period 2013-2033.     

 

1.9 In this context, the purpose of this report is to review the November 2016 OAHN Update to 

determine whether 550 dpa does reflect full OAHN for Tendring District.  We review the OAHN 

Update in the context of the policies of the NPPF and the NPPF’s accompanying Planning 

Practice Guidance (PPG). Specifically, section ID2a of the PPG – ‘Housing and Economic 

Development Needs Assessments’ (HEDNA) – which sets out the recommended methodology 

to be followed in calculating the OAHN.  This report reviews the OAHN Update in the context 

of the stepped approach prescribed by the PPG’s HEDNA methodology. 

 

1.10 This review is structured as follows: 

 

1.11 Chapter 2 outlines the approach to establishing OAHN required by the NPPF and PPG.  A 

summary of proposed changes set out in the recent Housing White Paper (February 2017) are 

also presented. 

 

1.12 Chapter 3 reviews the definition of the Housing Market Area (HMA) adopted by the Council 

for assessing OAHN. 

 
1.13 Chapter 4 addresses the demographic projections presented in the Council’s evidence base, 

specifically the population projections and their conversion into household projections.   

 

1.14 Chapter 5 addresses the approach and results reported in the Council’s evidence base 

concerning the number of homes needed to support future jobs growth in Tendring.  

Specifically, this chapter considers the number of jobs that the evidence base suggests the 

OAHN should be underpinned by and how that number of jobs is converted into homes.   
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1.15 Chapter 6 examines the market signals evidence presented in the Council’s evidence, paying 

particular attention to affordability, and appraises the conclusions regarding market signals 

(worsening or not) and the proposed response. An alternative to the conclusions and response 

to market signals by the Council’s evidence is presented alongside an explanation as to why it 

should be preferred.  

 

1.16 Finally, Chapter 7 summarises the main findings of this review and presents overall 

conclusions on whether there is the potential for an increase to the Council’s existing OAHN. 
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2.0 THE APPROACH TO ASSESSING HOUSING NEED 

 

2.1 This chapter summarises the national planning policy rationale and practice guidance for 

objectively assessing housing need.  

 

i) National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF, 27 March 2012) 

 

2.2 NPPF sets out the Government’s planning policies for England and how these are expected to 

be applied. NPPF states that planning should proactively drive and support sustainable 

economic development to deliver the homes that the country needs, and that every effort 

should be made to objectively identify and then meet housing needs, taking account of market 

signals (paragraph 17). 

 

2.3 In respect of delivering a wide choice of high quality homes, NPPF confirms the need for local 

authorities to boost significantly the supply of housing. To do so, it states that local authorities 

should use their evidence base to ensure that their Local Plan meets the full, objectively 

assessed needs for market and affordable housing in the housing market area (paragraph 47).  

 

2.4 With regard to plan-making, local planning authorities are directed to set out strategic priorities 

for their area in the Local Plan, including policies to deliver the homes and jobs needed in the 

area (paragraph 156).   

 

2.5 Further, Local Plans are to be based on adequate, up to date and relevant evidence, integrating 

assessments of and strategies for housing and employment uses, taking full account of relevant 

market and economic signals (paragraph 158).  

 

2.6 For plan-making purposes, local planning authorities are required to clearly understand housing 

needs in their area.  To do so they should prepare a Strategic Housing Market Assessment 

(SHMA) that identifies the scale and mix of housing and the range of tenures that the local 

population is likely to need over the plan period (paragraph 159). 

 

ii) Planning Practice Guidance (PPG, 06 March 2014) 

 

2.7 PPG was issued as a web based resource on 6th March 2014.  The Housing and Economic 

Development Needs Assessments (HEDNA) section of the PPG (ID2a) is intended to provide 

guidance to local planning authorities on how to determine the full OAHN and present it in a 

SHMA as required by paragraph 159 of the NPPF.   
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2.8 The PPG’s HEDNA section confirms that the OAHN must be an objective assessment based on 

facts and unbiased evidence, and that constraints should not be applied to the OAHN (ID2a, 

paragraph 4).  The OAHN should be ‘policy off’, and use of the PPG methodology for assessing 

OAHN is strongly recommended, to ensure that the assessment is transparent (ID2a, paragraph 

5).   

 

2.9 The full methodology for establishing the OAHN and affordable housing is set out in paragraphs 

ID2a-014 to 029 of the PPG’s HEDNA section.  However, the guidance related to establishing 

OAHN is set out between paragraphs 15 and 20.  In this study an assessment of OAHN and not 

affordable housing is provided.  The relevant paragraphs of PPG predominantly referred to are 

therefore paragraphs 15-20. 

 

2.10 The PPG HEDNA methodology is summarised as follows: 

 

Step1 - Starting point estimate of need 

 

2.11 The methodology states that the starting point for assessing overall housing need should be 

the household projections published by the Department for Communities and Local 

Government, but that they are trends based and may require adjustment to reflect factors, 

such as unmet or suppressed need, not captured in past trends (ID2a 015).  

 

“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.” (2a-015) (Our emphasis) 
 

Step 2 - Adjusting for demographic evidence 

 
2.12 The PPG methodology advises that adjustments to household projection-based estimates of 

overall housing need should be made on the basis of established sources of robust evidence, 

such as ONS estimates (2a-017).  This includes sensitivity testing for alternative migration 

trends.  

 

Step 3 - Adjusting for likely change in job numbers 

 
2.13 In addition to taking into account demographic evidence the methodology states that job trends 

and or forecasts should also be taken into account when assessing overall housing need.  The 

implication is that housing numbers should be increased where this will enable labour force 

supply to match projected job growth (2a-018).   
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“Where the supply of working age population that is economically 
active (labour force supply) is less than the projected job growth, 
this could result in unsustainable commuting patterns … and could 
reduce the resilience of local businesses. In such circumstances, 
plan makers will need to consider how the location of new housing 
or infrastructure development could help address these problems.” 
(2a-018)   
 

Step 4 - Adjusting for market signals 

 
2.14 The final part of the methodology regarding overall housing need is concerned with market 

signals and their implications for housing supply (2a-019:020).   

 

“The housing need number suggested by household projections (the 
starting point) should be adjusted to reflect appropriate market 
signals, as well as other market indicators of the balance between 
the demand for and supply of dwellings.” (2a-019)   
 

2.15 Assessment of market signals is a further test intended to inform whether the starting point 

estimate of overall housing need (the household projections) should be adjusted upwards.  

Particular attention is given to the issue of affordability (2a-020).  

 

“The more significant the affordability constraints … and the 
stronger other indicators of high demand … the larger the 
improvement in affordability needed and, therefore, the larger the 
additional supply response should be.” (2a-020) 
 

Step 5 - Overall housing need 

 
2.16 An objective assessment of overall housing need can be summarised as a test of whether the 

household projection based starting point can be reconciled with a) the latest demographic 

evidence, b) the ability to accommodate projected job demand, c) the requirement to address 

worsening market signals.  If it cannot be reconciled, then an adjustment should be made. 

 

2.17 The extent of any adjustment should be based on the extent to which it passes each test.  That 

is:  

 

• It will at least equal the housing need number implied by the latest demographic 

evidence; 

• It will at least accommodate projected job demand; and, 

• On reasonable assumptions, it could be expected to improve affordability. 
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A f fordab le Hous ing N eed  Assessm en t  

 
2.18 The methodology for assessing affordable housing need is set out at 2a-022 to 029 and is 

largely unchanged from the methodology it supersedes (SHMA 2007).  In summary, total 

affordable need is estimated by subtracting total available stock from total gross need.  Whilst 

it has no bearing on the assessment of overall housing need, delivering the required number 

of affordable homes can be used to justify an increase in planned housing supply (2a-029). 

 

“The total affordable housing need should then be considered in the 
context of its likely delivery as a proportion of mixed market and 
affordable housing developments … An increase in the total housing 
figures included in the local plan should be considered where it 
could help deliver the required number of affordable homes.” (2a-
029) (our emphasis) 

 

 

iii) Housing White Paper – ‘Fixing our Broken Housing Market’ (February 2017) 

 

2.19 The Housing White Paper was published in February 2017, and acknowledges a need for 225-

275,000 new homes per annum to keep up with population growth and start to tackle years 

of under-supply in the country.1 The Paper acknowledges that one of the main problems leading 

to significant under-supply of housing has been the failure of local authorities to plan for the 

homes they need,2 and as a consequence the ratio of average house prices to average earnings 

has more than doubled since 1998. 3 

 

2.20 In seeking to address these problems, the White Paper states how a ‘radical rethink’ of the 

approach to home building is required.  This includes the existing approach to establishing the 

Objectively Assessed Housing Need (OAHN).  The White Paper therefore states the following 

in respect of how the OAHN is proposed to be reformed: 

 

“at the moment, some local authorities can duck potentially 
difficult decisions, because they are free to come up with their own 
methodology for calculating ‘objectively assessed need’. So, we are 
going to consult on a new standard methodology for calculating 
‘objectively assessed need’, and encourage councils to plan on this 
basis.” 4 

 

                                                
1 Paragraph 2, ‘Our housing market is broken’, page 9, ‘Fixing our broken housing market’, February 2017 
2 Paragraph 4, ‘Our housing market is broken’, page 9, ‘Fixing our broken housing market’, February 2017 
3 Paragraph 5, ‘Our housing market is broken’, page 9, ‘Fixing our broken housing market’, February 2017 
4 Paragraph 7, ‘What we’re going to do about it’, page 14, ‘Fixing our broken housing market’, February 2017 
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2.21 The White Paper acknowledges the recommendations in this regard of the Local Plans Expert 

Group (LPEG) report, which concluded that a standardised methodology was one of the most 

important reforms that could be made to improve plan-making.5 

 

2.22 The White Paper confirms that Councils will be incentivised to use the new standard approach, 

although where it is justified, deviation from the standard approach may be acceptable: 

 

“We want councils to use the new standardised approach as they 
produce their plans and will incentivise them to do so. We expect 
councils that decide not to use the new approach to explain why 
not and to justify to the Planning Inspectorate the methodology 
they have adopted in their area.” 6 

 

2.23 The standardised methodology will therefore provide the ‘baseline’ OAHN, to which 

amendments can be made if it is deemed to have been justified.  The timescale for the new 

standardised methodology is confirmed in the White Paper as follows: 

 

“To incentivise authorities to get plans in place, in the absence of 
an up-to-date local or strategic plan we propose that by April 2018 
the new methodology for calculating objectively assessed 
requirement would apply as the baseline for assessing five year 
housing land supply and housing delivery.” 7 (Our emphasis) 

 

2.24 Consultation on the proposed changes is expected in July 2017 (although not yet available at 

the time of writing this report).  However, in the interim period the existing OAHN methodology 

set out in the PPG’s Housing and Economic Development Needs Assessment (HEDNA) section 

is to be followed. 

                                                
5 Paragraph A.21, page 74, ‘Fixing our broken housing market’, February 2017 
6 Paragraph 1.14, ‘Assessing housing requirements’, page 23, ‘Fixing our broken housing market’, February 2017 
7 Paragraph 1.15, ‘Assessing housing requirements’, page 23, ‘Fixing our broken housing market’, February 2017 
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3.0 HMA DEFINITION APPLIED IN THE COUNCIL’S EVIDENCE  

 

3.1 The NPPF/PPG HEDNA requires local planning authorities to assess housing need within the 

relevant housing market area (HMA), rather than simply within their own boundaries.   

 

3.2 In defining ‘What is a housing market area?’, the PPG states: 

 
“A housing market area is a geographical area defined by household 
demand and preferences for all types of housing, reflecting the key 
functional linkages between places where people live and work. The 
extent of the housing market areas identified will vary, and many 
will in practice cut across various local planning authority 
administrative boundaries. Local planning authorities should work 
with all the other constituent authorities under the Duty to 
Cooperate.” 8 

 

3.3 The November 2016 OAHN Update gives consideration to research carried out by academics 

from the Centre for Urban & Regional Development Studies (CURDS) at Newcastle University 

which created a robust set of HMA definitions within a tiered structure.  

  

3.4 The OAHN Update acknowledges a Strategic HMA defined by CURDS that consists of the five 

authorities of Braintree, Colchester, Chelmsford, Maldon and Tendring.  However, the OAHN 

Update decides to exclude Maldon from the HMA definition on the basis that Maldon Council 

considers it is a separate HMA, with Maldon Council submitting evidence to its own Local Plan 

examination in this respect. 9 

 
3.5 The OAHN Update supplements this stance with its own analysis of 2011 Census commuting 

and migration flows which concludes that excluding Maldon from the HMA only marginally 

reduces the containment threshold of the HMA.10 

 
3.6 We can confirm that self-containment thresholds are still met when Maldon is excluded from 

the HMA definition.  However, including Maldon strengthens the HMA definition and there are 

clearly functional relationships between Maldon and the other four authorities (Braintree, 

Chelmsford, Colchester and Tendring).  This is demonstrated in Table 3.1 (travel to work flows) 

and Table 3.2 (migration flows). 

 

                                                
8 Paragraph: 010 Reference ID: 2a-011-20140306, Planning Practice Guidance, 06 March 2014 
9 PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, Tendring OAHN Study, November 2016 Update, paragraph 2.26, page 14 
10 PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, Tendring OAHN Study, November 2016 Update, paragraph 2.28, page 14 



Demographic OAHN 

27734/A5/DM/ 10 July 2017 

Table 3.1: Travel to Work Flow Containment 

 

Source: ONS, Census 2011   

 

3.7 In line with the containment thresholds applied during the determination of Travel to Work 

Areas (TTWAs) by ONS, retention of at least 67-75% of the workforce is considered an 

appropriate benchmark. 

 

3.8 Table 3.1 illustrates flows of workers between Tendring and all neighbouring authorities.  There 

are particularly strong flows of workers from Tendring to Colchester and Greater London.   And 

of those who work in Tendring, the majority of workers originate from Colchester.   

 
3.9 From Table 3.1 we can calculate that 85% of Tendring’s workforce also live in Tendring 

(=37,994/44,782).  This is within the recommended self-containment threshold.  However, the 

five authorities of the Strategic HMA combined provide an 88% self-containment rate. 

Removing Maldon from the HMA reduces the self-containment rate to 85%. 

 

Tendring Braintree Chelmsford Colchester Maldon Babergh
Greater 
London Other Total

Tendring 37,994 811 672 8,737 161 632 2,488 3,911 55,406

Braintree 391 42,807 6,854 3,665 1,363 1,211 7,151 11,130 74,572

Chelmsford 116 2,634 52,495 949 1,727 66 14,080 14,858 86,925

Colchester 3,784 3,617 2,525 61,225 1,384 1,266 6,093 6,181 86,075

Maldon 82 1,339 4,122 1,137 16,761 41 3,025 4,036 30,543

Babergh 670 1,142 344 2,440 55 24,470 1,558 11,953 42,632

Greater 
London 185 746 2,423 696 314 156 3,734,844 282,417 4,021,781

Other 1,560 4,951 13,665 5,412 1,528 8,250 760,687 - 796,053

Total 44,782 58,047 83,100 84,261 23,293 36,092 4,529,926 334,486 -

Place of Work
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Table 3.2: Household Move Containment 

Source: ONS, Census 2011 
 

3.10 Table 3.2 again illustrates flows between Tendring and all neighbouring authorities but less 

pronounced than travel to work flows.  Nonetheless, flows are again strongest between 

Tendring and Colchester.   

 

3.11 Unlike commuting flows, PPG provides a useful guideline for household move containment of 

70%. 

 
3.12 From Table 3.2 we can calculate that 66% of Tendring’s household moves are within Tendring 

(=8,339/12,694), falling below the self-containment threshold of 70%.   

 
3.13 However, the five authorities of the Strategic HMA combined provide a 71% self-containment 

rate, which falls within the PPG threshold. Removing Maldon from the HMA reduces the self-

containment rate to 70%. 

 
3.14 The analysis of commuting flows and migration flows confirms strong linkages between the 

five authorities, which combined also meet the PPG self-containment thresholds.  As such, we 

concur that the Strategic Colchester HMA as defined by CURDS (Braintree, Chelmsford, 

Colchester, Maldon and Tendring) represents a sound study area for this OAHN and on this 

basis the OAHN Update November 2016 is incorrect to exclude Maldon from the HMA definition. 

 

 

Tendring Braintree Chelmsford Colchester Maldon Babergh
Greater 
London Other Total

Tendring 8,339 213 107 887 36 154 1,248 2,052 13,036

Braintree 190 7,630 983 676 355 201 921 2,758 13,714

Chelmsford 92 585 8,943 255 474 50 1,606 4,144 16,149

Colchester 1,110 754 363 13,568 298 304 1,539 4,085 22,021

Maldon 30 286 520 201 2,297 16 341 982 4,673

Babergh 163 316 55 457 25 3,863 457 2,716 8,052

Greater London 555 566 1,070 1,100 215 293 853,477 183,548 1,040,824

Other 2,215 2,960 4,382 4,639 1,144 3,221 219,260 - 237,821

Total 12,694 13,310 16,423 21,783 4,844 8,102 1,078,849 200,285 -

Previous Residence
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4.0 DEMOGRAPHIC OAHN PRESENTED IN THE COUNCIL’S EVIDENCE 

 

i) Introduction 

 

4.1 Paragraphs ID2a-015 to 017 of the PPG provide the methodological guidance for determining 

the first stage of the OAHN; demographic-led housing need.  This section of the report 

therefore considers the demographic evidence presented in the November 2016 OAHN Update.  

Consideration is given as to whether the OAHN Update provides a robust approach to the 

assumptions underpinning the demographic-led OAHN, and whether there are any weaknesses 

in the approach.   

 

ii) Starting Point Estimate (Step 1, PPG ID2a-015) 

 

4.2 The original July 2015 OAHN assessment used demographic forecasts produced by Edge 

Analytics for the 12 instructing local authorities forming the Essex Planning Officers Association 

(EPOA).  However, this work was based on the Government’s 2012-based population and 

household projections, which have since been superseded by the 2014-based series.   

 

4.3 Given the EPOA has not commissioned an update to take account of the latest projections, the 

November 2016 Update has produced its own projection scenarios which do take account of 

the 2014-based release. 

 
4.4 The November 2016 Update presents the 2014-based demographic starting point according to 

the official projections for Braintree, Chelmsford and Colchester.  However, the November 2016 

Update claims that the official demographic projections are not robust for Tendring because of 

the issue of Unattributable Population Change (UPC) and therefore provides an alternative 

demographic projection.   

 
4.5 Table 4.1 summarises the official 2014-based Sub National Population Projection (SNPP) that 

underpins the official demographic starting point of housing need for all four local authorities, 

alongside that assumed by the November 2016 Update.  The official 2012-based SNPP has also 

been included for information.  The November 2016 Update presents growth over the period 

2014-2037 rather than the Plan Period 2013-2037.   
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Table 4.1: Population growth: comparison of official SNPP and November 2016 

Update (2014-2037, total change) 

 Official 2012- 

based SNPP 

Official 2014-

based SNPP 

November 2016 

Update 

Braintree 26,899 24,294 24,294 

Chelmsford 25,564 26,986 26,986 

Colchester 37,369 39,369 39,369 

Tendring 24,907 23,513 24,900* 

* Taken from Table 1 of the Tendring Note appended to the November 2016 Update 

 

4.6 The demographic starting point assumed for Tendring by the November 2016 Update is nearly 

identical to the population growth projected by the 2012-based SNPP, despite being produced 

on a different basis.  Whilst the November 2016 Update provides a brief overview of the 

methodology applied, the exact detail is unclear.  For example, the methodology states: 

  
“A new population is prepared that is a weighted average between 
the low and high projections. This is also converted to households 
and homes and compared to the planned development schedule of 
464 homes (2015-37). A new set of weights are prepared. This 
process iterates until the conversion to households and homes 
matches the development schedule. A summary of the results is 
shown in Table 1.”11 

 

4.7 The methodology is described as an iterative process until the development schedule is reached 

(480 dwellings, 2013-2037).  In effect, the demographic starting point for Tendring is therefore 

based on a dwelling constrained projection rather than a true unconstrained demographic 

projection.   

 

4.8 An additional 480 dwellings per annum was the level of need identified by the EPOA/Edge 

Analytics Phase 7 report based on the 10-year migration trend with an UPC adjustment.  This 

scenario formed the demographic starting position for Tendring assumed in the original July 

2015 OAHN Study.   

 
4.9 The November 2016 Update states ‘in the present study we accept this figure of 480 dpa, 

because the evidence that underpinned it has not changed’ 12 However, we consider this 

statement to be somewhat contradictory because 480 dwellings per annum was the resulting 

level of need from the 10-year migration trend with an UPC adjustment.  The January 2016 

and subsequent November 2016 Update identified a weakness with the UPC adjustment applied 

                                                
11 John Hollis, Tendring Note (November 2016), paragraph 2.2, Appendix to PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, Tendring 
OAHN Study, November 2016 Update 
12 PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, Tendring OAHN Study, November 2016 Update, paragraph 3.22, page 19 
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by EPOA/ Edge Analytics.  Before we consider this point in more detail, it is worthwhile to 

explain the issue of UPC in order to set the context of the comments we make.  

 

Unattributable Population Change (UPC) 

 

4.10 UPC relates to the level of difference in recorded population by the 2011 Census and that 

estimated by the annual Mid-Year Population Estimates over the decade 2001-2011.   

 
4.11 UPC in Tendring is equivalent to -10,533 people (2001-2011) which means that there was an 

overestimation of Tendring’s population between 2001 and 2011 and following the 2011 Census 

results Tendring’s population was revised downwards.  The ONS distribute the effect of UPC 

across the period 2001-2011. 

 
4.12 Therefore, making a UPC adjustment, has the effect of reducing net migration to Tendring 

(because UPC is negative) which in turn results in a lower population projection compared to 

if an UPC adjustment was not made. 

 
4.13 When calculating the 2012 and 2014-based SNPP the ONS have not made any adjustment for 

UPC because it could not be demonstrated to measure a bias in the trend data that would 

continue into the future.  The ONS has stated: 

“It was proposed not to make an adjustment for UPC in the 2012-
based (or, subsequently, the 2014-based) subnational population 
projections or in the series of population estimates based on the 2011 
Census since the UPC is unlikely to be seen in continuing subnational 
trends as: 
  
• it is unclear what proportion of the UPC is due to sampling 

error in the 2001 Census, adjustments made to population 
estimates following the 2001 Census, sampling error in the 
2011 Census and/or error in the intercensal components 
(mainly migration); 

 
• if it is caused by either the 2001 Census or 2011 Census, then 

the components of population change will be unaffected; 
 
• if it is caused by international migration, it is likely that the 

biggest impacts will be seen earlier in the decade between 
2001 and 2011 and will have less of an impact in the later 
years when improvements were introduced to migration 
estimates.”13  

 

                                                
13 Page 7, Quality and Methodology Information Paper, Sub National Population Projections, 27 May 2016, Office for National 
Statistics 
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4.14 Following the approach of ONS, Barton Willmore’s approach is to exclude UPC from the 

assessment of alternative migration trends whether UPC is positive or negative.  This approach 

stems from advice received from the ONS when the UPC element was first introduced in 2013, 

in which ONS advised Barton Willmore that “As we cannot be certain whether or not the "other 

unattributable" relates to migration it would seem sensible to exclude it from migration trends.” 

UPC by the nature of its name is not attributable to any particular component of population 

change and therefore to include UPC along with migration trends is not considered appropriate. 

4.15 It is also notable how the Local Plans Expert Group (LPEG) recommend the exclusion of UPC 

from the calculation of OAHN in their recommended changes to the PPG’s OAHN methodology, 

presented to Central Government in March 2016. 

4.16 The EPOA/ Edge Analytics Phase 7 work applied a UPC adjustment to international migration 

estimates for Tendring.   However, the January 2016 OAHN Update considered the error in 

population was associated with both international migration and domestic migration flows 

within the UK (internal migration) based on the findings of the ONS data tool published in 

September 2015. 

 

4.17 Applying the UPC adjustment to international migration only, results in an older population 

profile (given international migrants are typically younger).  Therefore, applying the UPC 

adjustment to both international and internal migration results in a younger population profile.  

This is considered an important issue because the age profile of the demographic projection 

will have an impact on the level of housing need and economic growth than can be supported. 

 
4.18 The November 2016 Update’s demographic starting point for Tendring is based on a dwelling 

constrained forecast (480 dpa).  The underlying migrant profiles used within the projection 

calculation are based on a weighted average between the low and high migration trends.  No 

detail is provided on the weights applied, which is considered a weakness and makes 

interrogation of the method difficult.   

 
4.19 Furthermore, no detail is provided on the level of the UPC adjustment applied to the 

international and internal migration estimates.  As is demonstrated in the extract from the ONS 

data tool (Figure 4.1) the discrepancy in population estimates for Tendring was due to both 

internal and international migration.  However, the darker shading of the international 

migration column indicates the discrepancy is more likely to be due to international migration 

than internal migration. 
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Figure 4.1: Extract of ONS UPC data tool for Tendring   

 
 

4.20 However, we know that a UPC adjustment has been applied to both the international and 

internal migrant profile which leads to a younger migrant profile.  This reduces the number of 

homes required because household formation rates are lower for younger people.  This point 

is confirmed by the November 2016 Updates’ starting point of housing need summarised in 

Table 4.2.   

 

Table 4.2: Household growth: comparison of official DCLG household projections and 

November 2016 Update (2013-2037, total change) 

 Official 2012- 

based DCLG 

household 

projection 

Official 2014- 

based DCLG 

household 

projection 

November 2016 

Update 

Braintree 16,031 

(668 pa) 

14,539 

(606 pa) 

14,539 

(606 pa) 

Chelmsford 15,424 

(643 pa) 

15,739 

(656 pa) 

15,739 

(656 pa) 

Colchester 20,010 

(834 pa) 

19,932 

(831 pa) 

19,932 

(831 pa) 

Tendring 15,705 

(654 pa) 

15,008 

(625 pa) 

10,700 

(445 pa)* 

* Taken from Table 1 of the Tendring Note appended to the November 2016 Update 

 

Tendring LOCAL AUTHORITY:

Discrepancy between Census based and 

Rolled Forward MYEs

Is the discrepancy within the 95% CI 

around the 2011 Census

Relative size of international 

emigration flows

Probable discrepancy due to 

international immigration

Probable discrepancy due to internal 

migration

Probable discrepancy due to school 

boarders

Is the PR within the 95% CI around the 

2001 Census

Consequences of rolling forward from 
2001

Consequences of rolling forward from 
2001

Is the PR within the 95% CI around the 

2001 Census

Probable discrepancy due to school 

boarders

Probable discrepancy due to internal 

migration

Probable discrepancy due to 

international immigration

Relative size of international 

emigration flows

Is the discrepancy within the 95% CI 

around the 2011 Census

Discrepancy between Census based and 

Rolled Forward MYEs
KEY: 3 0 0 0 0 0 1 85+ 1 0 0 0 0 0 3

3 Overestimate 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 80-84 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
2 2 0 0 0 1 0 2 75-79 1 1 0 0 0 0 0
1 2 0 0 0 1 0 1 70-74 3 0 1 0 0 0 2

Neutral 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 65-69 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
-1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 60-64 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
-2 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 55-59 2 0 0 0 0 0 1
-3 Underestimate 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 50-54 1 1 0 0 0 0 0

1 0 0 0 0 0 0 45-49 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
3 High Flow 3 0 0 0 0 1 0 40-44 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 35-39 0 0 0 1 0 0 0
1 2 0 1 1 0 0 0 30-34 0 0 0 3 1 0 0

Low Flow 3 0 1 2 0 0 1 0 25-29 0 0 0 0 3 1 0 1
2 0 1 2 0 0 1 0 20-24 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1
0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 15-19 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 10-14 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
0 0 0 0 0 0 5-9 0 0 0 0 0 1
0 0 0 0 0 1-4 0 0 0 1 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Age band FemalesMales

note: level of population movement relative 
to overall  authority population

95% CI around Census includes 
rolled forward MYE
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4.21 It is evident from Table 4.2 that the November 2016 Update’s starting point for Tendring is 

445 households per annum (2013-2037).  However, household growth resulting from the 2012-

based SNPP is 654 households per annum, despite both scenarios being based on ‘virtually 

identical’ population growth (24,900 people) as was shown in Table 4.1.  This demonstrates 

the effect of the UPC adjustment.   

 

Vacancy rates 

 

4.22 The vacancy rates applied in the November 2016 Update to convert household growth into 

dwelling growth appear to have been drawn from the 2011 Census14.  Whilst more recent rates 

are available from the Council Tax Base, the 2011 Census rates are prudent.  Table 4.3 

summarises the November 2016 Update’s starting point estimate (dwellings) for the four 

authorities.  

  

Table 4.3: Summary of November 2016 Update’s starting point estimate of housing 

need (2013-2037) 

 Household growth Vacancy  Dwelling growth 

Braintree 14,539 

(606 pa) 

2.8% 14,952 

(623 pa) 

Chelmsford 15,739 

(656 pa) 

2.3% 16,104 

(671 pa) 

Colchester 19,932 

(831 pa) 

4.2% 20,784 

(866 pa) 

Tendring 10,700 

(445 pa)* 

7.9% 11,520 

(480 pa) 

* Taken from Table 1 of the Tendring Note appended to the November 2016 Update 

 
UPC Conclusions 
 

4.23 Barton Willmore consider the November 2016 Update’s starting point estimate for Braintree, 

Chelmsford and Colchester to be correct, being based on the DCLG 2014-based household 

projection with no adjustment for UPC.   

 

4.24 However, the UPC adjustment applied to Tendring’s starting point is not considered appropriate 

for the following reasons and has the effect of the reducing the starting point from 674 to 480 

dwellings per annum: 

 

                                                
14 John Hollis, Tendring Note (November 2016), paragraph 2.1, Appendix to PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, tendring 
OAHN Study, November 2016 Update 
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• As mentioned earlier, UPC by its nature is not attributable to any particular 

component, although the ONS data tool suggests in Tendring this is probably due to 

discrepancy in international migration estimates and to a lesser extent, internal 

migration estimates; 

 

• It is clear from the ONS statement accompanying the 2014-based SNPP (see paragraph 

4.32 above) that the effect of UPC is likely to have been greater towards the start of 

the decade.  Therefore, as account is taken of more recent migration trends, the issue 

of UPC becomes less relevant as fewer years within the trend are likely to have been 

affected by UPC; 

 

• The 2014-based SNPP reflect the 2014-based national projections in assuming net 

international migration of 185,000 people per annum across England. However, as a 

consequence of the recently revised international migration estimates, both the 2014-

based national and sub national population projections are considered to significantly 

underestimate net international migration trends.  The latest quarterly net 

international migration estimates suggest that net international migration totalled 

248,000 people per annum in the year ending December 2016; 

 

• The administrative population estimates published by ONS on 17 November 201615 

give a population of 142,721 for Tendring at 2011 (Census day).  This is higher than 

the official 2011 Census count of 138,048.  This suggests that the 2011 Census may 

have undercounted the population of Tendring and the downward revision made to 

the rolled forward MYPE following release of the 2011 Census may have been too 

great for Tendring.  If these new administrative estimates are correct, then this would 

mean UPC in Tendring is in fact lower than currently estimated by ONS because less 

of an adjustment is needed to match the 2011 administrative estimate; 

 

• The 2015 and 2016 Mid-Year Population Estimates (MYPE) published after the 2014-

based SNPP have already exceeded the 2014-based SNPP for years 2015 and 2016 for 

Tendring indicating that the 2014-based SNPP provide a conservative projection of 

population growth for Tendring.  

 

                                                
15 
https://www.ons.gov.uk/census/censustransformationprogramme/administrativedatacensusproject/administrativedatacensu
sresearchoutputs/sizeofthepopulation 
ONS disclaimer: These outputs are NOT official statistics on the population. Rather they are published here as outputs from 
our continued research into a methodology different to that currently used in the production of population statistics. These 
outputs must not be reproduced without this disclaimer and warning note. 

https://www.ons.gov.uk/census/censustransformationprogramme/administrativedatacensusproject/administrativedatacensusresearchoutputs/sizeofthepopulation
https://www.ons.gov.uk/census/censustransformationprogramme/administrativedatacensusproject/administrativedatacensusresearchoutputs/sizeofthepopulation
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4.25 The approach of excluding UPC from the calculation of alternative migration trends has been 

supported by Inspectors in various Local Plan Examinations and s78 Planning Appeals.   

Ay lesbury  Va le  Loca l  P lan  Ex am ina t i on  –  June 2014  

4.26 The Inspector for the Aylesbury Vale Local Plan Examination in Public did not agree with the 

Council’s approach to including negative UPC within the migration trends.  He stated: 

“However, whilst an over estimation of migration may play a 
significant part in the other (unattributable) component of change 
in the mid-year estimates, there is insufficient basis to conclude 
that it accounts for 100% of this figure. Indeed the ONS itself 
considers that it would be sensible to exclude the unattributable 
figure from migration trends given the degree of uncertainty. 
Attributing all of this to migration, as the Council has done, has the 
effect of substantially reducing the estimates of past net in-
migration to the District. The very recent trend suggests an 
increase in annual net in-migration”16.     

4.27 The approach of Aylesbury Vale Council whereby negative UPC was included within the 

migration trends despite the very recent trends suggesting an annual increase in net migration, 

echoes the approach of Tendring Borough Council.   

W est  Ox fo rdsh i re  Loca l  P lan  Ex am ina t i on  –  Decem ber  2015  

4.28 UPC in West Oxfordshire is equivalent to -568 people between 2001 and 2011.  The Council’s 

alternative population projections adjusted for UPC which had the effect of lowering the net 

migration figures and therefore population projection.  Whilst the Inspector acknowledged 

that: UPC is not a significant issue in West Oxfordshire; the ONS’ decision is to not include UPC 

within the calculation of the SNPP; and the default PAS Technical Note 17 advises that the default 

option is to ignore UPC, the Inspector concludes that future work should model projections 

with and without UPC to test its significance.  

New ark  and Sherw ood –  s78  P lann ing Appea l 18 J anua ry  2 016  

4.29 UPC in Newark and Sherwood is equivalent to -134 people in total over the period 2001-2011.  

The Council considers that it is necessary to make an adjustment for UPC which has the effect 

of reducing housing need.  The Council’s justification for this was to provide an overall figure 

for the Housing Market Area (HMA) that was sufficiently accurate in relation to the individual 

                                                
16 PINS/J0404/429/8, Letter from Kevin Ward (Inspector) to Aylesbury Vale District Council 
17 PAS Objectively Assessed Need and Housing Targets Technical Advice Note, Second Edition, July 2015 
18 Appeal Ref: APP/B3030/W/15/3006252 
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local authority areas, particularly in respect of Mansfield.  Given this was a s78 inquiry rather 

than a Local Plan Examination, the Inspector was concerned with the evidence before her in 

respect of Newark and Sherwood only, and not the wider HMA.  The Inspector concluded: 

“The evidence before me is not sufficient to demonstrate that a 
downward adjustment to the identified longer term migration trends 
to take account of UPC for N&S is necessary. Furthermore, I am not 
satisfied that it has been adequately demonstrated that the absence 
of such an adjustment in N&S would necessarily have an unacceptable 
impact on the robust assessment of FOAN within the HMA as a 
whole.”19  
 

Sef ton  Loca l  P lan  Ex am inat ion  –  Feb ruary  2 016  

4.30 UPC within Sefton was equivalent to -2,106 people between 2001 and 2011.  The argument 

was put forward by the Council that the CLG 2012-based household projection was based on 

over-estimates of in-migration because of factors such as UPC.  However, the Inspector stated: 

“The 2012-based DCLG projections indicate household growth of 576 
annually over the Plan period. I do not accept the argument that this 
figure is based on over-estimates of in-migration because of factors 
such as unattributable population change”20  

4.31 This supports Barton Willmore’s view that the CLG household projections form the starting 

point estimate of housing. 

A run  Loca l  P lan  Ex am inat ion  –  Feb ruary  2 016  

4.32 UPC within Arun between 2001 and 2011 was equivalent to approximately -4,050 people which 

is a significant amount, as is the case in Tendring.  The Inspector acknowledged that the 

exclusion or inclusion of UPC therefore makes a significant difference to the demographic 

element of OAN.  The SHMA’s approach to this issue was to include 50% of UPC within the 

alternative migration trends.  The Inspector did not see a case to partly-discount UPC for the 

following reasons: 

“A number of factors suggest a need for caution in the acceptance of 
the Hearn approach to migration issues in Arun. Firstly, ONS 
information postdating the Hearn report is that international 
migration to UK has been underestimated to a statistically significant 
extent and ONS population projections in 2014 indicate faster growth 
of population than the 2012 projections. Secondly, while the effects 
of these factors on Arun are unknown, it is clear that population 
growth in the District has already exceeded the 2012-Based SNPP 
judged by the 2013 and 2014 MYEs, including migration. Thirdly, work 

                                                
19 Paragraph 18, Page 4, Appeal Decision Ref: APP/B3030/W/15/3006252, Land at Southwell Road, Farnsfield, Norringhamshire 
20 Paragraph 9, page 2, Inspectors Initial Findings, Sefton Local Plan Examination, February 2016 
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underpinning the London Plan concludes that net population outflows 
will take place from London into the wider South East of which Arun 
is part.”21 

 
4.33 All of the planning Inquiry evidence outlined above supports the exclusion of negative UPC 

from the calculation of alternative migration trends, as Barton Willmore are proposing for 

Tendring. 

iii) Alternative Population Projections (Step 2, PPG ID2a-016/017) 

 

4.34 In line with the PPG HEDNA requirement (ID2a-015), the November 2016 OAHN Update tests 

the official demographic projections in respect of their underlying trends in relation to 

household formation and alternative migration trends in order to determine whether an 

adjustment is required to the starting point estimate.  We begin by considering alternative 

migration trends before going on to consider household formation. 

  

4.35 The starting point is underpinned by migration trends from the period 2009-2014.  The OAHN 

Update gives consideration to two alternative population projection scenarios: 

 
• PBA Trends 2005-2015 which is based on average migration trends from the 10-year 

period 2005-2015; 

• PBA Trends 2010-2015 which is based on average migration trends from the 5-year 

period 2005-2015. 

    

4.36 However, given the OAHN Update has made a UPC adjustment to Tendring’s demographic 

projection, the two alternative migration trends are not considered for Tendring in the OAHN 

Update.   

 

4.37 We consider this a weakness of the OAHN Update.  Our view is that the two alternative 

migration trends should be considered for Tendring, as has been done for the three districts 

of Braintree, Chelmsford and Colchester. 

 
4.38 Furthermore, since the publication of the November 2016 OAHN Update the ONS have published 

the 2016 MYPE which allow more recent 5 and 10-year migration trends to be considered.  We 

recommend sensitivity testing of a 5-year trend based on the period 2011-2016 and a 10-year 

trend based on the period 2006-2016. 

 
 

                                                
21 Paragraph 1.12, Inspectors Conclusions, Arun Local Plan Examination, February 2016 
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4.39 In addition to the two alternative migration trends, the OAHN Update also considers a 

demographic scenario based on providing housing need to support additional migration growth 

from London.   

 

4.40 The ‘GLA demographic scenario’ is based on the Greater London Authority’s (GLA) Central 

Scenario which assumes net out-migration from London to the East region of 28,000 increasing 

to 37,000 over the period 2013-2037.  The OAHN Update states that this is similar to the 

assumptions of the ONS 2012-based SNPP for the East of England.22 

 
4.41 The GLA doesn’t provide a breakdown of net out-migration from London to individual local 

authorities.  However, Edge Analytics estimated this breakdown as part of their EPOA Phase 7 

report in proportion to past migration flows.  The OAHN Update does not seek to update this 

scenario from the Phase 7 Edge Analytics report and therefore bases its conclusions on the 

findings of the Phase 7 Edge Analytics report.   

 
4.42 The OAHN Update concludes that the GLA demographic scenario and the ONS 2012-based SNPP 

are ‘extremely close’ at the HMA level 23 with the GLA demographic scenario exceeding the 

2012-based SNPP scenario by just 74 dpa.  On this basis, the OAHN Update acknowledges that 

the GLA demographic scenario would justify only an insignificant uplift to the HMA’s housing 

need. 24 

 
4.43 We consider the analysis provided by the OAHN Update in respect of the GLA demographic 

scenario to be outdated, providing a comparison with only the ONS 2012-based SNPP.  

Furthermore, we consider an additional 74 dpa should not be discounted so easily.  Over the 

period 2013-2037 this is equivalent to an additional 1,776 dwellings in total, which is a 

significant increase.   

 
 

iv) Household Formation Assumptions (Step 2, PPG ID2a-015) 

 

4.44 The PPG provides guidance on how the Household Formation Rates (HFRs) underpinning the 

conversion of population to households should be applied.  Paragraph ID2a-015 of the PPG 

identifies how HFRs published by DCLG are underpinned by past trends alone. They do not 

take account of government policy such as the NPPF, and may have been suppressed by under-

supply and worsening affordability of housing, factors that have led to an increase in concealed 

households (i.e. young couples living with parents). 

  

                                                
22 PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, Tendring OAHN Study, November 2016 Update, paragraph 4.9, page 36 
23 PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, Tendring OAHN Study, November 2016 Update, paragraph 4.11, page 36 
24 PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, Tendring OAHN Study, November 2016 Update, paragraph 4.15, page 37 
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4.45 The earlier July 2015 OAHN study applied unadjusted HFRs from the 2012-based DCLG 

household projection series.  Although the November 2016 OAHN Update refers to this 

approach being challenged by other parties on the basis of the 2012-based HFRs reflecting a 

short-term down turn in formation rates25, the OAHN Update continues to use 2012-based HFRs 

unadjusted. 

 
4.46 The OAHN Update justifies this approach through reference to academic research which claims 

that lower household formation amongst younger people, in particular, as shown in the 2012-

based HFRs is associated with lifestyle change.  Lifestyle changes are cited as accounting for 

20% of the difference between the 2008-based and 2012-based household projections.  

However, the Neil McDonald and Christine Whitehead research paper which the OAHN Update 

references, states that the remaining 80% of the difference comes from differences in the 

household formation rate projections. 26 

 
4.47 Importantly, the research paper by Neil McDonald and Christine Whitehead goes on to state: 

 
“The differences for couples aged under 35 are perhaps of greatest 
concern. For these groups household formation rates have been falling 
since 1991, implying that more and more couples have been living in 
someone else’s household. Moreover, the 2012-based projections 
suggest that the household formation rates of these groups will 
continue to fall, although at a slower rate than between 2001 and 
2011 – a big problem for people at a key life stage.” (our emphasis) 

 
4.48 Whilst the research paper acknowledges that more groups benefit from increasing HFRs under 

the 2012-based series than those groups that are expected to see their HFRs fall, it states: 

 

“So, overall, household formation rates are projected to increase, 
although older households secure a disproportionate share of the 
additional housing at the expense of younger households, some of 
whom will see their chances of setting up a separate household fall 
throughout the next quarter of a century.” (our emphasis) 

 

4.49 The OAHN Update states that socio-economic factors are also reducing the ability of younger 

people to form separate households such as precarious employment, reducing welfare benefits 

and rising student debt. 27  However, the OAHN Update does not consider positive moves by 

the Government outlined in the recent Housing White Paper (February 2017) to assist younger 

people enter the housing market.  For example, the Lifetime ISA, Help to Buy Equity Loan, 

Starter Homes and the Affordable Homes Programme. 

 

                                                
25 PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, Tendring OAHN Study, November 2016 Update, paragraph 3.41, page 25 
26 N McDonald and C Whitehead, New estimates of housing requirements in England, 2012 to 2037, Town & Country Planning 
Tomorrow Series Paper 17, November 2015, page 18   
27 PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, Tendring OAHN Study, November 2016 Update, paragraph 3.45, page 25 
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4.50 The Housing White Paper refers to a housing crisis in the UK, making it clear that the country 

has not been building enough homes, and housing delivery requires a significant boost in line 

with the policies of the NPPF.   

 
4.51 The Housing White Paper acknowledges that home ownership among younger people has 

declined sharply in recent years and identifies the difficulties being faced by the younger age 

groups as follows: 

 

“Rising prices are particularly tough on younger people trying to 
get onto the housing ladder, or wanting to move into their first 
family home. Some young people have no choice but to continue to 
live with their parents, friends or strangers to make ends meet.”28 
(our emphasis) 

 

4.52 The 25-34 year age group is widely considered as the age group in which the housing crisis 

has the most pronounced influence.  This is acknowledged by the Housing White Paper which 

comments as follows: 

 

“As recently as the 1990s, a first-time buyer couple on a low-to-
middle income saving five per cent of their wages each month 
would have enough for an average-sized deposit after just three 
years. Today it would take them 24 years. It’s no surprise that home 
ownership among 25-to 34-year-olds has fallen from 59 per cent 
just over a decade ago to just 37 per cent today. 
 
Without help from the “Bank of Mum and Dad”, many young people 
will struggle to get on the housing ladder.” 29 (our emphasis) 

 

4.53 Although the White Paper acknowledges the impact on 25-34 year olds, the impact is also felt 

in the 35-44 year age group.  This is borne out in the projected household formation rates of 

the projection series that have been published post 2011 Census.   

 

4.54 Three series of HFRs have been published since the 2011 Census, and we compare these rates 

for Tendring District in Figure 4.1 with the 2008-based DCLG HFRs which were produced prior 

to the 2011 Census and projected a more positive level of household formation in younger age 

groups. 

 

  

  

                                                
28 Paragraph 4.3, page 58, Fixing our broken housing market, February 2017 
29 Paragraphs 2-3, page 10, Fixing our broken housing market, February 2017 
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Figure 4.1: Household Formation Rate Comparison: Tendring District 

 
Source: DCLG 

 

4.55 Figure 4.1 illustrates how the both the 2012 and 2014-based HFRs project a slight increase in 

the HFRs for people aged 25-34 years before projecting a deterioration.  This is in contrast to 

the 2008-based HFRs which projected stable household formation in this age group.   
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4.56 The difference between the HFRs for 35-44 year olds is less marked.  Nonetheless, over the 

projection period, both the 2012 and 2014-based HFRs project the rates to remain relatively 

stable.  

 

4.57 The OAHN Update does give consideration to local HFRs for Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester 

and Tendring comparing each district’s respective HFRs in 2031 to the national average 

according to the 2012-based series.  The OAHN Update concludes that there is no evidence to 

suggest that HFRs are suppressed in any of the four local authorities by a local undersupply of 

housing because projected formation rates for 25-29 and 30-34 year olds are above the national 

average. 30 

 
4.58 As discussed above, the Housing White Paper acknowledges that household formation for 

younger people has been suppressed nationally and therefore comparing the local rates to the 

suppressed national average as the OAHN Update report has done is not considered a sound 

justification for not making a HFR adjustment.   

 
4.59 We have analysed annual housing completions in Tendring District over the period 2001-2016 

compared to the district’s annual targets and established that there has been a shortfall of 

1,499 units over this period (5,251 completions versus target of 6,750).  This will have 

restricted household formation in Tendring District.  

 
4.60 To plan on the basis of unadjusted 2012-based HFRs as the OAHN Update has done, is 

considered inappropriate and will only serve to exacerbate the problems that the Housing White 

Paper has identified.   

 
4.61 In line with PPG it is therefore considered appropriate to apply more positive rates of household 

formation in the 25-34 and 35-44 age groups, in order to align with the policies of the NPPF 

and significantly boost housing supply.   

 
4.62 Furthermore, we consider that the most recent 2014-based HFRs should have been utilised by 

the OAHN Update given that there were available.  The OAHN Update states that the 2012 and 

2014-based HFRs are virtually identical but Figure 4.1 (presented earlier in this report) has 

identified slight variation in the 2012 and 2014-based HFRs. 

 
4.63 Lower household formation for younger people is largely a consequence of the affordability 

issues set out above, resulting in more concealed households in this age group and an indicator 

of household suppression.  The OAHN Update has failed to acknowledge the underlying 

relationship between household formation trends and affordability.   

 

                                                
30 PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, Tendring OAHN Study, November 2016 Update, paragraph 3.55, page 28 
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4.64 In Tendring District, a sharp worsening in affordability between 2001 and 2011 coincided with 

household formation rates for the 25-34 age (first time buyer) group decreasing.  Furthermore, 

the increase in Tendring’s affordability ratio in 2009 marked the start of the HFRs falling away 

from their projected path (2008-based).  See figure 4.2. 

 
Figure 4.2: Household formation (25-34 year olds) and affordability – Tendring 

 
   Source: DCLG, ONS and Barton Willmore 

 

4.65 Both the 2012 and 2014-based HFRs for 25-34 year olds in Tendring was evidently already 

suppressed and declining prior to the 2011 Census, which is not surprising in light of the 

affordability problem prior to that point.  

 

v) Conclusions on Demographic OAHN 

 

4.66 The Council’s November 2016 OAHN Update correctly identifies the starting point estimate of 

housing need for Braintree, Chelmsford and Colchester – presenting the DCLG 2014-based 

household projections.  However, for Tendring, a starting point estimate of 480 dwellings per 

annum (2013-2037) is presented in the OAHN Update which is below the official DCLG 2014-

based starting point of 674 dwellings per annum (including an allowance for vacancy). 

  

4.67 The reduced starting point for Tendring is the result of the OAHN Update applying a UPC 

adjustment.  This adjustment is considered unjustified for the following reasons: 
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• The ONS claims that the effect of UPC was greater towards the start of the decade 

(2000s) and therefore the 2014-based SNPP which underpin the starting point (based 

on trends from the period 2009-2014) will have been less affected by the issue of UPC; 

 

• Administrative population estimates suggest that the 2011 Census may have 

underestimated Tendring’s population and therefore the downward revision applied to 

Tendring’s MYPE (in effect the UPC adjustment) may have been too great; 

 

• The 2014-based SNPP are underpinned by a conservative assumption of net 

international migration and therefore to reduce migration trends further is considered 

inappropriate; 

 

• 2015 and 2016 MYPE published after the 2014-based SNPP have already exceeded the 

2014-based SNPP projection for the same years, further suggesting that the 2014-based 

SNPP provides a conservative projection of population growth for Tendring. 

 

4.68 Given the UPC adjustment to the starting point for Tendring, the OAHN Update has not 

considered alternative migration trend scenarios for Tendring.  This is considered a weakness.  

An alternative 5-year migration trend from the more recent period 2010-2015 and a 10-year 

migration trend from the period 2005-2015 has been considered by the OAHN Update for 

Braintree, Chelmsford and Colchester.  We consider the same scenarios (without a UPC 

adjustment) should also be considered for Tendring.  Furthermore, now that the 2016 MYPE 

have been published this allows for more recent 5-year and 10-year migration trends to be 

considered. 

    

4.69 Despite the OAHN Update identifying that the alternative migration trends collectively for 

Braintree, Chelmsford and Colchester projected higher population growth than the 2014-based 

SNPP31, the OAHN update concludes that the 2014-based SNPP is the preferred demographic 

projection on which to assess housing need across the HMA.  This has implications in particular 

for Colchester’s demographic OAHN which is considerably higher under the alternative 

migration trends.  We believe greater weight should be given to the alternative migration trend 

scenarios. 

 
4.70 In addition to the two alternative migration trends, the OAHN Update also gives consideration 

to a GLA demographic scenario which looks at increased out-migration from London to 

surrounding authorities.  The OAHN Update concludes that the uplift suggested by increased 

out-migration from London to the four HMA authorities of 74 dpa is insignificant.  We disagree.  

                                                
31 PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, Tendring OAHN Study, November 2016 Update, Table 3.4, page 29 
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Such an uplift is equivalent to an additional 1,776 dwellings over the period 2013-2037 which 

is significant.  Nonetheless, the evidence on which this conclusion is reached is outdated being 

based on the Edge Analytics Phase 7 report produced for the EPOA which only provided a 

comparison with the ONS 2012-based SNPP.  The evidence should be updated to provide a 

comparison with the ONS 2014-based SNPP.  

 
4.71 The OAHN Update makes no adjustment to address suppressed household formation which we 

have identified has occurred in Tendring due to under-supply and worsening affordability of 

housing as required by PPG (ID2a-015).  The analysis of HFRs by age group for Tendring that 

we have presented in this chapter, has identified clear suppression in household formation for 

younger people which closely correlates with a worsening in housing affordability in Tendring.  

On this basis, and as required by PPG (ID2a-017), sensitivity testing of alternative HFR 

assumptions is required in Tendring and the OAHN Update has failed to consider this. 

 
4.72 To summarise, the OAHN Update presents a combined demographic OAHN for the four 

authorities of 2,695 dwellings per annum (2013-2037) with the individual local authority 

breakdown as follows: 

 
• Braintree = 623 dpa; 

• Chelmsford = 656 dpa; 

• Colchester = 866 dpa; and 

• Tendring = 550 dpa. 

 
4.73 However, it should be noted that the figure quoted for Chelmsford in the OAHN Update 32 (also 

presented above) is incorrect.  The correct demographic OAHN for Chelmsford is 671 dpa based 

on the DCLG 2014-based household projections with an allowance for vacancy.  As a result, 

the correct combined demographic OAHN implied by the OAHN Update is 2,710 dpa.  Although 

the difference is only equivalent to 15 dpa, this equates to an additional 360 dwellings in total 

over the period 2013-2037 which is significant.  

 

4.74 Nonetheless, we consider that the demographic OAHN presented by the OAHN Update is an 

underestimate of demographic housing need in all four of the local authorities as it fails to take 

account of the higher growth suggested by alternative migration trends and provides no remedy 

for suppressed household formation of younger people.  Furthermore, the extent of the 

underestimation is even greater in Tendring due to the UPC adjustment applied by the OAHN 

Update.  Addressing all of these issues would increase the demographic OAHN above that 

suggested by the OAHN Update.  

                                                
32 PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, Tendring OAHN Study, November 2016 Update, Paragraph 3.74, page 33 
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5.0 THE APPROACH TO RECONCILING HOUSING NEED AND JOB GROWTH 

IN THE COUNCIL’S EVIDENCE 

 

i) Introduction 

 

5.1 In relation to future jobs growth, the OAHN Update refers to PPG and the need to consider 

whether the housing provision in line with the preferred demographic projections would provide 

enough workers to support future job growth expected in the area.  The implication being that 

if it doesn’t, the projections should be adjusted upwards. 33 

 

5.2 The test of whether the OAHN Update’s ‘demographic OAHN’ is capable of supporting projected 

job growth, depends upon i) the job growth projection used, ii) the assumptions used to 

reconcile (or link) job growth forecasts and the population projection underpinning the 

‘demographic OAHN’. 

 

ii) Job Growth Projection 

 

5.3 The OAHN Update makes use of the East of England Forecasting Model (EEFM) July 2016 

baseline forecasts for Braintree, Chelmsford and Colchester.  Over the period 2013-2037 the 

EEFM 2016 forecasts the following job growth: 

 

• Braintree = 490 jobs per annum; 

• Chelmsford = 725 jobs per annum; 

• Colchester = 928 jobs per annum. 

 

5.4 For Tendring, a bespoke economic forecast from Experian has been considered because of the 

concern that the EEFM forecasts would be distorted for Tendring because of the issue of UPC 

(discussed earlier in Chapter 3 of this report). Experian were provided with the population 

outputs from the 550 dpa demographic scenario from which they predicted labour demand of 

490 jobs per annum (as forecast by the Experian January 2016 forecast) would be met in full 

by the demographic OAHN.  

 

5.5 The approach in the OAHN Update to assessing economic OAHN is therefore not consistent 

across the four HMA authorities.  This is considered a weakness. 

 
 

                                                
33 PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, Tendring OAHN Study, November 2016 Update, Paragraph 6.1, page 67 
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5.6 Furthermore, although the July 2016 EEFM forecast is the latest available, we consider it a 

weakness of the OAHN Update to assess future job growth across the HMA on the basis of one 

forecast only.  We acknowledge a sense check against Experian’s forecasts has been provided 

by the OAHN Update.  However, due to the volatility in economic forecasts between forecasting 

houses, we would recommend consideration is also given to forecasts produced by other 

independent forecasting houses and average of projected growth assumed for the purposes of 

assessing OAHN.  This is an approach which has been supported at Local Plan Examinations, 

most notably in the case of South Worcestershire34.  The potential weakness of consulting a 

single forecast was also noted by a section 78 appeal Inspector in Wokingham. 35 

 
5.7 In addition, PPG (ID2a-018) requires plan makers to make an assessment of the likely change 

in job numbers based on past trends and/or economic forecasts.  The OAHN Update gives no 

consideration to past employment trends across the HMA which we consider a further 

weakness. 

 
5.8 Barton Willmore have obtained job forecast and past trend data from Experian, Oxford, and 

Cambridge economics and we consider the growth in past trends from 1997-2015 below. 

 

5.9 In assessing the number of jobs based on past trends, it is important to ensure that a 

representative period is used, and there is no bias in the data. The period over which past 

trends are calculated is very sensitive to small changes in the number of years for which the 

analysis is undertaken.  For example, the number of jobs may increase or decrease more 

dramatically over a single year rather than a longer period due to the onset or exit from 

recession.   

 

5.10 Barton Willmore’s approach is therefore to consider two periods known as ‘peak to peak’ and 

‘trough to trough’.  This is considered to provide the most realistic and representative periods 

to assess past trends job growth, considering a business cycle from peak to peak and trough 

to trough rather than arbitrary periods which may show an overtly optimistic or pessimistic 

picture.  

 

5.11 The average number of jobs recorded year by year between 1997 and 2015 by the three 

independent forecasting houses is illustrated in Figure 5.1 below to highlight the peaks and 

troughs of job growth brought about by economic cycles in Tendring.  

 

  

                                                
34 Stage 1 of the Examination of the South Worcestershire Development Plan, Inspector’s further interim conclusions, March 
2014, paragraph 11, page 3. 
35 Paragraph 32, page 6, Appeal Decision APP/X0360/W/15/3097721. 
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Figure 5.1: Past Trends Job Growth: Tendring  

 
Source: Experian Economics, Cambridge Econometrics, and Oxford Economics 

 
 
5.12 Figure 5.1 shows how Tendring has experienced fluctuating levels of job growth since 1997, 

with pronounced peaks and troughs.  The analysis of past trends job growth and concluding 

on appropriate job growth for use in an objective assessment of overall housing need is 

therefore sensitive to the years selected, as discussed above. 

 

5.13 For example, consideration of a period 2006 and 2015 would be inappropriate owing to the 

pronounced peaks and troughs in both years.  Job change over this period would be -12, 

despite the trend line showing a clear increase over 18 years. Similarly, the 1998-2006 period 

would show growth of 8,000 jobs over 8 years (1,000 jobs per annum).  

 

5.14 It is considered appropriate to determine the peak to peak and trough to trough figures over 

the longest period possible.  In the context of figure 5.1 it would not therefore be considered 

appropriate to consider the peak periods to be 2003 and 2006. 

 
5.15 The most obvious choice to consider trough to trough is considered to be 1998-2015, as there 

are clear troughs at similar levels below the trend line.  The peak to peak period is more 

problematic due to the aforementioned peaks being most obvious at only three years apart 

(2003-2006). 
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5.16 In this instance, it is therefore considered appropriate to determine the trough to trough period 

only between 1999 and 2015. This shows growth of 7,211 jobs over this period, equating to 

451 jobs per annum. 

 

5.17 In the context of our analysis of past employment trends in Tendring, the OAHN Update’s 

assumption of growth of 490 net new jobs in Tendring (2013-2035) seems prudent.  

 
 
iii) Translating job growth into housing need 

 
5.18 In order to convert job growth into a workforce requirement, assumptions need to be applied 

with respect to commuting, unemployment and economic activity.  The OAHN Update relies 

upon such assumptions for Tendring as contained within the Experian forecasting model.  The 

OAHN Update does not provide any interrogation of the Experian assumptions.  This is 

considered a weakness. 

 

5.19 In fact, the OAHN Update contains very little detail on assessing economic OAHN in Tendring 

– the focus is more on Braintree, Chelmsford and Colchester.   

 
5.20 For Tendring, the OAHN Update refers to Tendring Council publishing the Experian labour 

market scenario in January 2016.  We have attempted to locate this document and have 

contacted the Council to request the information, however this has been to no avail.   

 
5.21 In the absence of any detail on the assumptions applied by Experian when calculating the 

bespoke forecast for Tendring it is difficult to provide any detailed comments.  However, 

Experian’s economic activity rates have been discussed at length in recent Local Plan 

Examinations and Section 78 appeals. 

 
5.22 In the Longbank Farm, Ormesby appeal36, economic activity rates produced by the Office for 

Budget Responsibility (OBR) were preferred to the Experian activity rates used by the local 

planning authority’s OAHN consultant. Lengthy discussion is included in the appeal decision, 

but in summary the Inspector concluded that the OBR rates were more realistic than the 

Experian rates, the latter of which projected higher economic activity in older age groups 

stating: 

 
“I attach greater weight to the OBR projections. They give me cause 
to seriously doubt the markedly higher activity rates assumed by 
Experian.” 37 (our emphasis) 

 

                                                
36 Longbank Farm, Ormesby, Middlesbrough section 78 appeal decision, APP/V0728/W/15/3018546, March 2016 
37 Paragraph 21, page 7, Appeal Ref: APP/V0728/W/15/3018546, Longbank Farm, Ormesby, Middlesbrough, TS7 9EF, 09 
March 2016 
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5.23 Furthermore, the recent (March 2017) Inspector’s note in respect of the Telford & Wrekin Local 

Plan identified how economic activity rates from sources such as Experian were ambitious in 

respect of older age groups. Commenting on the use of Experian’s economic activity rates by 

the Council’s consultant (also PBA) in Telford & Wrekin the Inspector stated the following: 

 

“I also share my colleague’s caution about the increase in activity 
rates that is suggested for those ages 65 and over. The rate of increase 
suggested by PBA in that regard appears striking.” 38 (our emphasis) 

 

5.24 The Inspector went on to state the following: 

 
“It is important that a labour force shortfall does not arise that could 
restrict the Council’s job growth ambitions. For the avoidance of 
doubt, I consider that a more cautious approach is therefore 
justified.” 39 (our emphasis) 

 

5.25 On the basis of the Inspector’s comments above, there is the potential that again, Experian 

have assumed high economic activity rates for older people which results in a greater workforce 

being drawn from the demographic projection.  In turn, this results in a need for fewer 

dwellings because the assumption is that job growth can be supported from the resident 

population without the need to bring in additional migrants. 

 

5.26 As mentioned above, the OAHN Update provides no detail on the assumptions applied by 

Experian for Tendring in respect of commuting or unemployment.  However, with reference to 

the EEFM sense check analysis against Experian provided by the OAHN Update for Braintree, 

Colchester and Chelmsford, which shows Experian assume a decline in unemployment and an 

increased outflow of commuters, we can presume that Experian have applied a similar approach 

to the assumptions for Tendring. 

 
5.27 Whilst we support the assumption that unemployment declines over the period 2013-2037, we 

do not support the approach of adjusting commuting assumptions because adjusting 

commuting assumptions has implications for other local authorities affected by it.  This is a 

point PBA make themselves in the Technical Advice Note they have produced for the Planning 

Advisory Service (PAS).40   

 
5.28 We accept that for Braintree, Chelmsford and Colchester the Experian data presented (Table 

6.4 of the OAHN Update) shows an assumption that out-commuting from these authorities 

                                                
38 Paragraph 4, page 1, Examination of the Telford & Wrekin Local Plan (2011-2031) Inspector’s Note to Telford & Wrekin 
Council – 30 March 2017, document F10 
39 Paragraph 5, page 1, Examination of the Telford & Wrekin Local Plan (2011-2031) Inspector’s Note to Telford & Wrekin 
Council – 30 March 2017, document F10 
40 PBA, on behalf of the Planning Advisory Service, Objectively Assessed Need and Housing Targets – Technical Advice Note, 
second edition, July 2015, paragraph 8.16, page 36 
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increases over the plan period.  Whilst in this instance, such an assumption has the effect of 

increasing housing need, we remain of the view that commuting assumptions should not be 

changed over the projection period.    

 

iv) Bringing the evidence together  

 
5.29 The exact level of job growth that the demographic OAHN for Tendring can support is not 

provided in the OAHN Update.  It would be helpful if this was provided.   

 
5.30 We note that the OAHN Update states that the more recent September 2016 Experian forecast 

shows lower job growth than the January 2016 vintage on which the OAHN Update’s assessment 

is based, and therefore the conclusion reached on economic OAHN for Tendring still holds in 

light of more recent information.41  However, since then, Experian have published the December 

2016, March 2017 and June 2017 forecasts.   

 
5.31 There is a risk that if economic activity rates do not turn out to be as high as we believe 

Experian have assumed, then the demographic OAHN may not in fact be able to support 

economic growth and therefore economic OAHN for Tendring may in fact be higher than 

suggested by the OAHN Update.  As PBA themselves state in the PAS Technical Advice Note: 

 
“It is important to avoid unrealistic assumptions on the relationship 
between housing, population and jobs.  A number of housing 
assessments have been criticised by Inspectors for expecting very fast 
increases in economic activity rates.  Such increases reduce the 
population growth, and hence number of homes, that is required to 
support a given number of new jobs.  But unrealistic figures put the 
emerging plan at risk.”42 (our emphasis) 

 
v) Conclusions on Tendring’s Economic OAHN 

 

5.32 The OAHN Update does not provide a consistent assessment of economic OAHN across the four 

HMA authorities.  A different approach is applied in Tendring to the other three authorities.  

This is justified by the OAHN Update on the basis of UPC.  However, as discussed in Chapter 4 

of this report, we consider a UPC adjustment for Tendring to be inappropriate.  On this basis, 

we consider the same approach to assessing economic OAHN should be applied across the 

HMA. 

 

5.33 Our recommendation is that consideration is given to economic forecasts from the three main 

independent forecasting houses (Experian, Oxford Economics and Cambridge Econometrics) 

                                                
41 PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, Tendring OAHN Study, November 2016 Update, Paragraph 6.31, page 74 
42 PBA, on behalf of the Planning Advisory Service, Objectively Assessed Need and Housing Targets – Technical Advice Note, 
second edition, July 2015, paragraph 8.15, page 36 
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and a triangulated average taken.  We consider the OAHN Update’s reliance on a single forecast 

to be a weakness given the volatility of economic forecasts.  

 
5.34 The OAHN Update provides no detail or interrogation of the assumptions applied by Experian 

with regards to unemployment, commuting or economic activity for Tendring.  Again, this is 

considered a weakness. 

 
5.35 However, Experian’s economic activity rates have been found by planning Inspectors to be 

unrealistically high, especially for older people, a point which we support.  The effect of which 

is to reduce the level of housing required to support economic growth.  Placing a reliance on 

high economic activity rates for older people is risky, as if economic activity turns out not to 

be as high as assumed by Experian, this will put economic growth in Tendring at risk.   

 
5.36 On this basis, the application of a more realistic set of economic activity assumptions has the 

potential to increase economic OAHN for Tendring.  To assist further sensitivity testing of this, 

it would be helpful if the OAHN Update had presented the exact level of job growth it considered 

could have been supported by the demographic OAHN.  The OAHN Update simply concludes 

that the demographic OAHN could support job growth of 490 jobs per annum as indicated by 

Experian January 2016 forecast. 
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6.0 THE APPROACH TO MARKET SIGNALS TAKEN IN THE COUNCIL’S 

EVIDENCE 

 

i) Introduction 

 

6.1 The PPG lists six market signals to be analysed (ID2a-019/020) as part of the OAHN, and 

Chapter 5 of the OAHN Update sets out its analysis of these signals as part of the wider OAHN 

it presents.   

 

6.2 The PPG states how market signals analysis should be undertaken on the basis of a comparison 

with similar demographic/economic areas, and in this context the OAHN Update compares each 

of the four local authority areas to the county, regional and national averages, along with local 

authorities that have similar characteristics as identified by the ONS Area Classification.  We 

consider the analysis of the OAHN Update below. 

 

ii) House Prices 

 

6.3 The OAHN Update provides an analysis of average house prices.   The analysis identifies that 

house price change in the HMA authorities has paralleled the regional and national trend, with 

the exception of Chelmsford where house price growth has exceeded trends.43 

 

6.4 The PPG HEDNA (ID2a-020) states that comparisons of indicators should be made in both 

absolute levels and rates of change.  It appears (although this could be made clearer) that 

only indexed change in absolute house prices has been considered in the OAHN Update.   

 
6.5 To fill this gap, we have considered the rate of median house price change in Tendring.  

Between 1997 and 2016 median house prices increased by 273%.  This is slightly above the 

national average increase of 267% but below the HMA and regional averages.  See Table 6.1. 

 

  

                                                
43 PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, Tendring OAHN Study, November 2016 Update, Paragraph 5.17, page 42 
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Table 6.1: Median house prices 

 

Median house price (£) 

1997 2016 

Absolute 
Change  

1997-2016 
% Change  
1997-2016 

Braintree  59,995   250,000   190,005  317% 

Chelmsford  66,000   295,500   229,500  348% 

Colchester  57,000   230,000   173,000  304% 

Tendring  49,000   183,000   134,000  273% 

HMA  57,999   219,375   161,376  278% 

East of England  61,995   250,000   188,005  303% 

England  59,995   220,000   160,005  267% 
Source: ONS/ Barton Willmore 

 

 

iii) Affordability Ratios 

 

6.6 Perhaps the most critical of the PPG’s market signals relate to affordability, and in particular 

the lower quartile and median affordability ratios. The lower quartile ratio measures lower 

quartile earnings to lower quartile house prices.  The lower the ratio, the more affordable 

housing is.  The median ratio calculates median earnings against median house prices. 

 

6.7 The OAHN Update considers the lower quartile affordability ratio over the period 2004 to 2015.  

The OAHN Update identifies that affordability is consistently worse in the four HMA districts 

than the national and regional benchmarks but better than most other Essex authorities. 44   

 
6.8 As with the analysis of house prices, the OAHN Update fails to consider the rate of change.  

Barton Willmore’s reference to median affordability ratio data from the ONS (published in March 

2017) shows how Tendring’s median ratio has increased by 141% between 1997 and 2016.  

This is higher than the national average (118%) but slightly lower than the regional (143%) 

and HMA average (146%).  However, the HMA average has been influenced by significantly 

worsening affordability in Chelmsford.  See Table 6.2 for more detail.  Comparing the individual 

HMA authorities, it is apparent that Tendring’s affordability has declined more acutely than in 

Braintree, Colchester and nationally.  

 

  

                                                
44 PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, Tendring OAHN Study, November 2016 Update, Paragraph 5.20, page 44 
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Table 6.2: Median affordability ratios 

 

Median affordability ratio 

1997 2016 

Absolute 
Change  

1997-2016 
% Change  
1997-2016 

Braintree 4.20 8.59 4.39 105% 

Chelmsford 3.68 10.92 7.24 197% 

Colchester 3.65 8.71 5.06 139% 

Tendring 3.26 7.85 4.59 141% 

HMA 3.69 9.06 5.37 146% 

East of England 3.68 8.96 5.28 143% 

England 3.54 7.72 4.18 118% 
Source: ONS/ Barton Willmore 

 

iv) Rents 

 

6.9 The OAHN Update considers absolute change in private sector rents over the period 2011-2016 

identifying that rents in Braintree and Colchester are close to the regional average, whilst 

Chelmsford’s are consistently higher and Tendring’s consistently lower. 

 

6.10 Again, we have considered percentage change (presented in Table 6.3) as this type of analysis 

is not presented in the OAHN Update.  Lower quartile rents in all four authorities have increased 

at the same rate as the national average, if not higher.  Median rents have not increased to 

the same extent, but nonetheless in Braintree and Chelmsford are higher, Tendring the same, 

and Colchester lower than the national rate of increase. 

 
Table 6.3: Private rents 
 

 Median private rents (£) Lower Quartile private rents (£) 

 
2010-11 2014-15 

Change  
2010-11 2014-15 

Change  

No % No % 
Braintree 
 625 695 70 11% 525 600 75 14% 

Chelmsford 
 725 775 50 7% 595 675 80 13% 

Colchester 
 625 650 25 4% 513 565 53 10% 

Tendring 
 595 625 30 5% 495 525 30 6% 

East 
 635 680 45 7% 525 586 61 12% 

England 
 570 600 30 5% 450 475 25 6% 

Source: Valuation Office Agency (VOA) 
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v) Rate of Development 

 

6.11 When analysing past housing delivery, the PPG states how a “meaningful period” should be 

used to measure supply.  The PPG then goes on to state that “if the historic rate of development 

shows that actual supply falls below planned supply, the future supply should be increased to 

reflect the likelihood of under-delivery of a plan.” 

 

6.12 The OAHN Update considers housing completions against plan targets for the four HMA 

authorities combined over the period 1996/97 to 2014/15.  This is considered a reasonable 

time period.   

 
6.13 The OAHN Update acknowledges that completions fell substantially behind planning targets 

from 2009/10 onwards45.  It also acknowledges that completions in the comparator areas have 

all exceeded those of the four HMA authorities. 46 

 
6.14 Consideration is given in the OAHN Update to housing completions compared to targets 

individually for each of the four HMA local authorities.  With regards to Tendring, the OAHN 

Update acknowledges that completions have substantially reduced in Tendring since 2009 and 

attribute this to not having an up-to-date development plan with new land allocations.  The 

OAHN Update goes on to state: 

 
“But where a council lacks an up-to-date development plan the 
analysis is much more vulnerable to challenge. It is much harder to 
demonstrate delivery was low simply because of weak market 
demand.” 47 

 

vi) Overcrowding and concealed households 

 

6.15 The OAHN Update considers the overcrowding indicator from the 2011 Census and identifies 

that overcrowding in all four districts is below the county, regional and national averages. 48 

 

6.16 Similarly, the number of concealed households is also considered by the OAHN Update using 

data from the 2011 Census, again identifying lower proportions of concealed households than 

the county, regional and national averages. 49 

 

                                                
45 PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, Tendring OAHN Study, November 2016 Update, Paragraph 5.10, page 40 
46 PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, Tendring OAHN Study, November 2016 Update, Paragraph 5.12, page 41 
47 PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, Tendring OAHN Study, November 2016 Update, Paragraph 5.77, page 61 
48 PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, Tendring OAHN Study, November 2016 Update, Paragraph 5.28, page 47 
49 PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, Tendring OAHN Study, November 2016 Update, Paragraph 5.30, page 48 
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6.17 The OAHN Update fails to consider change in the level of overcrowded or concealed households. 

Table 6.4 fills this gap by presenting the change in concealed households between 2001 and 

2011. 

 
Table 6.4: Change in concealed households 

 Concealed 
Families 

2001 

Concealed 
Families 2011 % Change Absolute Change 

Braintree 202 491 143% 289 

Chelmsford 293 523 78% 230 

Colchester 283 498 76% 215 

Tendring 352 510 45% 158 

HMA 1,130 2,022 79% 892 

East 13,354 24,999 87% 11,645 

England 161,254 275,954 71% 114,700 
Source: ONS 

 

6.18 The four authorities combined (HMA) have seen a higher rate of increase in concealed 

households than the national average (+79% vs +71%) but lower than the regional average 

(+87%).  In Tendring there has only been a 45% increase in concealed households highlighting 

a less acute problem in Tendring than elsewhere in the HMA, and in comparison to regional 

and national averages. 

 

 
vii) The OAHN Update’s response to market signals 

 

6.19 In the context of the OAHN Update’s analysis it concludes that an uplift to the demographic 

projections may be justified on the basis of housing completions below target and 

affordability. 50   

 

6.20 The OAHN Update acknowledges that the PPG provides no specific guidance on how such an 

adjustment should be made and refers to the fact that the market signals uplifts recommended 

by Local Plan Inspectors have been a matter of judgement.   

 
6.21 By comparing mean house prices, average private rents, and the affordability ratios based on 

both workplace and residents’ earnings in the four HMA authorities, with the national average, 

the OAHN report concludes on the following market signals uplifts: 

 
• Braintree = 10 to 15%; 

• Chelmsford = 20%; 

                                                
50 PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, Tendring OAHN Study, November 2016 Update, Paragraph 5.86, page 64 
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• Colchester = 0%; and 

• Tendring = 15%. 

 
6.22 The OAHN Update’s suggested uplifts are arbitrary based on PBA’s own judgement.  In light of 

this, we believe that the suggested adjustments are open to challenge.  

 

6.23 Furthermore, the PPG (ID2a-020) also states how the market signals adjustment should 

increase supply by “an amount that could be expected to improve affordability.” The OAHN 

Update does not consider how the market signals uplifts it proposes will affect affordability. 

 
6.24 To fill this gap, we have utilised the market signals approach endorsed by the Inspector for 

the Mid Sussex Local Plan which is based on the OBR’s house price and earnings forecasts and 

the University of Reading’s house price elasticity research. 51   

 
6.25 Our analysis has identified that the OAHN Update’s proposed OAHN for Tendring (550 dwellings 

per annum) would result in Tendring’s affordability ratio worsening by 56% from 7.85 in 2016 

to 12.25 in 2037.  See Appendix 1 for detailed calculation. 

 
6.26 On this basis, we do not consider the OAHN Update to provide a sufficient response to market 

signals issues as intended by the PPG HEDNA, given affordability in Tendring will significantly 

worsen over the plan period. 

 

viii) Alternative Approaches to Addressing Market Signals 

 

Loca l  P lans  Ex per t  G roup (LP EG)  Approach   

 

6.27 The only systematic approach to this issue, and clear guidance to answer the question of how 

much uplift is required for market signals pressure, is offered by the LPEG recommendations 

presented to Government in March 2016. 

 

6.28 We note that the LPEG recommendations to Central Government are not yet adopted as formal 

policy or guidance, however the recent Housing White Paper (February 2017) has referred to 

the LPEG report and has stated that a standardised approach to establishing ‘baseline’ OAHN 

will be introduced by April 2018.   

 

6.29 Notwithstanding this the LPEG recommendations provide an alternative methodology to 

assessing OAHN based on alterations to the existing provisions of the PPG’s HEDNA.  It is 

therefore considered appropriate to consider their recommendations here, particularly in the 

                                                
51 Mid Sussex District Local Plan Examination, Inspector’s letter to the Council, 20 February 2017, page 5 
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context of the LPEG recommendations prescribing specific adjustments for market signals, and 

the lack of clear guidance in the existing PPG in respect of market signals uplifts. 

 

6.30 In respect of market signals the LPEG report uses a measure of absolute affordability to justify 

a market signals uplift (additional to the household formation rate adjustment).  The median 

house price affordability banding thresholds arrived at by LPEG are: 

 
• less than 5.3   = 0% uplift; 

• 5.3 to less than 7.0  = 10% uplift; 

• 7.0 to less than 8.7  = 20% uplift; 

• more than 8.7  = 25% uplift. 

 

6.31 For the purposes of calculating the LPEG uplift, the average of the most recent three years of 

recorded data is used.  Based on ONS median affordability ratios the three-year average (2014-

2016) is 7.05.  This ratio falls within the threshold requiring a 20% uplift to demographic-led 

OAHN.  

 

6.32 Application of the LPEG market signals adjustment (20%) to the official 2014-based SNPP/ 

DCLG 2014-based household projection (not adjusted for UPC as in the OAHN update) of 674 

dpa, 2013-2037 would require OAHN of 809 dpa.  This is considered a minimum OAHN based 

on the LPEG approach as the LPEG methodology requires the higher of either the 2014-based 

SNPP or 10-year migration trend to be used, along with permitting an adjustment to address 

suppressed household formation for 25-44 year olds.   

 

Bark er  R ev iew  (M arch  2004 )  

 

6.30 The Barker Review used a baseline figure of 140,000 dwellings against which to measure its 

proposed increase on past supply in order to ‘improve the housing market’. It’s conclusion of 

an additional 120,000 dwellings per annum needed implied an increase in housebuilding of 

85.7% over past supply levels. Whilst this has not been met at a national level in the period 

since (and has led to a much further worsening in affordability), it continues to provide a 

benchmark for how much local authorities might need to improve supply against recent delivery 

to similarly bring about an improvement in the local housing market (assuming the scale of 

problem now is, at best, similar to the level it was in 2004). 

 

6.31 Over the past 15 years (2001-2016), Tendring has delivered an average of 350 dpa. A Barker 

Review style 85.7% increase on this supply position would imply a need for 650 dpa in order 

to improve the housing market.  This falls below the official PPG starting point (674 dpa) but 

provides a 20% uplift to the full OAHN established by the OAHN Update (550 dpa). 
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 Nat iona l  Hous ing  &  P lann ing Adv ice  Un i t  (N HP AU)  

 

6.32 The NHPAU was founded by Government as direct response to the recommendations of the 

Barker Review and in October 2007 published ‘Developing a target range for the supply of new 

homes across England’ 52. This flowed from analytical modelling on the impact of the 

Government’s housing supply target for housing affordability prospects over the medium and 

long-term. The report concluded that a supply range from 240,000 dpa (Government’s annual 

target at that point) to 280,000 dpa should be tested (Table 18), going on to identify (para 

4.68):  

 
“NHPAU believes that there is a realistic possibility of stabilising 
the affordability of market housing over the long-term if a supply 
target for 270,000 net additions to stock, in the right place and of 
the right type can be adopted through the planning system for 
delivery before or by 2016.”  

 
6.33 The target of 270,000 per annum would equate to a 24% increase above the baseline 2014-

based DCLG household projection for England (circa 218,000 dwellings per annum, 2014-2039).  

Applied to the starting point DCLG projection in Tendring this would result in OAHN of 836 

dpa, 2013-2037. 

 

6.34 Crucially, the NHPAU concluded that if stabilising affordability in each region is the goal, then 

the most efficient way to achieve that is to proportionately increase supply in the areas where 

affordability is most severe. Thus it focussed 80% of its uplifts (over the then RSS targets) 

across the South East, the South West and the East of England.  

 
R edfern  Rev iew  (N ovem ber  2016 )  

 
6.35 The Redfern Review53 was an independent review of the causes of falling home ownership, and 

associated housing market challenges. Published in November 2016, it was informed by a 

housing market model and built by Oxford Economics which looked at the impacts of different 

supply assumptions on prices and home ownership. The review ultimately concludes (paragraph 

33):  

 
“…looking forward, if the number of households in the UK were 
to grow at around 200,000 per year, new supply of 300,000 
dwellings per year over a decade would be expected to cut house 
price inflation by around 5 percentage points (0.5 percentage 
points a year)… In other words boosting housing supply will have 

                                                
52 Developing a target range for the supply of new homes across England’ (October 2007), NHPAU - 
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20120919132719/http://www.communities.gov.uk/documents/housing/pdf/5239
84.pdf    
53 The Redfern Review into the decline of home ownership’ (16 November 2016) - http://www.redfernreview.org/wp-
content/uploads/2016/01/TW082_RR_online_PDF.pdf  
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a material impact on house prices, but only if sustained over a 
long period.” 

 
6.36 The accompanying report by Oxford Economics54 identifies that “To put downward pressure on 

prices new supply would need to outstrip underlying household formation”. It actually models 

a boost in housing supply of 100,000 above their baseline forecast of 210,000 dwellings per 

annum, concluding that 310,000 dwellings per annum “helps to keep prices in check” up to 

2026, albeit still rising marginally.  

 

6.37 Although no corresponding analysis is presented on the affordability ratio (i.e. accounting for 

changes in income over that period), the adoption of 310,000 dwellings per annum as a figure 

to keep prices in check would represent a 44.2% uplift over the demographic baseline 

suggested by the 2014-based projections (215,000 dwellings). A lower percentage would be 

sufficient to hold affordability constant if household incomes increased in a corresponding 

manner.  

 

6.38 In Tendring, a 44.2% increase to the 2014-based household projection (674 dpa) would lead 

to a requirement for 972 dpa, 2013-2037.  

 

ix) Conclusions on Market Signals 

 
6.39 The OAHN Update provides an analysis of the market signals identified by the PPG HEDNA.    

However, the OAHN Update fails to consider change in both absolute and percentage terms, 

only considering absolute change.  We have filled this gap in our analysis which does 

strengthen the need for a market signals uplift in Tendring. 

 

6.40 Housing completions in Tendring have fallen 22% below planned targets, constraining the 

supply of housing.  Although Tendring is the most affordable of the four local authorities 

assessed, affordability has worsened to a greater extent in Tendring than compared to 

Braintree and Colchester. 
 

6.41 The OAHN Update acknowledges worsening market signals in Tendring which it proposes to 

address by applying a 15% uplift to its demographic starting point (480 dpa) resulting in full 

OAHN of 550 dpa.  Applied to the official demographic starting point (674 dpa) the OAHN 

Update’s 15% uplift would result in full OAHN of 775 dpa (2013-2037).   
 

6.42 The OAHN Update’s suggested 15% uplift is arbitrary based on PBA’s judgement.  Our analysis 

of a number of alternative approaches to arriving at a market signals OAHN for Tendring have 

                                                
54 ‘Forecasting UK house prices and home ownership’ (November 2016) Oxford Economics - 
http://www.redfernreview.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/11/20161114-Redfern-Review-modelling-paper.pdf  
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been tested, including consideration of approaches by the Local Plans Expert Group’s (LPEG), 

Redfern Review, Barker Review and the NHPAU.  These recommendations would require 

an OAHN range for Tendring of between 650 dpa and 972 dpa (2013-2037). 

 
6.43 Our analysis has identified that the OAHN Update’s proposed OAHN for Tendring (550 dpa) 

would lead to Tendring’s housing affordability ratio worsening by 56% between 2016-2037.  

The upper extent of our identified market signals range (972 dpa) would still result in a 

worsening of Tendring’s affordability ratio but to a lesser extent (+27%). See Chart 6.1. 
 
Chart 6.1: Impact on Tendring’s affordability ratio of proposed OAHN   

 
Source: Barton Willmore 
 

 

6.44 On this basis, we consider the market signals uplift applied in the OAHN Update to be 

insufficient, resulting in a significant worsening of housing affordability in Tendring which is 

contrary to the intent of the PPG HEDNA’s market signals uplift.  Although the upper extent of 

our identified market signals OAHN range also results in a worsening of Tendring’s affordability 

ratio, it is to a lesser extent, and serves to illustrate the need for Tendring to plan for more 

housing than currently proposed if market signals issues are to be addressed.
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7.0 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

 

7.1 Full OAHN presented by the Council’s OAHN Update is the higher of either the demographic 

OAHN with a market signals uplift or the economic OAHN55.  Table 7.1 provides a summary. 

 

Table 7.1: OAHN Update’s demographic OAHN with a market signals uplift compared 

to economic OAHN (2013-2037) 

 Demographic OAHN 

+ Market Signals 

Uplift 

Economic OAHN Full OAHN 

Braintree 716 dpa 702 dpa 716 dpa 

Chelmsford 805 dpa 706 dpa 805 dpa 

Colchester 866 dpa 920 dpa 920 dpa 

Tendring 550 dpa 550 dpa 550 dpa 

 

7.2 For Tendring, the Council’s OAHN Update concludes that full OAHN is the demographic OAHN 

with a markets signal uplift; equivalent to 550 dwellings per annum (2013-2037). 

 

7.3 This report has reviewed and evaluated the Council’s OAHN Update.  On the face of it, the 

OAHN Update’s approach to assessing overall housing need appears to follow the PPG HEDNA 

methodology, making reference to the relevant PPG sections throughout the assessment.  

However, in practice, a number of shortcomings have been identified that give rise to an 

underestimate of housing need in Tendring as we summarise below.   

 
 
i) HMA definition 

 

I ssue 1 : M a ldon  has  been  ex c luded  f rom  the HM A def in i t i on  

 

7.4 The OAHN Update has excluded Maldon District from the definition of the Housing Market Area 

(HMA) on the basis that Maldon Council considers it does not belong to a HMA with Braintree, 

Chelmsford, Colchester and Tendring.  This is despite the OAHN Update demonstrating 

functional housing and economic relationships between Maldon and the rest of the HMA. 

 

7.5 We consider Maldon should be included in the HMA definition. 

 

 

                                                
55 PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, Tendring OAHN Study, November 2016 Update, Paragraph 6.36, page 75 
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ii) Demographic OAHN 

 
 
I ssue 2 : The OAHN  Update  reduces  the o f f i c ia l  s ta r t ing  po in t  for  assess ing  hous ing 

need  by  m ak ing  an  ad jus tm ent  for  UP C 

 
7.6 Whilst the OAHN Update correctly identifies the official starting point estimate of housing need 

for Braintree, Chelmsford and Colchester – presenting the DCLG 2014-based household 

projections, for Tendring, a starting point estimate of 480 dwellings per annum (2013-2037) is 

presented in the OAHN Update which is below the official DCLG 2014-based starting point of 

674 dwellings per annum (including an allowance for vacancy). 

  

7.7 The reduced starting point for Tendring is the result of the OAHN Update applying a UPC 

adjustment.  We consider it inappropriate to apply a UPC adjustment for the following reasons: 

 
• The ONS claims that the effect of UPC was greater towards the start of the decade 

(2000s) and therefore the 2014-based SNPP which underpin the starting point (based 

on trends from the period 2009-2014) will have been less affected by the issue of UPC; 

• Administrative population estimates suggest that the 2011 Census may have 

underestimated Tendring’s population and therefore the downward revision applied to 

Tendring’s MYPE (in effect the UPC adjustment) may have been too great; 

• The 2014-based SNPP are underpinned by a conservative assumption of net 

international migration and therefore to reduce migration trends further is considered 

inappropriate; 

• 2015 and 2016 MYPE published after the 2014-based SNPP have already exceeded the 

2014-based SNPP projection for the same years, further suggesting that the 2014-based 

SNPP provides a conservative projection of population growth for Tendring. 

 

7.8 Support for not making a UPC adjustment has been provided by various Local Plan Inspectors 

including those examining the Aylesbury Vale Local Plan (June 2014); West Oxfordshire Local 

Plan (December 2015); Sefton Local Plan (February 2016); Arun Local Plan (February 2016); 

and Newark and Sherwood s78 Planning Appeal (January 2016).  The Local Plan Expert Group’s 

recommendations to Central Government (March 2016) also exclude UPC from the calculation 

of migration trends. 

 

7.9 On this basis, we consider that the correct demographic starting point for Tendring is 674 

dwellings per annum (2013-2037) and not 480 dwellings per annum as presented by the OAHN 

update.  This is important because it has implications for the consideration of economic OAHN 

and the market signals uplift. 
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I ssue 3 : N o cons idera t i on  o f  a l t erna t ive m igra t i on  t r end scenar i os  fo r  Tendr ing  

  

7.10 Given the UPC adjustment to the starting point for Tendring, the OAHN Update has not 

considered alternative migration trend scenarios for Tendring.  This is considered a weakness.  

An alternative 5-year migration trend from the more recent period 2010-2015 and a 10-year 

migration trend from the period 2005-2015 has been considered by the OAHN Update for 

Braintree, Chelmsford and Colchester.  We consider the same scenarios (without a UPC 

adjustment) should also be considered for Tendring.  Furthermore, now that the 2016 MYPE 

have been published this allows for more recent 5-year and 10-year migration trends to be 

considered. 

 

I ssue  4 : D ism issa l  o f  a l t erna t ive  m igra t i on  t r ends  for  B ra in t ree, Tendr ing  and  

Co lches te r  desp i t e co l lec t iv e ly  show ing  h igher  popu la t i on  grow th  than  the  2014 -

based  SNP P  

 

7.11 Despite the OAHN Update identifying that the alternative migration trends collectively for 

Braintree, Chelmsford and Colchester projected higher population growth than the 2014-based 

SNPP56, the OAHN update concludes that the 2014-based SNPP is the preferred demographic 

projection on which to assess housing need across.  This has implications in particular for 

Colchester’s demographic OAHN which is considerably higher under the alternative migration 

trends.  We believe greater weight should be given to the alternative migration trend scenarios. 

 

I ssue 5 : D ism issa l  o f  t he  GLA  Dem ograph ic  Scena r i o  

 

7.12 In addition to the two alternative migration trends, the OAHN Update also gives consideration 

to a GLA demographic scenario which looks at increased out-migration from London to 

surrounding authorities.  The OAHN Update concludes that the uplift suggested by increased 

out-migration from London to the four HMA authorities of 74 dpa is insignificant.  We disagree.  

Such an uplift is equivalent to an additional 1,776 dwellings over the period 2013-2037 which 

is significant.  Nonetheless, the evidence on which this conclusion is reached is outdated being 

based on the Edge Analytics Phase 7 report produced for the EPOA which only provided a 

comparison with the ONS 2012-based SNPP.  The evidence should be updated to provide a 

comparison with the ONS 2014-based SNPP. 

 

 

 

                                                
56 PBA, Braintree, Chelmsford, Colchester, Tendring OAHN Study, November 2016 Update, Table 3.4, page 29 
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I ssue  6 : P rov ides  no  ad jus tm en t  to  address  suppressed  househo ld  form at ion  fo r  

younger  peop le  

 

7.13 The OAHN Update makes no adjustment to address suppressed household formation which we 

have identified has occurred in Tendring due to under-supply and worsening affordability of 

housing as required by PPG (ID2a-015).  The analysis of HFRs by age group for Tendring has 

identified clear suppression in household formation for younger people which closely correlates 

with a worsening in housing affordability in Tendring.  On this basis, and as required by PPG 

(ID2a-017), sensitivity testing of alternative HFR assumptions is required in Tendring and the 

OAHN Update has failed to consider this. 

 
 

iii) Economic OAHN 

 
 
I ssue  7 : Lack  o f  a  cons is t en t  app roach  to  assess ing  econom ic  OAHN  ac ross  the  HM A 

 

7.14 The OAHN Update does not provide a consistent assessment of economic OAHN across the four 

HMA authorities.  A different approach is applied in Tendring to the other three authorities.  

This is justified by the OAHN Update on the basis of UPC.  However, as discussed above, we 

consider a UPC adjustment for Tendring to be inappropriate.  On this basis, we consider the 

same approach to assessing economic OAHN should be applied across the HMA. 

 

7.15 The ability of Tendring’s demographic OAHN to support economic growth is tested against 

Experian’s January 2016 forecast.  For Braintree, Chelmsford and Colchester the EEFM 2016 is 

utilised. 

 
7.16 Furthermore, the OAHN Update fails to provide the exact level of job growth it considers could 

have been supported by the demographic OAHN.  The OAHN Update simply concludes that the 

demographic OAHN could support job growth of 490 jobs per annum as indicated by Experian 

January 2016 forecast. 

 
I ssue 8 : R e l iance on  a  s ing le  econom ic  fo recast  
 

7.17 Economic forecasts can vary between economic forecasting houses.  Therefore, to avoid any 

volatility, we recommend that consideration is given to economic forecasts from the three main 

independent forecasting houses (Experian, Oxford Economics and Cambridge Econometrics) 

and a triangulated average taken. 
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I ssue 9 : No  in te r roga t ion  o f  the  under ly ing  assum pt ions  f rom  Exper ian  and concern  

tha t  a  h igh  re l iance i s  p laced  on  h igh  econom ic  ac t iv i t y  o f  o lder  peop le  

 

7.18 A weakness of the OAHN Update is that it provides no detail of the assumptions applied by 

Experian with regards to unemployment, commuting or economic activity.  As such it appears 

to take the assumptions at face value. 

 

7.19 However, Experian’s economic activity assumptions have been acknowledged by various 

Planning Inspector’s as projecting unrealistically high rates for older people.  As such, the 

Experian economic activity rates have been dismissed in favour of using economic activity rate 

projections from the Office for Budget Responsibility (OBR).  We support the use of the OBR 

projections and recommend sensitivity testing of the application of OBR rates.  

 
7.20 Placing a reliance on high economic activity rates for older people, as the OAHN Update has 

done, is risky, as if economic activity turns out not to be as high as assumed by Experian, this 

will put economic growth in Tendring at risk.  A point which PBA themselves acknowledge in 

the PAS Technical Advice Note they have produced. 

 
 
iv) Market Signals Uplift 

 
 
I ssue 10 : A rb i t ra ry  m ark et  s i gna ls  up l i f t  app l i ed  

 
7.21 The OAHN Update acknowledges market signals issues within Tendring which it seeks to 

address by applying a 15% uplift to its demographic OAHN for Tendring (480 dpa) resulting in 

full OAHN of 550 dpa (2013-2037).  Our analysis has identified that regardless of the uplift, 

OAHN of 550 dpa would lead to Tendring’s housing affordability ratio worsening by 56% 

between 2016 and 2037. 

 

7.22 As outlined above, we disagree with the demographic OAHN presented for Tendring by the 

OAHN Update due to the application of a UPC adjustment.  Applying the OAHN Update’s 15% 

market signals uplift to the official demographic starting point (674 dpa) would result in full 

OAHN of 775 dpa (2013-2037).  Nonetheless, this would still result in a worsening of Tendring’s 

affordability ratio by 40%.       

 
7.23 The 15% uplift is based on PBA’s own judgement.  We appreciate that the PPG HEDNA leaves 

a gap as to what defines an appropriate uplift and in the absence of any guidance we have 

considered a number of alternative approaches that seek to improve affordability.  The 

approaches we have considered (LPEG, Redfern, Barker and NHPAU) would result in an OAHN 

for Tendring of between 650 dpa and 972 dpa (2013-2037), all in excess of the full OAHN 
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suggested by the OAHN Update (550 dpa).  The upper limit of our identified market signals 

range (972 dpa) would result in Tendring’s housing affordability ratio worsening by 27%.  This 

analysis serves to illustrate the need for Tendring to plan for more housing than currently 

proposed if market signals issues are to be addressed. 

 

v) Summary and Way Forward 

 

7.24 Table 7.2 summarises our critique of the OAHN Update alongside the requirement of the PPG. 

 

Table 7.2: PPG HEDNA and OAHN Update for Tendring (November 2016) 

PPG ID 2a 015 to 020 (HEDNA) OAHN Update (November 2016) 

Latest DCLG household projections starting point  
Reduces the official starting 
point for Tendring by making a 
UPC adjustment  

A
d

ju
st

m
e

n
ts

 t
o

 p
ro

je
ct

io
n

s 

1. Demography 

A. Household formation (ID2a 015, 016) may 
have been supressed historically by undersupply 
and worsening affordability of housing.  As a 
result, the CLG household formation rate 
projections may also be suppressed.  If so they 
must be adjusted upwards so that the 
suppression is removed. 

Fails to fully investigate and 
address projected suppressed 
household formation  

 

B. Migration and population change (ID2a 
016, 017). Sensitivity testing of local migration 
and population change, taking account of the 
most recent demographic evidence from ONS. 

Fails to consider alternative 
migration trends for Tendring 
due to the UPC adjustment 
applied   

1. Gives rise to the ‘demographic OAHN’ 

Demographic OAHN 
underestimated because of UPC 
adjustment and no uplift for 
suppressed household formation  

2. Future job growth (ID2a 018) based on past trends and or 
projections should be taken into account. The OAN must be capable of 
accommodating the supply of working age population that is 
economically active (labour force supply), if it does not them it should 
be adjusted upwards. 

2. Gives rise to the ‘future jobs OAHN’ 

Future job growth assumption 
prudent but potentially high 
reliance on economic activity of 
older people which in turn 
underestimates number of 
homes need 

3. Market signals (ID2a 019, 020) of undersupply relative to demand 
that are worsening trigger an upward adjustment to planned housing 
numbers that are based solely on household projections.  The more 
significant the affordability constraints, the larger the additional supply 
response should be. 

3. Gives rise to the ‘market signals uplift’ 

Worsening market signals are 
observed and addressed, but 
alternative evidence suggests a 
higher uplift is justified 

Full objectively assessed housing need (FOAHN) (Overall housing 
need) 

For the reasons identified above (1a, 
1b, 2 and 3) the OAHN Update 
underestimates FOAHN for 
Tendring 
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7.25 Based on the findings of our critique, we believe that OAHN of 550 dwellings per annum (2013-

2037) provides an underestimate of full OAHN for Tendring.  As a very minimum we consider 

housing need for Tendring is 674 dwellings per annum (2013-2037) as indicated by the DCLG 

2014-based household projections with the application of a vacancy rate.  However, housing 

need would increase above this level if the identified suppressed household formation for 

younger people and worsening market signals are addressed.   

 

7.26 Furthermore, the level of economic growth that can be supported by a revised demographic 

OAHN should also be determined using more realistic economic activity assumptions and tested 

against more recent economic forecasts. 

  

7.27 On this basis, we recommend further sensitivity testing to address the weaknesses identified 

in the OAHN Update, which would result in an increase to Council’s OAHN of 550 dwellings per 

annum (2013-2037). 



 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX 1: 

 

AFFORDABILITY CALCULATOR – TENDRING DISTRICT 



 

 

 
 

Affordability Calculator

Earnings rate of increase = 1.031 (OBR March 2017)
Housing Price rate of increase = 1.048 (OBR March 2017)
*Number of homes taken from 2016 Council Tax Base

Implicit dwelling growth in OBR model 743 per annum (2031-2016)

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036 2037
Median Earnings 23,302    24,024         24,769          25,537       26,329          27,145       27,986    28,854          29,748          30,671          31,621          32,602          33,612          34,654          35,728          36,836          37,978          39,155          40,369          41,621          42,911          44,241          
Median House price 183,000  191,784      200,990       210,637     220,748       231,344     242,448  254,086       266,282       279,063       292,458       306,496       321,208       336,626       352,784       369,718       387,464       406,063       425,554       445,980       467,387       489,822       

Number of homes* (assuming 1% growth as per OBR) 69,205    69,897         70,596          71,302       72,015          72,735       73,463    74,197          74,939          75,688          76,445          77,210          77,982          78,762          79,549          80,345          81,148          81,960          82,779          83,607          84,443          85,288          
Median affordability Ratio 7.85 7.98 8.11 8.25 8.38 8.52 8.66 8.81 8.95 9.10 9.25 9.40 9.56 9.71 9.87 10.04 10.20 10.37 10.54 10.72 10.89 11.07

Total annual dwelling increase = 550 per annum (Local Plan target)
2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036 2037

No. of houses 69,205    69,755         70,305          70,855       71,405          71,955       72,505    73,055          73,605          74,155          74,705          75,255          75,805          76,355          76,905          77,455          78,005          78,555          79,105          79,655          80,205          80,755          
Increase in supply above baseline assumption -0.2% -0.4% -0.6% -0.8% -1.1% -1.3% -1.5% -1.8% -2.0% -2.3% -2.5% -2.8% -3.1% -3.3% -3.6% -3.9% -4.2% -4.4% -4.7% -5.0% -5.3%
Price change (assuming -2.0) 0.4% 0.8% 1.3% 1.7% 2.1% 2.6% 3.1% 3.6% 4.1% 4.6% 5.1% 5.6% 6.1% 6.6% 7.2% 7.7% 8.3% 8.9% 9.5% 10.0% 10.6%
Median House price including reduction 183,000  192,564      202,647       213,278     224,487       236,306     248,768  261,908       275,763       290,371       305,775       322,016       339,142       357,199       376,238       396,314       417,481       439,800       463,332       488,144       514,304       541,886       
Affordability ratio 7.85 8.02 8.18 8.35 8.53 8.71 8.89 9.08 9.27 9.47 9.67 9.88 10.09 10.31 10.53 10.76 10.99 11.23 11.48 11.73 11.99 12.25

Total annual dwelling increase = 972 per annum (BW MS upper range)
2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036 2037

No. of houses 69,205    70,177         71,149          72,121       73,093          74,065       75,037    76,009          76,981          77,953          78,925          79,897          80,869          81,841          82,813          83,785          84,757          85,729          86,701          87,673          88,645          89,617          
Increase in supply above baseline assumption 0.4% 0.8% 1.1% 1.5% 1.8% 2.1% 2.4% 2.7% 3.0% 3.2% 3.5% 3.7% 3.9% 4.1% 4.3% 4.4% 4.6% 4.7% 4.9% 5.0% 5.1%
Price change (assuming -2.0) -0.8% -1.6% -2.3% -3.0% -3.7% -4.3% -4.9% -5.4% -6.0% -6.5% -7.0% -7.4% -7.8% -8.2% -8.6% -8.9% -9.2% -9.5% -9.7% -10.0% -10.2%
Median House price including reduction 183,000  190,248      197,841       205,798     214,139       222,884     232,055  241,676       251,771       262,365       273,486       285,162       297,424       310,305       323,837       338,057       353,003       368,714       385,233       402,604       420,874       440,094       
Affordability ratio 7.85 7.92 7.99 8.06 8.13 8.21 8.29 8.38 8.46 8.55 8.65 8.75 8.85 8.95 9.06 9.18 9.29 9.42 9.54 9.67 9.81 9.95
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Land at Bromley Road | Parsons Heath

Tendring District Council

DEVELOPMENT BRIEF



Gladman Developments Ltd is promoting land at Bromley Road, 
Parsons Heath for development. The 7.33 hectare site presents an 
ideal opportunity to create a sustainable, high quality residential 
development situated in a sought-after location.

A residential development on the site would incorporate both 
new market and affordable housing (of a variety of types, from 
affordable rented properties to discounted sale properties to 
help key workers and first time house buyers) to help meet  
the current and future housing needs of both Parsons Heath and 
the district. 

Development of this site would respond to and complement its 
surroundings to achieve seamless integration. Gladman would 
welcome the opportunity to discuss the potential delivery of 
this site with you in more detail so it can be considered fully in 
the preparation of the emerging Local Plan.

Introduction

Should you wish to discuss our proposals further, 
please contact

Planner: Kate Fitzgerald

k.fitzgerald@gladman.co.uk

01260 288866



Site & Planning Context

Site & Surroundings

A Vibrant Community

Principle of Development

Going forward

Parsons Heath is a vibrant area on the edge of Colchester. It is an active 
and successful community and provides residents with direct access 
to community facilities.

Parsons Heath offers a range of amenities within walking and cycling 
distance of the site. These are located in three main clusters: on Bromley 
Road, on Harwich Road/Parsons Heath and in Greenstead district centre. 
These areas offer services and facilities including nursery schools, primary 
schools, a secondary school, a health centre, pharmacy, leisure centre, 
library and places of worship.

The site is located on the eastern edge of Colchester and is 7.33 hectares 
in area. It is anticipated that around 4.2 hectares would be residential 
development, with the remainder comprising green infrastructure.

The land lies to the south of Bromley Road and comprises two fields. It is 
well enclosed by tree and hedgerow cover along its boundaries with Churn 
Wood, Bromley Road and Salary Brook, which is located directly to the west 
of the site. Its north-eastern boundary adjoins the grounds of Hill Farm and 
Crockleford Grange. The site is opposite existing residential development 
at Longridge.

The site is adjacent to the large town of Colchester and falls within a  
broad location proposed as a new garden community on the Colchester-
Tendring border. 

The proposed garden community on the Tendring-Colchester border is 
classified as a Strategic Urban Settlement in the emerging Local Plan. The 
publication draft consultation document explains that it will incorporate 
around 2,500 dwellings within the plan period (to 2033), as part of an 
overall total of 7,000-9,000 homes.



Site Development Potential

This site offers a unique opportunity for Tendring District Council to plan and, importantly, deliver, a new and exemplary housing 
development where people will genuinely want to live and choose to stay, while embracing the distinctive character of the surrounding area.  
This will be achieved by:

Landscape CharacterHousing Delivery

• The site is capable of coming forward within the next 5 years.

• Gladman has demonstrated that the site is capable of delivering up to
145 dwellings of varying sizes, types and tenures (including affordable
housing delivered in accordance with planning policy).

• The site is not subject to any national, local or other landscape designations.

• Landscape buffers could be provided to the north and east of the site,
adjacent to Churn Wood and Salary Brook, which would be designated as
a new waterside park.

• The site is well-contained adjacent to the existing urban context. A
landscape appraisal undertaken by special consultants has confirmed
that a residential development and associated green infrastructure could
be incorporated within the local landscape without resulting in any
unacceptable landscape or visual effects.



Heritage

Hydrology

Biodiversity, Green Infrastructure & Local Wildlife

• The development of the site would aim to enhance the environment
through the provision of green infrastructure, comprising new publically
accessible green space, an equipped area of play and recreational
pathways, increasing permeability to surrounding areas of interest and
facilities.

• The site is not designated for its biodiversity value.

• The site is adjacent to Churn Wood and Salary Brook, which are local
conservation sites. Any potential recreation effects as a result of
residential development could be mitigated.

• A detailed ecological assessment has been carried out by specialist
ecological consultants. This found that no protected species would be
adversely affected by a residential development.

• Through additional planting, landscaping and the creation of habitat,
there is the potential to create improved conditions for wildlife.

• There are no designated heritage assets within or immediately adjacent
to the site.

• A detailed heritage assessment undertaken by specialist consultants
has established that the development of the site would have only a
very minor impact on the heritage significance of the non-designated
Hill Farmhouse, a residential dwelling located circa 95 metres to the
north east of the site.

• The development proposal falls entirely within the Environment Agency
Flood Risk Zone 1 i.e. land assessed as having a less than 1 in 1,000
annual probability of flooding.

• The development of the site would include a comprehensive surface
water drainage scheme, which would not cause flooding on the
site or elsewhere.

Site Development Potential

SCHOOL



Design

Topography

Accessibility

Socio-economic

  

• The development of the site would follow a design-led approach,
informed by consultation with the district council, key stakeholders
and the local community, responding sensitively to the site’s setting
and respecting the grain of the surrounding landscape, both built
and undeveloped.

• A high quality housing development would be a positive addition to
Parsons Heath, complementing the character of the surrounding area
in terms of character and quality.

• The site is located on the south-eastern facing slope of the Ardleigh
Valley. The valley ascends north towards Ardleigh Reservoir and south
as it wraps around the southern edge of Greenstead before joining
the River Colne.

• The landform of the site itself slopes down from a high point of
approximately 27-28m AOD along the eastern boundary with Churn
Wood towards Salary Brook and a low point of approximately 6-7m AOD. 
The sloping topography of the site contributes to its distinctiveness.

• The topography of the area constrains views into and across the site,
which should reduce any visual impact of a development.

• Development in this location will provide quality pedestrian, cycle and
public transport connections.

• A pedestrian route around the site would also link to Bromley Road and
onwards to local facilities.

• Tactile paving would be installed at the existing dropped kerbs and
pedestrian refuge crossing of Longridge at its junction with Bromley Road.

• The closest bus stops to the site are on Longridge and Bromley Road;
these are within 800m of all parts of the site. Gladman would be willing
to provide a CIL-compliant financial contribution towards the upgrade
of the bus stops closest to the site, if necessary.

The development of up to 145 dwellings on the site has the potential to 
provide significant economic benefits, including:

• An investment in construction of circa £14 million;

• Around 120 full-time equivalent jobs per annum throughout the
construction period;

• An additional 130 full-time equivalent jobs in associated industries;

• New Homes Bonus payment of more than £1 million over 5 years;

• Council Tax payments of more than £2.2 million over 10 years.

Site Development Potential
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If you have any questions, contact your Project Manager: 
Ivor Beamon

01260 288 927

i.beamon@gladman.co.uk

www.gladmanland.co.uk

Gladman Land

Gladman House, Alexandria Way, 

Congleton, CW12 1LB
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DEVELOPMENT BRIEF

Land at Grange Road, 
Lawford

Tendring District Council



Gladman Developments wish to promote land at Grange Road, 
Lawford for development. The 6.6 hectare site presents an ideal 
opportunity to create a sustainable, high quality residential 
development situated in a sought-after location.

A new residential development on this site would incorporate 
both new market and affordable housing of a variety of types and 
tenures, to help meet the current and future housing needs of 
Lawford and the District.

Development of this site would respond and complement its 
surroundings to achieve seamless integration. Gladman would 
welcome the opportunity to discuss the potential delivery of this 
site with you in more detail so it can be considered fully in the 
preparation of your emerging Local Plan.

Introduction

Should you wish to discuss our proposals further, 
please contact

Planner: John Mackenzie

Email: j.mackenzie@gladman.co.uk

Telephone: 01260 288941



Site & Planning Context

Site & Surroundings Principle of Development

Going forward

Lawford is a vibrant settlement which adjoins the built-up area of the town of 
Manningtree. The civil parish of Manningtree (which includes Lawford) is home 
to a population in the region of 5,700 people according to the 2011 Census. 

Lawford is an active and successful community and provides residents 
with direct access to community facilities including:

• Lawford Church of England Primary School

• Highfields County Primary School

• The Lawford GP Surgery

Lawford is also accessible to facilities in Manningtree, such as:

• Manningtree High School

• Manningtree Train Station

• A range of retailers including convenience stores

• Pharmacies

• Public Houses

• Post Office

The principle of development in Lawford is well established through 
existing and emerging planning policies.

Adopted Local Plan policy QL1: Spatial Strategy identifies Lawford as a Town.

Lawford (alongside Manningtree and Mistley) is identified within the emerging 
Local Plan as a suitable location to accommodate additional homes with an 
established town centre, employment areas and infrastructure. 

Emerging Local Plan policy SPL1: Managing Growth identifies Lawford as a ‘Smaller 
Urban Settlement’ within the second tier of the settlement hierarchy. Between 
1,500 and 2,500 new homes are proposed within this tier over the plan period, 
equating to the second largest proportion of the District’s housing stock increase.

Emerging Local Plan policy SP2: Spatial Strategy for North Essex establishes 
that development will be accommodated within or adjoining settlements 
according to their scale, sustainability and existing role.

Gladman believe that Lawford is capable of supporting further growth beyond the 
minimum 1,500 to 2,500 dwellings proposed for this tier in the emerging Local 
Plan, so housing development need not be limited to this amount.

The site is located to the south-west of Lawford, north of Grange Road and 
is approximately 6.6 hectares in area. It is currently envisaged that built 
development would only be situated in the southern part of the site in 
order to protect and enhance a Scheduled Monument in the northern portion.  
With this in mind the developable area is likely to be less than 6.6 hectares.

A Vibrant Community



Site Development Potential

Housing Delivery

This site offers a unique opportunity for Tendring District Council to plan, and more importantly deliver, a new development where people will 
genuinely choose to live, whilst embracing the distinctive character of the surrounding area. This will be achieved by:

Landscape Character

The site is capable of delivering up to 105 dwellings of varying sizes, 
types and tenures (including affordable housing delivered in 
accordance with planning policy).

Gladman consider that housing on this site is capable of being brought forward 
within the next 5 years. Gladman are promoting this site for development on 
behalf of the landowner. 

The site is not designated for its environmental value, and its development 
can be sensitively designed to be incorporated within the wider landscape 
without causing significant harm.

The proposed development will aim to enhance the environment through 
the provision of green infrastructure, comprising new publically accessible 
greenspace, equipped play areas and recreational paths increasing permeability 
to surrounding areas of interest and facilities.

Our initial ecology work, carried out by specialist consultants has found 
that there are no protected species or potential for bats, newts etc. on-site. 
Additional ecology surveys will take place prior to the determination of the 
planning application. Work will also be carried out to assess impact on nearby 
ecological designations. 

Where necessary, the development proposals will provide adequate mitigation 
and enhancement, wherever possible to ensure species are protected.

SCHOOL

Biodiversity, Green Infrastructure & Local WildlifeLand Ownership and Delivery



Heritage Hydrology

The site contains a Scheduled Monument ‘Settlement site NNE of Lawford 
House’ the precise nature of which is the topic of some debate, although it 
can be summarised as a henge-type monument.

The initial work carried out by Gladman’s archaeological consultant concludes 
that development of the site incorporating open space within the northern 
section and built form in the south, making provision for the evidential value 
of the Scheduled Monument to be preserved in situ would, at most, result in a 
negligible adverse impact to the significance of the Monument.

The proposed development will also aim to promote a wider public 
understanding about the Scheduled Monument on site.

Residential development of the site would also not adversely impact any 
designated heritage assets in the wider areas as a result of alteration to setting.

The development proposal falls entirely within the Environment Agency Flood 
Risk Zone 1 i.e. land assessed as having a less than 1 in 1,000 annual probability 
of flooding.

A sustainable drainage solution to manage surface water run-off will be 
provided as part of the proposals.

SCHOOL



Design Accessibility

The proposed development will follow a design-led approach, 
informed by consultation with the District Council, key stakeholders 
and the local community, responding sensitively to the site’s setting and 
respecting the grain of the surrounding landscape, both built and 
undeveloped. The development will be a positive addition to Lawford, 
complementing the character of the surrounding area in terms of scale, 
density, character and quality. Built development would only be situated 
in the southern part of the site in order to protect and enhance a Scheduled 
Monument in the northern portion.

The site is flat with no technical barriers to overcome in order to secure 
its development.

Development in this location will provide quality pedestrian, cycle and 
public transport connections with the existing built form of Lawford and 
nearby communities. The site fronts directly onto Highways land. An 
access solution with suitable visibility splays can be achieved without the 
need for third party land. 

Our preliminary research shows that the proposed development could lead to 
a significant boost in local spending and there is an indication that the 
gross spending power of the new residents could be in excess of £3 million 
each year, a proportion of which will be spent in the locality.

Topography Socio-economic



Site Location Plan



If you have any questions, contact your Project Manager: 
Steve Barker

01260 288 931

s.barker@gladman.co.uk

www.gladmanland.co.uk

Gladman Land

Gladman House, Alexandria Way, 
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DEVELOPMENT BRIEF

Land at Wick Lane | Ardleigh

Tendring District Council



Gladman Developments Ltd is promoting land at Wick Lane, 
Ardleigh for residential development. The 7.58 hectare site 
presents an ideal opportunity to create a sustainable, high quality 
residential development situated in a sought-after location.

A residential development on the site would incorporate both 
new market and affordable housing (of a variety of types, from 
affordable rented properties to discounted sale properties to 
help key workers and first time house buyers), to help meet 
the current and future housing needs of both Ardleigh and the 
district responding to and complementing its surroundings to 
achieve seamless integration. 

Gladman would welcome the opportunity to discuss the 
potential delivery of this site with you in more detail so it can be 
considered fully in the preparation of the emerging Local Plan.

Introduction

Should you wish to discuss our proposals further, 
please contact

Planner: Kate Fitzgerald

k.fitzgerald@gladman.co.uk

01260 288866



Site & Planning Context

Site & Surroundings

A Vibrant Community

Principle of Development

Going forward

Ardleigh is a vibrant settlement and hosts a population in the region of 
973 people according to the 2011 Census. The vast majority of the parish’s 
population lives within the village itself. Providing more affordable homes 
and homes of varying size and tenure will help to address the ageing 
population structure in Ardleigh.

Ardleigh is an active and successful community and provides 
residents with direct access to community facilities including:

• St Mary’s Primary School; 

• General Stores and Post Office;

• Newstrend newsagents;

The site is located on the western edge of Ardleigh and is approximately 7.6 
hectares in area. It is anticipated that around 4.2 hectares would be residential 
development, with the remainder comprising green infrastructure.

The land lies to the north of Wick Lane, at its junction with the A137 
(Colchester Road). The southern boundary of the site abuts 12 existing 
properties on Colchester Road. Immediately east of the site lies St Mary’s 
Church of England Primary School and land used by the neighbouring 
industrial area for the storage and distribution of agricultural machinery. 
The village centre is also situated to the east, focused along The Street and 
Colchester Road. Open countryside under arable cultivation lies to the 
north and west of the site. 

Ardleigh is identified in the adopted and emerging versions of the Tendring 
District Local Plan as a suitable location to accommodate additional 
homes and this is evidenced a number of under-construction and recently 
completed housing developments in the village.

Ardleigh is identified as a ‘Secondary Defined Village’ under policy RA4 of the 
adopted Local Plan and as a ‘Smaller Rural Settlement’ under policy SPL1 the 
emerging Local Plan.

Ardleigh is identified within the emerging Local Plan as a settlement which 
can achieve an increase in housing stock over the plan period, with the Rural 
Service Centres and Smaller Rural Settlements proposed to accommodate 
around 1,500 new homes between 2011 and 2031. 

Emerging Local Plan policy SP2 establishes that development will be 
accommodated within or adjoining settlements according to their scale, 
sustainability and existing role.

• Ardleigh Surgery; and

• Ardleigh Village Hall.



Site Development Potential

Housing Delivery

This site offers a unique opportunity for Tendring District Council to plan and, importantly, deliver, a new and exemplary housing 
development where people will genuinely want to live and choose to stay, while embracing the distinctive character of the  
surrounding area. 

• The site is capable of delivering up to 118 dwellings (including affordable 
housing delivered in accordance with the council’s requirements).

• The site is owned by one landowner and is capable of coming forward 
within the next 5 years.

• Gladman has demonstrated that the site is capable of delivering up to 
118 dwellings of varying sizes, types and tenures (including affordable 
housing delivered in accordance with planning policy).

Landscape Character

• The site is not subject to any national, local or other landscape designations.

• The site is well contained within the landscape and landscape features 
would be retained where possible.

• A landscape appraisal has confirmed that through sensitive landscaping, 
green infrastructure provision and good quality design, any impact of 
a development on the countryside and the character of Ardleigh could 
be minimised.



Heritage

Hydrology

Biodiversity, Green Infrastructure & Local Wildlife

• The development of the site would aim to enhance the environment 
through the provision of green infrastructure, comprising new publically 
accessible green space, an equipped area of play and recreational pathways, 
increasing permeability to surrounding areas of interest and facilities.

• The site is not designated for its biodiversity value and is predominantly in 
intensive agricultural use.

• Detailed ecological assessment has been carried out by specialist ecological 
consultants. This found that no protected species would be adversely 
affected by a residential development.

• Through additional planting, landscaping and the creation of habitat, there 
is the potential to create improved conditions for wildlife.

• The sites lies outside Ardleigh Conservation Area.

• A detailed heritage appraisal undertaken by specialist consultants has 
established that the ability to appreciate the significance of both the 
conservation area and St Mary’s Church would not be affected by the 
development of the site.

• Archaeological desk-based assessment has established that the site has 
moderate to good potential for as yet to be discovered archaeological 
assets of local significance from various eras. Essex County Council’s 
archaeologists have confirmed that planning conditions would  
suffice to secure trial trenching, archaeological fieldwork and post-
excavation assessment.

• The development proposal falls entirely within the Environment Agency 
Flood Risk Zone 1 i.e. land assessed as having a less than 1 in 1,000 
annual probability of flooding.

• Essex County Council, as lead local flood authority, have previously 
confirmed that a proposed surface water drainage scheme demonstrated 
that surface water management is achievable in principle, without 
causing flooding on the site or elsewhere.

SCHOOL

Site Development Potential



Topography

The site is flat, with no technical barriers to overcome in order to secure 
its development.

Accessibility

• Development in this location would provide quality pedestrian, cycle 
and public transport connections.

• New pedestrian links through the site could be created, linking the site 
to the centre of Ardleigh and the surrounding area.

• The site benefits from being within 550m of a bus stop, from which 
regular buses to nearby settlements, including Harwich, Manningtree 
and Colchester, can be caught.

• Development of the site offers the opportunity to provide improvements 
to existing bus services and pedestrian linkages. 

Socio-economic

  The development of up to 118 dwellings on the site has the potential to 
provide significant economic benefits, including:

• An investment in construction of circa £12 million;

• Around 107 full-time equivalent jobs per annum throughout the
construction period;

• An additional 117 full-time equivalent jobs in associated industries;

• New Homes Bonus payment of more than £1 million over 6 years;

• Council Tax payments of more than £1.4 million over 10 years.

Site Development Potential

Design

• The development of the site would follow a design-led approach,
informed by consultation with the district council, key stakeholders
and the local community, responding sensitively to the site’s setting
and respecting the grain of the surrounding landscape, both built and
undeveloped.

• A high quality housing development would be a positive addition to
Ardleigh, complementing the character of the surrounding area in
terms of character and quality.
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1 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

i. This representation provides Gladman Developments Ltd written representations on the 

publication version of the Tendring District Local Plan (TDLP), currently out for public 

consultation.  

ii. Gladman specialise in the promotion of strategic land for residential development with 

associated community infrastructure. 

iii. These representations concern the following main matters: 

 Duty to Cooperate 

 Sustainability Appraisal 

 Housing Needs 

 Shared Strategic Plan for the North Essex Authorities 

 Vision and Objectives 

 Managing Growth 

 Design 

 Housing 

 Rural Landscapes and Green Gaps 

 Heritage 

iv. Alongside this individual submission, Gladman have submitted responses to the Braintree 

and Colchester consultations, with regard to Part 1 of the Local Plan as well as the 

individual Part 2 plans. 

v. Gladman commissioned Lichfields to review the Sustainability Appraisal of both the North 

Essex Part 1 Plan and the Tendring Part 2 Plan (attached as Appendix 1). The review 

concludes that although the quantity of sites assessed for garden communities is deemed 

acceptable, the site selection has been artificially supressed by the 5,000-dwelling 

threshold that has been applied.  There is overwhelming evidence that this has resulted in 

a narrow focus being applied to the consideration of the new Garden Community options.  

vi. However, the Sustainability Assessment for Tendring only explores a settlement hierarchy 

approach to the spatial distribution of housing and there is no evidence to suggest that 

this is the most sustainable approach to development in Tendring. As a consequence, the 

Sustainability Appraisal’s approach to site allocations in Tendring cannot be considered 

robust as they are built on an unjustified approach to housing distribution. 
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vii. Gladman commissioned Barton Willmore to undertake a review of the Objectively 

Assessed Housing Need (OAHN) undertaken by the Council in 2017. The review (attached 

as Appendix 2) concludes that an unjustified approach has been taken to the issue of 

Unattributable Population Change in Tendring, the OAHN makes no adjustment for 

supressed household formation in Tendring, it does not provide a consistent approach to 

the economic aspects of housing need and there is evidence to suggest that a greater 

than 15% uplift should be applied to the OAHN for Tendring to address worsening 

Market Signals.  

viii. In Barton Willmore’s professional opinion, 550 dwellings per annum represents an under 

estimate of the level of housing need for Tendring and at the minimum, there is a need 

for 674 dwellings per annum simply to meet the demographic need identified by DCLG in 

the household projections. Barton Willmore’s overall conclusion is that the true level of 

housing need in Tendring is between 674 and 972 dwellings per annum. 

ix. Gladman commissioned Strutt and Parker to undertake an assessment of the delivery of 

the North Essex Garden Communities. As this report covers all of the Garden 

Communities and relates specifically to the strategic Part 1 North Essex Plan (the subject 

of a joint Examination in Public), the detail of its findings has been covered in Gladman’s 

representations submitted as part of the response to the Colchester Borough Local Plan 

to avoid repetition. 

x. Gladman support the fact that growth will effectively come from development in and 

around existing settlements and through the new garden communities allocated in the 

plan. Gladman’s experience is that the best way in which to ensure the delivery of housing 

targets is to maintain a good spread of sites and site typologies across the districts. It is 

our view therefore, that the spatial strategy needs to recognise new garden villages as 

well as the larger garden settlements. These in addition to the smaller allocations will help 

the plan soundly meets its housing targets.  

xi. Gladman supports the concept of new garden communities which represent a potentially 

sustainable means of providing new homes, jobs and associated community infrastructure 

in the longer term. It is, however, concerned that the scale, complexity and development 

requirements of the garden communities proposed is such that their anticipated 

deliverability is questionable and consequently considers that the Plan contains unrealistic 

expectations for the delivery of new housing on such developments. 
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xii. Having regard to the need for the preparation of the Strategic Growth Development Plan 

Documents, a significant amount of land assembly to be undertaken, the need for a 

considerable amount of infrastructure to be provided and the expectation that the Garden 

Communities will each involve two authorities, Gladman considers that it is extremely 

unlikely that the delivery of new housing on these sites will be achieved within the 

timescales anticipated by the Councils. 

xiii. Gladman support the inclusion of a detailed Settlement Hierarchy in Policy SPL1 of the 

Plan and the definition of Clacton, Harwich and Dovercourt as Strategic Urban 

Settlements. Gladman also support the identification of Lawford as a Smaller Urban 

Settlement where modest levels of housing growth will be directed. 

xiv. However, Gladman object to the categorisation of Ardleigh as a Smaller Rural Settlement. 

Ardleigh is considered to be a sustainable settlement with good access to services and 

facilities to meet the daily needs of its residents. It is located in close proximity to 

Colchester with high quality bus service from early morning until the evening allowing 

easy access to the town for employment, education and leisure purposes. It is therefore 

considered that Ardleigh should be categorised as a Rural Service Centre. 

xv. Gladman have some concerns with regards to the Housing Land Supply Policy LP1. The 

table set out within Section 5.1 of the Plan (Table A) also includes completions data from 

the start of the Plan period until 2016/17. This shows an existing shortfall in housing 

supply against the housing requirement totalling 826 units or one and a half years’ worth 

of supply. This is a significant under-supply of dwellings and represents real people in 

need of housing now. It is therefore essential that the Council allocates a range of 

housing sites in a variety of locations and of a variety of sizes to ensure that the housing 

needs of local people are delivered in the short term, before the large scale strategic sites 

come on stream and to meet the significant backlog within the first five years of the Plan. 

xvi. Gladman are promoting a number of sites in sustainable locations which are available, 

achievable and deliverable and should be included within the Tendring Local Plan as 

residential allocations. These include: 

a. Bromley Road, Parsons Heath (Appendix 3). 

b. Grange Road, Lawford (Appendix 4). 

c. Wick Lane, Ardleigh (Appendix 5). 

d. Land East of Oakwood Park, Clacton (Appendix 6). 
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2 INTRODUCTION 

2.1 Introduction 

2.1.1 This representation is made by Gladman Developments Ltd (GDL) in response to the current 

consultation on the publication version of the Tendring District Local Plan (TDLP). GDL 

specialise in the promotion of strategic land for residential development with associated 

community infrastructure and has land interests across Tendring.  

2.1.2 GDL has considerable experience in the development industry in a number of sectors 

including residential and employment development. From that experience, it understands 

the need for the planning system to provide local communities with the homes and jobs that 

they need to ensure that they have access to a decent home an employment opportunities. 

2.1.3 GDL also has a wealth of experience in contributing to the Development Plan preparation 

process, having made representations on numerous local planning documents through the 

UK and having participated in many local plan public examinations. It is on the basis of that 

experience that the comments are made in this representation.  

2.2 Context 

2.2.1 The National Planning Policy Framework sets out four tests that must be met for Local Plans 

to be considered sound. In this regard, we submit that in order to prepare a sound plan it is 

fundamental that it is:  

 Positively Prepared – The Plan should be prepared 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 a proportionate evidence base. 

 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 Framework. 

2.3 Previous Submissions 

2.3.1 GDL have made submission in response to the following consultations in relation to the 

TDLP. 
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 Issues and Options (September 2015) 

 Preferred Option (August 2016) 

2.4 Overview of Soundness 

2.4.1 Due to the significant issues raised through this submission, and summarised in Table 1 

below, GDL consider it necessary that we are given the opportunity to discuss our 

representations further at the Examination in Public. 

Table 1 – Summary of policy soundness  

Policy Sound/Unsound Test of 

Soundness 

Reason Evidence 

SP1 Sound Consistent with 

National Policy 

Reflects the 

presumption in 

favour of 

sustainable 

development. 

NPPF 

SP2 Unsound Effective Support for focus on 

existing settlements 

but consider that 

the Spatial Strategy 

should consider 

smaller Garden 

Villages as a 

potential source of 

housing supply in 

the short-term. 

NPPF 

SP3 Unsound Positively 

Prepared 

The Plan does not 

meet the full 

objectively assessed 

housing needs for 

Tendring. 

Barton 

Willmore 

Technical 

Review of 

Housing 

Needs. 

SP5 Unsound Effective See response to 

Colchester Borough 

Local Plan Part 1. 

 

SP7 Unsound Effective There are concerns 

over the speed of 

delivery of the 

Garden 

Communities and as 

such there is a lack 

of housing supply in 

the early part of the 

Plan period and a 

shortfall of supply 
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across the entire 

Plan which needs to 

be addressed with 

further allocations. 

SP8 Unsound Effective Gladman consider 

that the Garden 

Community on the 

boundary of 

Colchester and 

Tendring will not 

deliver units as 

quickly as the 

Council expect and 

therefore further 

smaller scale 

housing sites will be 

required to be 

allocated to deliver 

in the short term. 

Strutt and 

Parker 

SPL1 Unsound Positively 

Prepared 

Gladman support 

the identification of 

Clacton as a 

Strategic Urban 

Settlement and 

Lawford as a Smaller 

Urban Settlement. 

However, Gladman 

consider that 

Ardleigh is mis-

categorised and 

based on its services 

and facilities and 

proximity to 

Colchester, it should 

be a Rural Service 

Centre. 

NPPF 

SPL2 Unsound Positively 

Prepared 

Consistent with 

National Policy 

The use of 

Settlement 

Development 

Boundaries to 

arbitrarily restrict 

sustainable sites 

from coming 

forward does not 

accord with the 

positive approach to 

growth required by 

the Framework. 

NPPF 

SPL3 Unsound Positively 

Prepared 

Consistent with 

Policy SPL3 should 

be reworded to 

allow the decision 

NFFF 
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National Policy maker to undertake 

a planning balance 

exercise as required 

by the NPPF rather 

than a proposal 

having to meet 

every criteria. 

HP4 Comment Consistent with 

National Policy 

Local Greenspace 

designations should 

conform with 

Paragraph 77 of the 

Framework. 

NPPF 

LP1 Unsound Positively 

Prepared 

Effective 

Consistent with 

National Policy 

The Council have a 

recognised housing 

shortfall which is 

significant and 

should be rectified 

within the first five 

years of the Plan 

period. A larger 

flexibility factor 

should also be built 

into the plan to 

ensure the housing 

requirement is met. 

NPPF 

LP2 Sound  The focus on 

retirement and extra 

care 

accommodation is 

supported. 

NPPF 

LP3 Unsound Positively 

Prepared 

Effective 

Consistent with 

National Policy 

The Council needs 

to provide sufficient 

evidence to justify 

the requirement for 

internal space 

requirements. 

NPPF 

WMS 

LP5 Unsound Effective There is an 

inconsistency in the 

Plan over the 

requirement for 

affordable housing. 

TDLP 

LP10 Sound Effective Support the 

Council’s approach 

to Care and 

Independent 

Assisted Living. 

 

PP12 Comment  LPAs should work 

positively with 

developers to 

address Educational 

provision. 

NPPF 
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PPL3 Unsound Positively 

Prepared 

Consistent with 

National Policy 

Policy PPL3 is 

inconsistent with 

the Framework’s 

approach to 

designated 

landscapes. 

NPPF 

PPL6 Unsound Positively 

Prepared 

Consistent with 

National Policy 

Policy PPL6 is 

inconsistent with 

the Framework and 

the need to balance 

all factors in making 

development 

management 

decisions. 

NPPF 

PPL8 Unsound Consistent with 

National Policy 

Policy PPL8 is not 

consistent with the 

Framework in its 

treatment of 

Heritage Assets. 

NPPF 

PPL9 Unsound Consistent with 

National Policy 

Policy PPL8 is not 

consistent with the 

Framework in its 

treatment of 

Heritage Assets. 

NPPF 

CP2 Unsound Consistent with 

National Policy 

Policy CP2 is not 

consistent with the 

Framework in its 

treatment of traffic 

impact 

NPPF 

DI1 Unsound Justified There is no 

definition of the 

term minimum 

developer profit 

level which makes 

the Policy unclear. 

NPPF 
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3 NATIONAL PLANNING POLICY 

3.1 National Planning Policy Framework and Planning Practice 

Guidance 

3.1.1 The NPPF has been with us now for over five years and the development industry has 

experience with its application and the fundamental changes it has brought about in relation 

to the way the planning system functions. The NPPF sets out the Government’s goal to 

‘significantly boost the supply of housing’ and how this should be reflected through the 

preparation of Local Plans. In this regard, it sets out specific guidance that local planning 

authorities must take into account when identifying and meeting their objectively assessed 

housing needs: 

“To boost significantly the supply of housing, local planning authorities 

should: 

 Use their evidence base to ensure that their Local Plan meets the 

full, objectively assessed needs for market and affordable housing 

in the housing market area. 

 Identify and update annually a supply of specific deliverable sites 

sufficient to provide five years’ worth of housing against their 

housing requirements…” 

 Identify a supply of specific, developable sites or broad locations 

for growth, for years 6-10, and where possible for years 11-15” 

(Paragraph 47)”. 

3.1.2 The starting point of identifying objectively assessed housing needs is set out in paragraph 

159 of the NPPF, which requires local planning authorities to prepare a Strategic Housing 

Market Assessment (SHMA), working with neighbouring authorities where housing market 

areas cross administrative boundaries.  It is clear from the NPPF that the objective 

assessment of housing needs should take full account of up-to-date and relevant evidence 

about the economic and social characteristics and prospects of the area, with local planning 

authorities ensuring that their assessment of and strategies for housing and employment are 

integrated and take full account of relevant market and economic signals (paragraph 158).  

3.1.3 Once a local authority has identified its objectively assessed needs for housing these needs 

should be met in full, unless any adverse impacts would significantly and demonstrably 
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outweigh the benefits of doing so (paragraph 14).  Local planning authorities should seek to 

achieve each of the economic, social and environmental dimensions of sustainable 

development, and net gains across all three. Adverse impacts on any of these dimensions 

should be avoided.  Where adverse impacts are unavoidable, mitigation or compensatory 

measures may be appropriate (paragraph 152). 

3.1.4 As the Council will be aware the Government published its final suite of Planning Practice 

Guidance (PPG) on the 6th March 2014, clarifying how specific elements of the NPPF should 

be interpreted when preparing their Local Plans. The PPG on the Housing and Economic 

Development Needs in particular provides a clear indication of how the Government expects 

the NPPF to be taken into account when Councils are identifying their objectively assessed 

housing needs. Key points from this document include: 

a. Household projections published by the Department for Communities and Local 

Government should provide the starting point estimate of overall housing need. 

b. 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 

underperformance, infrastructure or environmental constraints. 

c. Household projection based estimates of housing need may need adjusting to reflect 

factors affecting local demography and household formation rates which are not 

captured by past trends, for example historic suppression by under supply and 

worsening affordability of housing.  The assessment will need to reflect the 

consequences of past under delivery and the extent to which household formation rates 

have been constrained by supply. 

d. Plan makers need to consider increasing their housing numbers where the supply of 

working age population is less than projected job growth, to prevent unsustainable 

commuting patterns and reduced local business resilience. 

e. Housing needs indicated by household projections should be adjusted to reflect 

appropriate market signals, as well as other market indicators of the balance between 

the demand for and supply of dwellings. 

3.1.5 The more significant the affordability constraints (as reflected in rising prices and rents, and 

worsening affordability ratio) and the stronger other indicators of high demand (e.g. the 

differential between land prices), the larger the improvement in affordability needed, and 

the larger the additional supply response should be. 
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3.1.6 The total affordable housing need should be considered in the context of its likely delivery 

as a proportion of mixed market and affordable housing developments, given the probable 

percentage of affordable housing to be delivered by market housing led developments.  An 

increase in the total housing figures included in the local plan should be considered where it 

could help to deliver the required number of affordable homes. 

3.2 Housing White Paper – Fixing our broken housing market 

3.2.1 The Government published the Housing White Paper in February 2017 for consultation. 

Whilst it is a White Paper, it nevertheless represents a very clear direction of travel and clear 

indication of the Government’s intent. The Council will need to consider the emerging Plan 

against the points raised within the White Paper, and monitor the progress of the 

consultation as the proposals within it materialise as potential reforms to the planning 

system. Given that the intention of the document is to have some of its proposed changes 

come into force by November 2017, it is highly likely that a number of its measures will be 

relevant considerations prior to the adoption of the plan.  

3.2.2 The title of the White Paper makes apparent that the Government considers the housing 

market to be broken, it is also clear from the document forward by the Prime Minister that 

the cost of housing is a key part of why the housing market is considered broken. In the 

foreword, the Prime Minster states: 

“Today the average house costs almost eight times average earnings – an 

all-time record.”  

“In total, more than 2.2 million working households with below-average 

incomes spend a third or more of their disposable income on housing.” 

“We need to build many more houses, of the type people want to live in, in 

the places they want to live. To do so requires a comprehensive approach 

that tackles failure at every point in the system.”  

3.2.3 The second foreword from the Secretary of State adds further to the Government’s thinking, 

particularly on the need to build new homes now, it states: 

“This country doesn’t have enough homes. That’s not a personal opinion or 

a political calculation. It’s a simple statement of fact” 
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“Soaring prices and rising rents caused by a shortage of the right homes in 

the right places has slammed the door of the housing market in the face of 

a whole generation.” 

“That has to change. We need radical, lasting reform that will get more 

homes built right now and for many years to come.” 

3.2.4 The White Paper outlines further potential reforms to the plan making process, OAN 

methodology, and Green Belt consideration and housing delivery tests, amongst others. 

Gladman will refer to key aspects from the White Paper in relevant sections of this 

representation.  

3.2.5 The reason for this housing crisis is that the country is simply not building enough homes 

and has not done so for far too long. The consensus is that we need from 225,000 to 

275,000 or more homes per year to keep up with population growth and to start to tackle 

years of under-supply. 

3.2.6 Everyone involved in politics and the housing industry therefore has a moral duty to tackle 

this issue head on.  The White Paper states quite unequivocally that “the housing shortage 

isn’t a looming crisis, a distant threat that will become a problem if we fail to act. We are 

already living in it.” 

3.2.7 Tackling the housing shortage is not easy. It will inevitably require some tough decisions. But 

the alternative, according to the White Paper, is a divided nation, with an unbridgeable and 

ever-widening gap between the property haves and have-nots. 

3.2.8 The challenge of increasing supply cannot be met by Government alone. It is vital to have 

local leadership and commitment from a wide range of stakeholders, including local 

authorities, private developers, housing associations, lenders and local communities. 

3.2.9 The starting point is building more homes. This will slow the rise in housing costs so that 

more ordinary working families can afford to buy a home and it will also bring the cost of 

renting down. We need more land for homes where people want to live. All areas therefore 

need a plan to deal with the housing pressures they face.  

3.2.10 Currently, over 40 per cent of local planning authorities do not have a plan that meets the 

projected growth in households in their area. All local authorities should therefore develop 

an up-to-date plan with their communities that meets their housing requirement based 

upon an honest assessment of the need for new homes.  
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3.2.11 Local planning authorities have a responsibility to do all that they can to meet their housing 

requirements, even though not every area may be able to do so in full. The identified 

housing requirement should be accommodated in the Local Plan, unless there are policies 

elsewhere in the Framework that provide strong reasons for restricting development, or the 

adverse impacts of meeting this requirement would significantly and demonstrably 

outweigh the benefits. Where an authority has demonstrated that it is unable to meet all of 

its housing requirement, it must be able to work constructively with neighbouring 

authorities to ensure the remainder is met.  

3.2.12 Plans should be reviewed regularly, and are likely to require updating in whole or in part at 

least every five years. An authority will also need to update their plan if their existing 

housing target can no longer be justified against their objectively assessed housing 

requirement.  

3.2.13 Policies in Local Plans should also allow a good mix of sites to come forward for 

development, so that there is choice for consumers, places can grow in ways that are 

sustainable, and there are opportunities for a diverse construction sector including 

opportunities for SME housebuilders to deliver much needed housing. 

3.2.14 In terms of rural areas, the Government expects local planning authorities to identify 

opportunities for villages to thrive, especially where this would support services and help 

meet the need to provide homes for local people who currently find it hard to live where 

they grew up. It is clear that improving the availability and affordability of homes in rural 

areas is vital for sustaining rural communities, alongside action to support jobs and services. 

There are opportunities to go further to support a good mix of sites and meet rural housing 

needs, especially where scope exists to expand settlements in a way which is sustainable and 

helps provide homes for local people. This is especially important in those rural areas where 

a high demand for homes makes the cost of housing a particular challenge for local people.  

3.2.15 Finally, the Government has made it clear through the White Paper that local planning 

authorities are expected to have clear policies for addressing the housing requirements of 

groups with particular needs, such as older and disabled people. 

3.2.16 The White Paper is the cornerstone of future Government policy on fixing the broken 

housing market. It provides the direction of travel the Government is intending to take and 

is a clear statement of intent that this Government is serious about the provision of the right 

number of houses in the right places. The Tendring Local Plan therefore needs to consider 
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these policy intentions now in order to ensure that it fulfils the Government’s agenda and 

provides the homes that its local communities need. 

3.2.17 Following the election, Sajid Javid re-iterated the Government’s intentions for boosting 

housing growth stating that he wants areas that have benefitted from soaring property 

prices to play their part in solving the housing crisis. Mr Javid pointed out that where 

property prices were particularly unaffordable, local leaders would need to take a long, hard 

and honest look to see if they are planning for the right number of homes. He also 

announced that a new consultation on a standardised methodology for calculating housing 

needs would be released in July 2017. The Council will therefore need to consider the 

implications of this consultation going forward. 
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4 DUTY TO COOPERATE 

4.1 Overview 

4.1.1 The Duty to Cooperate is a legal requirement established through Section 33(A) of the 

Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act, 2004, as amended by Section 110 of the Localism 

Act. It requires local authorities to engage constructively, actively and on an ongoing basis 

with neighbouring authorities on cross-boundary strategic issues throughout the process of 

Plan preparation. As demonstrated through the outcome of the 2012 Coventry Core 

Strategy Examination and the 2013 Mid Sussex Core Strategy Examination, if a Council fails 

to satisfactorily discharge its Duty to Cooperate, this cannot be rectified through 

modifications and an Inspector must recommend non-adoption of the Plan. 

4.1.2 Whilst Gladman recognise that the Duty to Cooperate is a process of ongoing engagement 

and collaboration as set out in the PPG, it is clear that it is intended to produce effective 

policies on cross boundary strategic matters. In this regard, the Tendring District Plan must 

be able to demonstrate that it has engaged and worked with neighbouring authorities, 

alongside their existing joint working arrangements, to satisfactorily address cross boundary 

strategic issues and the requirement to meet any unmet housing needs. This is not simply an 

issue of consultation but a question of effective cooperation.  

4.1.3 Tendring is working alongside the other North Essex Authorities (Colchester and Braintree) 

to prepare a strategic plan which sets the overall strategic framework for planning in the 

area upon which, the local plans can be based. This approach is to be welcomed as it allows 

the authorities to address cross-boundary strategic issues such as the delivery of new 

settlements in a coordinated manner. It is considered that Maldon is also part of the same 

Housing Market Area as Tendring, Colchester and Braintree but it is recognised that their 

Local Plan preparation is ahead of the other authorities and for practical purposes it may not 

be possible to align key evidence. However, it is important to recognise that the North Essex 

authorities have a number of key links with other LPAs outside of North Essex including 

Maldon, Chelmsford and Uttlesford and they need to work cooperatively with these 

authorities, through the Duty to Cooperate to address cross boundary issues. 

4.1.4 It is noted in paragraph 1.8 of the TDLP that Chelmsford is part of the Housing Market Area 

(HMA) which encompasses the North Essex authorities who are preparing the joint plan, 

however they are not part of the joint plan making process. The Council will therefore need 

to ensure that such an approach is robustly evidenced, and that regardless of the joint plan 

making between Colchester, Braintree and Tendring sufficient consideration of strategic 



Tendring District Council  Publication Draft Local Plan 

 

issues as they relate to Chelmsford are undertaken through the Duty to Cooperate. For 

example, the planned opening of Crossrail which has its eastern terminus at Shenfield, near 

Chelmsford. 

4.1.5 Further, the PPG reflects on the public bodies which are subject to the duty to cooperate. It 

contains a list of the prescribed bodies. The PPG then goes on to state that: 

“These bodies play a key role in delivering local aspirations, and 

cooperation between them and local planning authorities is vital to 

make Local Plans as effective as possible on strategic cross 

boundary matters.”  
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5 SUSTAINBILITY APPRAISAL 

5.1 Context 

5.1.1 Under Section 19 of the 2004 Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act, policies set out in 

Local Plans must be subject to Sustainability Appraisal (SA). Incorporating the requirements 

of the Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations 2004, SA is a 

systematic process that should be undertaken at each stage of the Plan’s preparation, 

assessing the effects of the Local Plan’s proposals on sustainable development when judged 

against reasonable alternatives. 

5.1.2 The Council need to ensure that the results of the SA process clearly justify its policy choices. 

In meeting the development needs of the area, it should be clear from the results of the 

assessment why some policy options have been progressed, and others have been rejected.  

Undertaking a comparative and equal assessment of each reasonable alternative, the 

Council’s decision making and scoring should be robust, justified and transparent. 

5.1.3 Gladman remind the Council that there have now been a number of instances where the 

failure to undertake a satisfactory SA has resulted in Plans failing the test of legal 

compliance at Examination or being subjected to legal challenge. 

5.2 North Essex and Tendring Sustainability Appraisal 

5.2.1 Gladman instructed Lichfields to assess the outputs from the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) 

that has been undertaken for the Part 1 North Essex Authority Plan and the Part 2 Tendring 

Local Plan. Associated Part 2 reports were also prepared for Braintree and Colchester. 

5.2.2 The report, included in full as Appendix 1, has made a number of conclusions which are set 

out in summary in the paragraphs below. 

5.2.3 Although the quantity of sites assessed for garden communities is deemed acceptable, the 

site selection has been artificially supressed by the 5,000-dwelling threshold that has been 

applied.  There is overwhelming evidence that this has resulted in a narrow focus being 

applied to the consideration of the new Garden Community options.  

5.2.4 The Sustainability Assessment for Tendring only explores a settlement hierarchy approach to 

the spatial distribution of housing and there is no evidence to suggest that this is the most 

sustainable approach to development in Tendring. 

5.2.5 The Sustainability Appraisal’s approach to site allocations in Tendring cannot be considered 

robust as they are built on an unjustified approach to housing distribution. They have been 
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considered against which settlement they are in and therefore this has the potential to 

exclude more sustainable sites just because they are located in a settlement where there are 

already enough site allocations or it is within a settlement which is further down in the 

hierarchy. 

5.2.6 On top of this, nowhere in the SA is the appropriate level of development for each 

settlement in the hierarchy established and therefore it is completely unknown if this is the 

most sustainable level that could be achieved. There is also no clarity as to why strategic 

housing allocations have been chosen in the areas they have been and why those in other 

locations have been excluded. 

5.2.7 On the whole, these factors set out that there is a distinct lack of information supporting any 

of the conclusions made on housing distribution and site allocations and therefore they 

cannot be relied upon within this Sustainability Appraisal to allow the Local Plan to be found 

sound. 
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6 OBJECTIVELY ASSESSED HOUSING NEED (OAN) 

6.1 Background 

6.1.1 The process of undertaking an OAN is clearly set out in the Framework, principally in §14. 

§47, §152 and §159 and should be undertaken in a systemic and transparent way to ensure 

that the plan is based on a robust evidence base. 

6.1.2 The starting point for this assessment requires local planning authorities to have a clear 

understanding of housing needs in their area. This involves the preparation of a Strategic 

Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) working with neighbouring authorities where housing 

markets cross administrative areas as detailed in §159 of the Framework. The Framework 

goes on to set out factors that should be included in a SHMA including identifying: 

“the scale and mix of housing and the range of tenures that the local 

population is likely to need over the plan period which: 

 Meets household and population projections taking account of 

migration and demographic change; 

 Addresses the need for all types of housing including affordable 

housing and the needs of different groups in the community (such 

as, but not limited to, families with children, older people, people 

with disabilities, service families and people wishing to build their 

own homes); and 

 Caters for housing demand and the scale of housing supply 

necessary to meet this demand.” 

6.1.3 Key points that are worth noting from the above are that the objective assessment should 

identify the full need for housing before the Council consider undertaking any process of 

assessing the ability to deliver this figure. In addition, §159 specifically relates to catering for 

both housing need and housing demand within the authority area. It is also worth pointing 

out that any assessment of housing need and demand within the SHMA must also consider 

the following factors; falling household formation rates, net inward migration, the need to 

address the under provision of housing from the previous local plan period, the results of 

the Census 2011, housing vacancy rates including the need to factor in a housing vacancy 

rate for churn in the housing market, economic factors to ensure that the economic 

forecasts for an area are supported by sufficient housing to deliver economic growth, 
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offsetting a falling working age population by providing enough housing to ensure retiring 

workers can be replaced by incoming residents, addressing affordability and delivering the 

full need for affordable housing in the area.  

6.1.4 Of particular importance is the need to consider market signals. The consideration of market 

signals is one of the core planning principles considered in §17 of the Framework, which 

states: 

“Plans should take account of market signals, such as land prices and 

housing affordability, and set out a clear strategy for allocating sufficient 

land which is suitable for development in their area, taking account of the 

needs of the residential and business communities.” 

6.1.5 Of critical importance is what the Framework goes on to say in §158 in the section discussing 

Plan Making. It states here that: 

“Local planning authorities should ensure that their assessment of and 

strategies for housing, employment and other uses are integrated, and that 

they take full account of relevant market and economic signals.” 

6.1.6 Market signals are therefore at the very core of what the Framework is trying to achieve in 

promoting sustainable development and boosting the supply of housing land.  

6.1.7 The Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) gives further explanation to what the Framework 

means with regards to market signals, and sets out in a range of paragraphs the way in 

which local planning authorities should go about factoring in relevant market signals in 

arriving at their OAN. §19 and §20 of the PPG gives guidance on what market signals should 

be taken into account and how plan makers should respond to these market signals. The 

below extract identifies some particularly pertinent points: 

“The housing need number suggested by household projections (the 

starting point) should be adjusted to reflect the appropriate market 

signals, as well as other market indicators of the balance between demand 

for and supply of dwellings. Prices of rents rising faster than national/local 

average may well indicate particular market undersupply relative to 

demand.” 

6.1.8 The paragraph goes on to indicate that these factors would include, but should not be 

limited to land prices, house prices, rents, affordability, rates of development and 
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overcrowding. However, given what the Framework says at §17, quoted above, it seems clear 

that particular consideration should be given to affordability.  

6.1.9 In order to consider how market signals should be taken forward §20 identifies some key 

concepts: 

“Appropriate comparisons of indicators should be made. This includes 

comparison with longer term trends (both in absolute levels and rates of 

change) in the: housing market area; similar demographic and economic 

areas; and nationally. A worsening trend in any of these indicators will 

require upward adjustment to planned housing numbers compared to ones 

based solely on household projections.” 

6.1.10 It is therefore clear that where market signals are apparent (in any of the indicators assessed) 

there is an absolute and clear direction that an upward adjustment to housing numbers is 

required. It is also clear that both the level of change and the rates of change are 

considerations and that local planning authorities need to carefully benchmark themselves 

against other areas. This should not simply be a case of considering neighbouring 

authorities but should look at, as well as these, local authorities on a national basis, if the 

demographic and economic indicators are relevant.  Gladman are firmly of the view that 

considering comparisons purely against neighbouring authorities is not sufficiently robust 

and does not address the underlying issues which both the Framework and the PPG are 

trying to tackle with regard to housing.  

6.1.11 What is of further importance when considering these issues is the period of time analysed 

when considering both relative and absolute change. It has become apparent in our 

consideration of a number of plans that many local planning authorities choose to look at 

periods of time which are not fully representative of the depth of the housing crisis which we 

are currently within. 

6.1.12 Gladman is of the view that local planning authorities must take a long-term view when 

considering affordability and consider the relative and absolute change over a long term 15-

20 year period, which coincides with the normal time span of a Local Plan. Authorities should 

assess as a constituent part of their OAN, how they can improve affordability over the life 

time of a plan to a point where affordability is more in line with average earnings and 

affordable mortgage lending rates. They should assess a level of housing over the 15-20 

year plan period which would enable this step change and consider its deliverability in the 

plan. Only through planning for significant housing growth can local authorities realistically 
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tackle market signals in the way advocated by the PPG and tackle the affordability and 

housing crisis. 

6.1.13 The need to identify the full OAN before considering any issues with the ability of a Local 

Planning Authority to accommodate that level of development has been confirmed in the 

High Court. Most notably in Solihull Metropolitan Borough Council v (1) Gallagher Homes 

Limited (2) Lioncourt Homes Limited where it was considered that arriving at a housing 

requirement was a two-stage process and that first the unconstrained OAN must be arrived 

at. In the judgment, it was stated: 

“The NPPF indeed effected a radical change. It consisted in the two-step 

approach which paragraph 47 enjoined. The previous policy’s methodology 

was essentially the striking of a balance.   By contrast paragraph 47 

required the OAN [objectively assessed need] to be made first, and to be 

given effect in the Local Plan save only to the extent that that would be 

inconsistent with other NPPF policies. […] The two-step approach is by no 

means barren or technical. It means that housing need is clearly and 

cleanly ascertained. And as the judge said at paragraph 94, “[h]ere, 

numbers matter; because the larger the need, the more pressure will or 

might be applied to [impinge] on other inconsistent policies”. 

6.1.14 Therefore, following the exercise to identify the full OAN for housing in an area:  

“Local planning authorities should seek opportunities to achieve each of 

the economic, social and environmental dimensions of sustainable 

development, and net gains across all three. Significant adverse impacts on 

any of these dimensions should be avoided and, wherever possible, 

alternative options which reduce or eliminate such impacts should be 

pursued. 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.” (NPPF §152) 

6.1.15 This statement clearly sets out that local planning authorities should seek to deliver the full 

OAN and that this should be tested through the evidence base. Only where the evidence 

shows that this is not achievable, should they then test other options to see if any significant 

adverse impacts could be reduced or eliminated by pursuing these options. If this is not 

possible then they should test if the significant adverse impacts could be mitigated and 

where this is not possible, where compensatory measures may be appropriate. 
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6.1.16 The final stage of the process is outlined in §14 and involves a planning judgement as to 

whether, following all of the stages of the process outlined above: 

“Local Plans should meet OAN, 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.”  

6.1.17 It is also worth noting that the final part of this sentence refers to footnote 9 of the 

Framework which sets out the types of policies that the Government consider to be 

restrictive. These include: 

 “sites protected under the Birds and Habitat Directive (see paragraph 119) 

and/or designated as Sites of Special Scientific Interest; land designated as 

Green Belt, Local Green Space, 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”.  

6.1.18 Although this list is not exhaustive it is clear that local landscape designations, intrinsic value 

of the countryside, character of areas, green gaps etc. are not specifically mentioned as 

constraints by the Framework. 

6.1.19 Obviously, the Government intends to standardise the calculation of housing need as set out 

in the White Paper on housing. As yet, we are unaware of what the new methodology will 

involve but the Council will need to keep the evidence base of the Local Plan under constant 

review to ensure that it reflects the latest guidance as the White Paper is implemented. It is 

anticipated that the consultation on the standardised housing needs calculation will take 

place in July/August 2017.  
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7 SHARED STRATEGIC PLAN - TENDRING 

7.1 Overview 

7.1.1 Gladman note the positive intentions for the North Essex areas as outlined in paragraphs 1.1 

– 1.13 of the Plan. Clearly there are a range of issues which promote the need for a strategic 

approach and Gladman support the concept of joint plan making to ensure that unmet 

housing needs can be met in a region or sub region. That said, Gladman note a number of 

concerns from the opening paragraphs of Section 1.  

7.1.2 Firstly, it is noted in paragraph 1.8 that Chelmsford is part of the Housing Market Area 

(HMA) which encompasses the North Essex authorities who are preparing the joint plan, 

however they are not part of the joint plan making process. The Council will need to ensure 

that such an approach is robustly evidenced, and that regardless of the joint plan making 

between Colchester, Braintree and Tendring sufficient consideration of strategic issues as 

they relate to Chelmsford are undertaken through the Duty to Cooperate. For example, the 

planned opening of Crossrail which has its eastern terminus at Shenfield, near Chelmsford. 

7.1.3 Similarly, the plan in paragraph 1.10 also acknowledges that the adjacent authorities of 

Maldon and Uttlesford sit outside the HMA, but that ongoing consideration has been given 

to strategic issues with these authorities.  Gladman remain sceptical of the view that Maldon 

sits outside of the HMA, nevertheless, as we outline in the previous paragraph, it will be 

imperative that even if the above authorities are considered to be outside of the HMA the 

cross boundary strategic issues will require addressing through the Duty to Cooperate. In 

particular, with regard to Uttlesford due consideration will need to be given to key regional 

issues such as the planned growth at Stanstead Airport.  

7.1.4 The plan in paragraph 1.25 clearly recognises the economic growth potential of the area, as 

we have highlighted above there are also regional infrastructure drivers which are likely to 

sustain significant economic growth over the plan period and beyond. Gladman are 

therefore supportive of the joint plan making initiative and its desire to sustainably meet 

development needs. The Councils however must not ignore their neighbouring authorities in 

Essex as they plan for the future of their districts.  

7.2 Vision for the Strategic Area 

7.2.1 The vision for the areas is set out within paragraph 1.30 of the consultation document. 

Whilst Gladman are fully supportive of the ambitious nature of this vision, seeking for North 
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Essex to be an area of significant growth over the period to 2033 and beyond, it is critical 

that the plan provides the policies which are capable of delivering this vision.  

7.2.2 It is key that this positive vision remains within the strategic plan and that it seeks to provide 

for significant economic growth and housing to meet the full needs of the districts. 

Alongside this it is fundamental that the associated infrastructure is planned for and 

delivered at the appropriate time. These themes, critically, must also cascade down beyond 

the joint strategic plan and become the cornerstones for the development of the policies 

within the individual Local Plans.  

7.2.3 Clearly North Essex has an important role to play, not just locally, but as a key element of 

wider national importance. Its location in the South East, largely free of constraints mean 

that as well as being able to capitalise on the economic growth of Essex, and the important 

infrastructure at Stanstead Airport and through Crossrail, it can make a significant 

contribution towards helping alleviate housing pressure on both London and the 

constrained Green Belt authorities to the south. These wider regional issues should not be 

forgotten when considering the context of North Essex and the vision and policies within the 

plans.  

7.3 Policy SP1 – Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development 

7.3.1 Gladman are fully supportive of the inclusion of the policy on Sustainable Development. The 

ethos of sustainable development is key to assessing planning proposals, it is the golden 

thread running through the NPPF.  

7.4 Policy SP2 – Spatial Strategy for North Essex 

7.4.1 Gladman note the different spatial strategies for the component authorities within the Local 

Plan, we will comment on the spatial strategy for Tendring in the following section. With 

regard to the specific provision of Policy SP2, Gladman support the fact that growth will 

effectively come from development in and around existing settlements and through the new 

garden communities allocated in the plan. We also support the policy in recognising that the 

level of growth to be apportioned to a settlement will depend on the needs of that 

settlement and that in particular the diversification of the rural economy will be important. It 

will be important for the spatial strategies of the individual local plans to have these issues 

in mind when allocating sites and considering planning applications.  

7.4.2 Gladman’s experience is that the best way in which to ensure the delivery of housing targets 

is to maintain a good spread of sites and site typologies across the districts. When 
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considering the housing needs in North Essex (and with one eye to the next plan period) it is 

reasonable for the Council to consider new settlements. Gladman would contend however, 

that there is an additional level of sites which could require further consideration by the 

Councils to ensure they can meet their short and medium term housing needs. Whilst the 

new garden settlements will help meet housing demands in the medium/long term, the level 

of infrastructure required to deliver the sites is costly and substantial.  It is therefore likely to 

take time to implement.  

7.4.3 On the other end of the scale the smaller allocations in the plan will no doubt deliver 

quickly. To fill the gap between the two, Gladman consider that the Council may wish to 

further assess proposals for new garden villages. These new settlements of typically 1,000-

1,500 dwelling can be developed in places where there is considerable existing infrastructure 

and can be brought forward relatively quickly. Such proposals, if carefully selected, can 

contribute dwelling completions within the first 5-10 years of a plan period, thus giving the 

Council more of a buffer. 

7.4.4 It is our view therefore, that the spatial strategy needs to recognise new garden villages as 

well as the larger garden settlements. These, in addition to the smaller allocations, will help 

the plan soundly meets its housing targets.  

7.4.5 We consider these issues further below when we address the level of overall housing need in 

North Essex and when considering overall Local Plan trajectories. However at this time, 

whilst there is support for elements of policy SP2, without provision for the medium size 

sites, such as new Garden Villages we consider the spatial strategy would be problematic in 

delivering housing needs. We therefore consider it inconsistent with National Policy and not 

justified or effective and as such unsound.  

7.5 Policy SP3 – Meeting Housing Needs 

7.5.1 Gladman object to Policy SP3 in that it fails to identify the full need for housing across the 

Housing Market Area (HMA).  

7.5.2 Gladman instructed Barton Willmore to prepare a critique of the Council’s latest housing 

needs evidence base to assess how robust the study was. The full report is attached as 

Appendix 2 and relates specifically to Tendring District. However, Barton Willmore undertook 

this exercise on an HMA basis and for ease of use, prepared three reports, one for each of 

the districts currently consulting upon their Plans (Braintree, Colchester and Tendring). The 

representations that Gladman have prepared for the other districts’ consultations (Braintree 

and Colchester) contain the detailed reports relating to each of the respective authorities. 
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7.5.3 Barton Willmore consider that Maldon forms part of the wider HMA and should have been 

included within the study of housing needs. 

7.5.4 Whilst the Housing Needs Update Report correctly identifies the demographic starting point 

for Braintree, Colchester and Chelmsford, it presents a figure for Tendring of 480 dwellings 

per annum which is below the DCLG 2014-based Household Projections starting point of 

674 dwellings per annum. This is due to an adjustment which is made by the study to 

account for Unattributable Population Change (UPC). Barton Willmore consider that it is 

inappropriate to make such an adjustment because of a number of factors which are 

highlighted in Section 4 of their report (Appendix 2) and on this basis, they consider the 

correct demographic starting point for Tendring should be 674 dwellings per annum. 

7.5.5 No consideration has been made within the Housing Needs Update Report of alternative 

migration trends for Tendring whereas for Braintree, Colchester and Chelmsford alternative 

trends have been considered. 

7.5.6 The Housing Needs Update Report concludes that based upon the Greater London 

Authority (GLA) demographic scenario which looks at increased migration out of London, 

only an additional 74 dwellings per annum will be needed across the HMA to house out-

migrants from London. The report concludes that this increase is insignificant and therefore 

does not make an adjustment to overall housing need in the HMA. Barton Willmore disagree 

as 74 dwellings per annum across the Plan period would total an additional 1,776 dwellings 

across the HMA. 

7.5.7 The Housing Needs Update Report does not make any adjustment to address suppressed 

household formation which Barton Willmore have identified as an issue in Tendring due to 

undersupply and worsening affordability. 

7.5.8 The Housing Needs Update Report does not provide a consistent approach to the 

assessment of the economic element of the housing needs calculation. A different approach 

is applied to Tendring based upon the demographic adjustment made for UPC. Barton 

Willmore consider that the approach to UPC employed is fundamentally flawed and 

consequently any adjustment to the economic element of the housing need calculation 

should similarly not include an adjustment for UPC. 

7.5.9 The Housing Needs Update Report only considered a single economic forecast and 

economic forecasts can vary greatly between forecasting houses. In order to avoid any 

volatility, Barton Willmore suggest that the study should have considered economic 
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forecasts from the three recognised forecasting houses and calculated a triangulated 

average. 

7.5.10 Another weakness of the Housing Needs Update Report is that it provides no detail of how 

issues such as unemployment, commuting or economic activity rates have been considered 

in Tendring. Relying on Experian’s Economic Activity Rates has been acknowledged by 

various Inspectors as risky as they place a reliance on high economic activity rates for older 

people. 

7.5.11 Finally, whilst the Housing Needs Update Report acknowledges worsening Market Signals 

and makes an adjustment of a 15% uplift for Tendring, based upon the evidence and other 

methods of calculating the level of uplift required to address affordability, a higher uplift is 

justified. 

7.5.12 In Barton Willmore’s professional opinion, 550 dwellings per annum represents an under 

estimate of the level of housing need for Tendring and at the minimum, there is a need for 

674 dwellings per annum simply to meet the demographic need identified by DCLG in the 

household projections. Barton Willmore’s overall conclusion is that the true level of housing 

need in Tendring is between 674 and 972 dwellings per annum. 

7.5.13 This section has set out a brief summary of Barton Willmore’s findings and for the detail, the 

Council should refer to the full report attached as Appendix 2. 

7.6 Policy SP5 –Infrastructure and Connectivity 

7.6.1 Gladman commissioned Strutt and Parker to undertake an assessment of the delivery of the 

North Essex Garden Communities. As this report covers all of the Garden Communities and 

relates specifically to the strategic Part 1 North Essex Plan (the subject of a joint Examination 

in Public), the detail of its findings has been covered in Gladman’s representations submitted 

as part of the response to the Colchester Borough Local Plan to avoid repetition. 

7.6.2 Therefore, for Gladman’s response to Policy SP5 please see Gladman’s Colchester 

representations. 

7.7 Policy SP7 – Development and Delivery of New Garden 

Communities in North Essex 

7.7.1 Gladman notes the proposal to establish three new garden communities which are on the 

Tendring/Colchester boundary, Colchester/Braintree boundary and West of Braintree. 

Gladman supports the concept of new garden communities which represent a potentially 



Tendring District Council  Publication Draft Local Plan 

 

sustainable means of providing new homes, jobs and associated community infrastructure in 

the long term. It is, however, concerned that the scale, complexity and development 

requirements of the garden communities proposed is such that their anticipated 

deliverability is questionable and consequently considers that the Plan contains unrealistic 

expectations for the delivery of new housing on such developments.  

7.7.2 The two new garden communities proposed for Braintree District are ultimately expected to 

deliver between 15,000 and 24,000 new homes (Colchester/ Braintree Borders) and between 

7,000 and 10,000 homes (West of Braintree) respectively. Both are expected to deliver 2,500 

homes in the Plan period. The plan only identifies broad search areas for both proposals and 

it is proposed that further detail will be provided in due course by additional Strategic 

Growth Development Plan Documents which will be prepared for both garden community 

proposals jointly with Colchester Borough Council and Uttlesford District Council 

respectively.  

7.7.3 Similarly, the new garden community on the border between Colchester and Tendring is 

proposed to be allocated for 7,000-9,000 dwellings with 2,500 anticipated to be delivered 

within the Plan period. Again, the plan only identifies a broad area of search for the proposal 

and it is proposed that further detail will be provided in due course by additional Strategic 

Growth Development Plan Documents 

7.7.4 Having regard to the need for the preparation of the Strategic Growth Development Plan 

Documents, a significant amount of land assembly to be undertaken, the need for a 

considerable amount of infrastructure to be provided and the expectation that these 

developments will each involve two authorities, Gladman considers that it is extremely 

unlikely that the delivery of new housing on these sites will be achieved within the 

timescales anticipated by the Councils. Furthermore, the inclusion of a requirement for 

Gypsy and Traveller provision to be made on the sites is also likely to add further 

complications (and thus delay) to the development process. 

7.7.5 Gladman considers therefore, that there must be some degree of uncertainty as to whether 

the garden communities will deliver any homes at all during the plan period and that 

certainly the anticipated number of new homes that the Plan expects to be delivered within 

the plan period will be significantly less than set out in the policy. 

7.7.6 Paragraph 1.108 of the Plan states that each of the garden communities is planned to deliver 

2,500 dwellings and that no matter where they are physically built within the Local Plan 

period to 2033, they will be attributed as set out in section 2 of each of the individual Local 
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Plans, or if more dwellings are built then on a 50:50 ratio between the two districts 

concerned.” Gladman considers that such a manipulation of completions is artificial and is 

totally unjustified and unsupported by the NPPF and PPG. Dwelling completions can only 

accrue to the authority in which they are physically located. Bearing in mind that the location 

of the new garden communities are only indicative ‘broad locations’ at this stage, there is a 

possibility that when the extent of these proposed developments are finalised, the 

proportion of each site that is within one authority may actually be very small and its 

housing capacity may bear very little relationship with the above mentioned mechanism set 

out in the Local Plan. 

7.8 Policy SP8 – Tendring/Colchester Border Garden Community 

7.8.1 The new garden community on the border of Tendring and Colchester is proposed in Policy 

SP8 for between 7,000 and 9,000 dwellings with 2,500 dwelling anticipated for delivery 

before the end of the Plan period in 2033. 

7.8.2 Whilst Gladman support the concept of garden communities, we have concerns with various 

aspects of their deliverability and question whether 2,500 units will be delivered by the end 

of the Plan period. 

7.8.3 The site also requires the provision of pitches for Gypsy and Travellers as part of the 

allocation which presents additional barriers to the delivery of the site. 

7.8.4 Policy SP8 requires a Strategic Growth DPD to be prepared which will set out the form and 

boundary of the new community and will also include a concept plan detailing the 

disposition and quantity of future land uses together with a phasing and implementation 

strategy.  

7.8.5 With the need to prepare the Strategic Growth DPD, along with a significant amount of land 

assembly to be undertaken, the need for a considerable amount of infrastructure to be 

provided and the expectation that the development will involve two authorities, Gladman 

consider that there will be significant lead-in times associated with the site which calls into 

question its ability to deliver 2,500 units by 2033. 

7.8.6 Policy SP8 also sets out a comprehensive and detailed list of requirements which will need to 

be provided as part of the development of the garden community. This includes 30% 

affordable housing, employment provision, a package of transport improvements, new 

healthcare facilities, new district and neighbourhood centres, a secondary school, primary 

schools and early-years facilities amongst other requirements. 
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7.8.7 With the requirement set out in Policy SP7 for the sequencing of development and 

infrastructure on the garden communities which needs to ensure that the latter is provided 

ahead of or in tandem with the development it supports, issues of development viability, 

cashflow and equalisation of developer contributions amongst the various interested parties 

will be complex. The legal agreements associated with any planning proposals for the site 

will similarly be lengthy and complex which will add significantly to the lead-in times 

associated with the site. 

7.8.8 The work undertaken by Strutt and Parker on behalf of Gladman on the viability and 

deliverability of the garden community sites (submitted as part of the Gladman’s 

representations on Part 1 of the Colchester Plan), coupled with the complexities outlined 

above, must call into question the ability of the garden communities to deliver the numbers 

of units that the Councils expect them to deliver in the Plan period. If this is the case, then 

additional sites will be required in the short to medium term to ensure housing delivery is 

maintained and a 5-year housing land supply can be demonstrated across the plan period 

before the garden communities come on stream. These sites should offer something 

different from the large scale strategic allocations to ensure competition in the market and 

to ensure that small to medium sized housebuilders have an opportunity to deliver sites 

within the districts. Smaller scale housing sites will therefore be required to plug the 

inevitable gap in housing supply and Gladman consider that the sites included in these 

representations offer suitable, available and deliverable alternatives which should be 

allocated in the Tendring Local Plan (See Appendices 3, 4, 5 and 6).. 

  



Tendring District Council  Publication Draft Local Plan 

 

8 LOCAL PLAN FOR TENDRING 

8.1 Vision and Objectives 

8.1.1 Gladman support the Vision contained in the Tendring Local Plan which seeks to meet local 

housing needs through a range of high quality new housing. The Council should not only be 

seeking to meet local needs, but should do everything it can to exceed the housing 

requirement given the lack of delivery in the past and the uncertainty over unmet housing 

needs in London. 

8.1.2 Gladman support in principle, the Vision to create a new garden suburb to the east of 

Colchester on the border with Tendring to help meet the needs of both areas, although we 

have concerns over the site’s ability to deliver in the timeframe set out in Part 1 of the Plan. 

8.1.3 Gladman also support the Council’s Vision to deliver modest levels of housing growth in the 

larger villages to support local services and facilities and meet local housing needs in areas 

such as Lawford. However, it is considered that the smaller villages such as Ardleigh are also 

capable of providing modest housing growth, in scale with the existing settlements, to 

ensure that their current services and facilities are maintained and local housing need is met. 

This should be reflected in the Vision. 

8.1.4 Gladman consider that Objective 1 should be amended to state that the main objective is to 

meet housing needs in full by providing new dwellings with sufficient variety to meet the 

needs of a growing and ageing population. 

8.1.5 In allocating sites, the Council should therefore be mindful that to maximize housing supply 

the widest possible range of sites, by size and market location are required so that house 

builders of all types and sizes have access to suitable land in order to offer the widest 

possible range of products. The key to increased housing supply is the number of sales 

outlets. For any given time period, all else being equal, overall sales and build out rates are 

faster from 20 sites of 50 units than 10 sites of 100 units or 1 site of 1,000 units. The 

maximum delivery is achieved not just because there are more sales outlets but because the 

widest possible range of products and locations are available to meet the widest possible 

range of demand. In summary, a wider variety of sites in the widest possible range of 

locations ensures all types of house builder have access to suitable land which in turn 

increases housing delivery. 
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8.2 Policy SPL1: Managing Growth 

8.2.1 Whilst it is supported that the main urban areas continue to play a key role in the 

accommodation of future development within the district, this should not be at the expense 

of ensuring that the housing and employment needs of other settlements are met. Para 55 

of the Framework seeks to promote sustainable development in rural areas to maintain and 

enhance rural vitality and viability. It is essential therefore, that the needs of the sustainable 

rural settlements across the district, including Lawford and Ardleigh are assessed and 

meaningful growth apportioned to them to ensure their ongoing vitality and viability. 

8.2.2 Gladman support the inclusion of a detailed Settlement Hierarchy in Policy SPL1 of the Plan 

and the definition of Clacton, Harwich and Dovercourt as Strategic Urban Settlements. 

Gladman consider that the Garden Community on the border of Colchester and Tendring is 

a potential appropriate solution to delivering the level of housing growth required to meet 

the needs of both districts in the long term but do have concerns over the viability of the 

proposal and the timescale for delivery. 

8.2.3 Gladman also support the identification of Lawford as a Smaller Urban Settlement where 

modest levels of housing growth will be directed. Lawford is a vibrant settlement which 

adjoins the built-up area of the town of Manningtree and provides the community with 

direct access to a primary school, GP surgery and other services within Manningtree 

including a high school, train station, a range of retail opportunities, a pharmacy, public 

houses and a Post Office. 

8.2.4 Gladman consider that given Lawford’s services and facilities and its lack of constraints, the 

settlement is capable of supporting further growth beyond the minimum 1,500 to 2,500 

dwellings proposed for this tier of the settlement hierarchy within the Local Plan 

8.2.5 However, Gladman consider that Ardleigh is miss-categorised as a Smaller Rural Settlement 

both in terms of its current levels of services and facilities and its proximity and connections 

to Colchester. The settlement is by far the best performing Smaller Rural Settlement in terms 

of overall sustainability and is served by a number of core services including a primary 

school, a G.P. Surgery, a Post Office, a convenience store and a public house. It also has a 

village hall, playing fields and various sports clubs. There is a good level of employment 

within a 20-minute travel time of the settlement and fast broadband speeds are available 

that are sufficient to support home working, leisure and business activities.  

8.2.6 Ardleigh is therefore considered to be a sustainable settlement with good access to services 

and facilities to meet the daily needs of its residents. It is located in close proximity to 
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Colchester with high quality bus service from early morning until the evening allowing easy 

access to the town for employment, education and leisure purposes. It is therefore 

considered that Ardleigh should be categorised as a Rural Service Centre. 

8.3 Policy SPL2: Settlement Development Boundaries 

8.3.1 The Framework is clear that development which is sustainable should go ahead without 

delay. The use of settlement limits to arbitrarily restrict suitable development from coming 

forward on the edge of settlements would not accord with the positive approach to growth 

required by the Framework.  

8.3.2 The Policy has been substantially reviewed since the previous version of the Plan and is now 

more positive in its approach to development outside of the arbitrary Settlement 

Development Boundaries (SDB). The Council should recognise that a site’s location outside 

of a SDB is only one factor that should be weighed in the planning balance when 

considering any particular proposal and it should not be the determinative factor in 

assessing whether a scheme is acceptable or not. 

8.4 Policy SPL3: Sustainable Design 

8.4.1 Policy SPL3 introduces a large number of criteria which proposals must meet in order to be 

considered acceptable. Gladman would point out that the Framework is based on a planning 

balance exercise being undertaken by the decision maker and it is only where the harms of a 

proposal significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits that planning permission 

should be refused. Policy SPL3 should therefore be worded to allow the decision maker to 

undertake such a balancing exercise and so that failure to meet any one of the criteria listed 

would not automatically mean a failure to conform with the policy overall.  At present, Policy 

SPL3 is not worded in this positive fashion and should be redrafted. 

8.4.2 Criterion (a) under Part B of the Policy states that proposals should not lead to an 

unacceptable increase in congestion. This is contrary to the Framework as para 32 states that 

development should only be refused on transport grounds where the residual cumulative 

impacts of development are severe. Criterion (a) should be reworded to reflect this 

guidance. 

8.4.3 Part C of Policy SPL3 also requires developers to consider the use of renewable energy and 

the reductions of emissions as part of any proposals. The Written Ministerial Statement of 

25
th

 March 2015 clearly states that improvements in energy efficiency and carbon reductions 

will be delivered through changes to Building Regulations with only a limited number of 
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optional technical standards that can be required through local plans where supported by 

specific evidence. There is no evidence that the Local Plan should require such measures and 

therefore this reference should be deleted from the Policy. 

8.5 Policy HP4: Safeguarded Local Greenspace 

8.5.1 Gladman take this opportunity to remind the Council of the tests which need to be met 

when seeking to designate Local Green Space (LGS). 

8.5.2 Paragraph 77 of the Framework sets out the following in terms of when it is appropriate or 

not to designate land as a LGS.  

“The Local Green Space designation will not be appropriate for most green areas or 

open space. The designation should only be used: 

 Where the green space is in reasonably close proximity to the community it 

serves; 

 Where the green area is demonstrably special to a local community and holds 

particular local significance, for example because of its beauty, historic 

significance, recreational value (including as a playing field), tranquillity or 

richness of its wildlife; and 

 Where the green area concerned is local in character and is not an extensive 

tract of land.” 

8.5.3 The Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) provides further guidance on LGS designations 

including paragraph ID. 37-015-20140306,  

“There are no hard and fast rules about how big a Local Green Space can be because 

places are different and a degree of judgement will inevitably be needed. However, 

paragraph 77 of the National Planning Policy Framework is clear that Local Green 

Space Designation should only be used where the green area concerned is not an 

extensive tract of land. Consequently, blanket designation of open countryside adjacent 

to settlements will not be appropriate. In particular, designation should not be proposed 

as a ‘back door’ way to try to achieve what would amount to a new are of Green Belt by 

another name.” 
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8.6 Policy LP1: Housing Supply 

8.6.1 Gladman have some concerns with regards to the Housing Land Supply Policy LP1. Our 

issues with the overall housing requirement have been set out above in Section 7.5 and in 

the report prepared by Barton Willmore on our behalf (Appendix 2). It is therefore not 

necessary to repeat these here. 

8.6.2 Paragraph 5.1.3 of the Plan refers to the 550 homes a year housing requirement as a target. 

This is not consistent with the Framework as housing requirements should be expressed as a 

minimum and should be exceeded if possible. This statement should therefore be amended. 

8.6.3 The table set out within Section 5.1 of the Plan (Table A) also includes completions data 

from the start of the Plan period until 2016/17. This shows an existing shortfall in housing 

supply against the housing requirement totalling 826 units or one and a half years’ worth of 

supply. This is a significant under-supply of dwellings and represents real people in need of 

housing now. 

8.6.4 In fact, Tendring have only achieved their housing requirement in one year (2016/17) out of 

the first four years of the plan period. Given the fact that the Council has also not met its 

housing requirement in 10 of the past 19 years between 1996/97 and 2014/15, it is 

inevitable that the Council needs to apply a 20% buffer to its housing requirement as 

required by the Framework for persistent under-delivery. 

8.6.5 In addition, based upon the housing trajectory which is included in the latest Annual 

Monitoring Report (2015/2016), the Council are anticipating the delivery of just over 400 

units in 2017/18 which again is below the new housing requirement, further adding to the 

housing under-supply. 

8.6.6 Based on the guidance set out in the Planning Practice Guidance (PPG), the Council should 

be seeking to address this housing shortfall in the first five years of the Plan period. This 

would mean a significant step change in housing delivery for the Council once the Plan is 

adopted. 

8.6.7 It is therefore essential that the Council allocates a range of housing sites in a variety of 

locations and of a variety of sizes to ensure that the housing needs of local people are 

delivered in the short term, before the large scale strategic sites come on stream and to 

meet the significant backlog. 

8.6.8 Gladman are also concerned with the level of windfall sites that the Council are including 

within the housing supply going forward. The Framework states that local planning 
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authorities may make an allowance for windfall sites if they have compelling evidence that 

such sites have consistently become available in the local area and will continue to provide a 

reliable source of supply going forward. Any allowance should be realistic having full regard 

to the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA). Therefore, in order to 

include a windfall allowance in the Plan, Tendring will have to provide robust and credible 

evidence on this source of supply to justify the 1,399 units which is included in the Local 

Plan. 

8.6.9 The table on page 115 sets out that the Council’s housing requirement over the Plan period 

is 11,000 units whilst the sources of supply listed total 12,001, a contingency of 9.1%. This is 

considered to be too little flexibility to mitigate against sites not coming forward as 

anticipated in the Local Plan. Given the issues raised in this representation regarding the 

speed of delivery of the strategic sites, it is considered that a 20% flexibility factor is built 

into the Local Plan which is equivalent to 2,200 units above the housing requirement. 

8.7 Policy LP2: Housing Choice 

8.7.1 Gladman support Policy LP2 in that the Council will support the development of retirement 

complexes, extra care housing and other forms of residential accommodation aimed at 

meeting the future needs of older and disabled residents. 

8.8 Policy LP3: Housing Density and Standards 

8.8.1 Gladman object to Policy LP3 in relation to the reference to national space standards. The 

Written Ministerial Statement (WMS) dated 25th March 2015 confirms that “the optional 

new national technical standards should only be required through any new Local Plan 

policies if they address a clearly evidenced need, and where their impact on viability has 

been considered, in accordance with the NPPG”. Furthermore, with particular reference to 

the nationally described space standard, the NPPG (ID: 56-020-20150327) confirms “where a 

need for internal space standards is identified, local planning authorities should provide 

justification for requiring internal space policies”. If the Council wishes to adopt this standard 

it should be justified by meeting the criteria set out in the NPPG including need, viability and 

impact on affordability. The Council therefore needs to provide sufficient evidence to justify 

adoption of either of these standards or delete reference to these standards in Policy LP3. 
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8.9 Policy LP5: Affordable and Council Housing 

8.9.1 There is an inconsistency in the Local Plan between the level of affordable housing required 

as set out in paragraph 5.1.4 (30%) and that set out in Policy LP5 (25%). This needs to be 

rectified in order to ensure the policy position is clear. 

8.10 Policy LP10: Care, Independent Assisted Living 

8.10.1 Gladman support Policy LP10 on Care and Independent Assisted Living and in particular, the 

support shown for the construction of high quality care and extra-care housing in 

sustainable locations. 

8.10.2 Gladman also support the Council’s approach to care homes located outside of Settlement 

Development Boundaries as set out in Policy LP10. 

8.11 Policy PP12: Improving Education and Skills 

8.11.1 The requirement to provide educational facilities is a key part of the Framework. Paragraph 

72 states that local planning authorities should take a proactive, positive and collaborative 

approach to meeting this requirement. This should involve working closely with developers 

over schemes to assess the best possible solution to educational provision taking account of 

the capacity of all schools in the area that serve the development, the distance pupils travel 

to access schools and the most efficient and sustainable use of existing educational 

resources before requiring the provision of new facilities. Viability should also be a key 

consideration to ensure schemes are not prevented from being brought forward because of 

the need for significant infrastructure contributions. Gladman remind the Council that the 

lack of educational provision should not be used a reason for refusal as local planning 

authorities should work positively with the development industry to identify suitable and 

deliverable solutions to these issues. 

8.12 Policy PPL3: The Rural Landscape 

8.12.1 Policy PPL3 on the Rural Landscape is unsound. The guidance set out in the Framework 

advocates a balancing exercise of all of the benefits of a proposal against the harms to 

determine if the harms, significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits. 

8.12.2 In addition, any policy for the protection and enhancement of the environment should be 

established in light of the national policies contained in the Framework, particularly 

paragraphs 109 to125. 
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8.12.3 Para 109 sets out that the planning system should contribute to and enhance valued 

landscapes with advice in Para 113 stating that Local Planning Authorities should set criteria 

based policies against which proposals for any development on or affecting such sites 

should be judged. In addition, Para 113 highlights that distinctions should be made between 

the hierarchy of international, national and locally designated sites so that protection is 

commensurate with their status. 

8.12.4 It is important to note that this advice does not suggest a ban on all development in or 

adjacent to designated areas and that the weight that can be attached to any conflict with 

such designations should be aligned with their importance based on the hierarchy detailed 

above. 

8.12.5 Policy PPL3 as written is therefore contrary to the Framework and should be reviewed to 

reflect the guidance contained above. In particular, the policy should be flexible enough to 

be able to accommodate new development, outside of existing development boundaries, to 

allow the Council to quickly address any issues in a shortfall in housing land supply against 

the plan requirement. 

8.13 Policy PPL6: Strategic Green Gaps 

8.13.1 In terms of the natural environment, the identification of any local environmental 

designations, including Strategic Green Gaps and separation policies, must be predicated on 

a robust and comprehensive evidence base that can be used in the planning balance 

advocated by the Framework, allowing the Council to assess whether the adverse impacts of 

the loss of such areas significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits of delivering the 

full need for housing. 

8.13.2 Green Gap policies have been questioned by Inspectors in recent appeal decisions as to 

whether they are compliant with the Framework and the Presumption in Favour of 

Sustainable Development. It is unlikely that any Green Gap policy will meet the tests of the 

Framework. Inspectors have dismissed similar policies as being inconsistent with the 

Framework in the determination of a number of recent Appeals. Gladman do not support 

the Green Gap policy approach due to its inconsistency with the Framework as it may 

prevent the Council from granting planning permissions in sustainable locations to meet its 

full objectively assessed need. The Council should therefore not continue to promote this 

policy designation. 
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8.14 Policy PPL8: Conservation Area 

8.14.1 Paragraphs 132 to 134 of the Framework relate specifically to designated heritage assets 

and highlight that the more important the asset the greater the weight that should be 

attached to it. The policies in the Local Plan therefore need to make such a distinction so as 

to ensure they are consistent with the Framework.  

8.14.2 The Framework states that if the harm to a heritage asset is deemed to be substantial then 

the proposal needs to achieve substantial public benefits to outweigh that harm.  If the harm 

is less than substantial, then the harm should be weighed against the public benefits of the 

proposal including securing its optimum viable use. The policies in the Local Plan should 

therefore make a distinction between the two tests included in the Framework for 

designated heritage assets to ensure they are sound. 

8.14.3 Paragraph 135 of the Framework relates specifically to non-designated heritage assets and 

the policy test that should be applied in these cases is that a balanced judgment should be 

reached having regard to the scale of any harm and the significance of the heritage asset. 

Once again, policies in the Local Plan need to reflect this guidance. 

8.14.4 In addition, in light of the judgement in FODC v. SSCLG and Gladman Developments Ltd. 

[2016] EWHC 421 Admin, Gladman consider it is necessary for the TDLP to carry out an 

assessment of the potential impact of proposed development on heritage assets, as set out 

in paragraph 129 of the Framework. The Judgement concerns the interaction between 

paragraph 14 and paragraph 134 of the Framework, and the issues of the balancing exercise 

to be undertaken to assess the harm of any proposals against the benefits of the identified 

proposed development in accordance with paragraphs 133, 134 and 135 of the Framework. 

Gladman consider that the implications of the Judgement apply equally to both the 

decision-making process and the plan making process. Paragraph 134 is clear in talking 

about ‘development proposals’, a phrase which can apply equally to planning applications 

and proposed allocations. Furthermore, footnote 29 of the Framework clearly states that 

“The principles and policies set out in this section apply to the heritage-related consent 

regimes for which local planning authorities are responsible under the Planning (Listed 

Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990, as well as to plan-making and decision-taking”. 

It is therefore essential that the implications of the above Judgment are fully considered in 

the context of both decision-taking and plan-making. 

8.15 Policy PPL9: Listed Building 

8.15.1 Gladman object to Policy PPL9 on the same basis as set out above in Section 8.14. 
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8.16 Policy CP2: Improving the Transport Network 

8.16.1 Gladman object to Policy CP2 in that it states that proposals which would have any adverse 

transport impacts will not be granted planning permission. This is completely contrary to the 

Framework.  

8.16.2 Para 32 of the Framework states that development should only be refused on transport 

grounds where the residual cumulative impacts of development are severe. Policy CP2 

should therefore be reworded to avoid it being unsound. 

8.17 Policy DI1: Infrastructure Delivery and Impact Mitigation 

8.17.1 Gladman object to Policy DI1 in that there is no definition within the Policy, nor supporting 

text, as to what the Council consider to be a minimum level of developer profit. This Policy is 

therefore unclear, not enforceable and the implications of the Policy cannot be properly 

tested. Reference to a minimum level of developer profit should therefore be removed from 

the Policy. 
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9 SITE SUBMISSIONS 

9.1 Overview 

9.1.1 Gladman consider that there is an over reliance in the North Essex Part 1 Plan for Braintree, 

Colchester and Tendring on the strategic Garden Communities. These are all large-scale sites 

with significant requirements for infrastructure which will take a considerable amount of 

time to deliver. It is considered that the Councils’ view that 2,500 units will be delivered on 

each of the Garden Communities by the end of the Plan period (2033) is ambitious and 

because of the reliance on the large-scale sites, there will be a shortfall of housing provision 

in the early years of the Plan. 

9.1.2 Barton Willmore have also highlighted an issue with the OAN for Tendring suggesting that 

550 dwellings per annum does not meet the full need for housing in the district and that, as 

a minimum, the Local Plan should be based on a minimum housing requirement of 674 

dwellings per annum, with the need having the potential to be significantly higher than this 

figure. 

9.1.3 There is also a need for the Local Plan for Tendring to be flexible to allow for changes in 

circumstances which include sites not coming forward as anticipated or delivering fewer 

units than expected. Typically, Inspectors are seeking an additional 20% above the housing 

requirement to ensure that the Local Plan meets or hopefully surpasses the housing 

requirement over the Plan period. 

9.1.4 Therefore, in order to account for all of the above factors, it is considered that additional, 

small scale allocations should be made in the Tendring Local Plan to deliver housing in the 

short term, contributing to the Council’s 5-year housing land supply and allowing small and 

medium sized housebuilders the opportunity to deliver sites in Tendring, thereby increasing 

delivery in the district. 

9.1.5 Gladman are promoting a number of sites across the district which are located in sustainable 

settlements and are available, achievable and deliverable. The sites are listed below and are 

covered in more detail in the attached Development Briefs (Appendices 3, 4, 5 and 6). These 

sites should therefore be allocated in the Tending Local Plan. 
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9.2 Bromley Road, Parsons Heath 

9.2.1 Gladman is promoting land at Bromley Road, Parsons Heath for residential development 

(See Appendix 3). The 7.33-hectare site presents an ideal opportunity to create a sustainable, 

high quality residential development situated in a sought-after location. 

9.2.2 The site is located on the eastern edge of Colchester and it is anticipated that around 4.2 

hectares would be residential development, with the remainder comprising green 

infrastructure. 

9.2.3 The land lies to the south of Bromley Road and comprises two fields. It is well enclosed by 

tree and hedgerow cover along its boundaries with Churn Wood, Bromley Road and Salary 

Brook, which is located directly to the west of the site. Its north-eastern boundary adjoins 

the grounds of Hill Farm and Crockleford Grange. The site is opposite existing residential 

development at Longridge. The site is also adjacent to the large town of Colchester and falls 

within a broad location proposed as a new garden community on the Colchester-Tendring 

border.  

9.2.4 Parsons Heath is a vibrant area on the edge of Colchester which offers a range of amenities 

within walking and cycling distance of the site. These are located in three main clusters: on 

Bromley Road, on Harwich Road/Parsons Heath and in Greenstead district centre. These 

areas offer services and facilities including nursery schools, primary schools, a secondary 

school, a health centre, pharmacy, leisure centre, library and places of worship. 

9.2.5 The site is capable of delivering up to 145 dwellings of varying sizes, types and tenures 

including affordable housing delivered in accordance with planning policy and is capable of 

coming forward within the next 5 years. 

9.2.6 The site is not subject to any national, local or other landscape designations and landscape 

buffers could be provided to the north and east of the site, adjacent to Churn Wood and 

Salary Brook, which would be designated as a new waterside park. The site is well-contained 

adjacent to the existing urban context and a residential development and associated green 

infrastructure could be incorporated within the local landscape without resulting in any 

unacceptable landscape or visual effects. 

9.2.7 Gladman consider the site is available, achievable and deliverable and should therefore be 

allocated in the Tending Local Plan. 
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9.3 Grange Road, Lawford 

9.3.1 Gladman are promoting land at Grange Road to the south-west of Lawford for residential 

development (See Appendix 4). This 6.6-hectare site presents an ideal opportunity to create 

a sustainable, high quality residential development situated in a sought-after location. 

9.3.2 It is currently envisaged that built development would only be situated in the southern part 

of the site in order to protect and enhance a Scheduled Monument in the northern portion. 

With this in mind the developable area is likely to be less than 6.6 hectares. 

9.3.3 Lawford is a vibrant settlement which adjoins the built-up area of the town of Manningtree. 

The civil parish of Manningtree (which includes Lawford) is home to a population in the 

region of 5,700 people according to the 2011 Census.  

9.3.4 Lawford is an active and successful community and provides residents with direct access to 

community facilities including: 

 Lawford Church of England Primary School 

 Highfields County Primary School 

 The Lawford GP Surgery 

9.3.5 Lawford is also accessible to facilities in Manningtree, such as: 

 Manningtree High School 

 Manningtree Train Station 

 A range of retailers including convenience stores 

 Pharmacies 

 Public Houses 

 Post Office 

9.3.6 Lawford (alongside Manningtree and Mistley) is identified within the emerging Local Plan as 

a suitable location to accommodate additional homes with an established town centre, 

employment areas and infrastructure. Gladman believe that Lawford is capable of 

supporting further growth beyond the minimum 1,500 to 2,500 dwellings proposed for this 

tier in the emerging Local Plan, so housing development need not be limited to this amount. 

9.3.7 The site is capable of delivering up to 105 dwellings of varying sizes, types and tenures 

including affordable housing delivered in accordance with planning policy. The proposed 

development will follow a design-led approach, informed by consultation with the District 

Council, key stakeholders and the local community, responding sensitively to the site’s 
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setting and respecting the grain of the surrounding landscape, both built and undeveloped. 

The development will be a positive addition to Lawford, complementing the character of the 

surrounding area in terms of scale, density, character and quality. 

9.3.8 Gladman consider the site is available, achievable and deliverable and should therefore be 

allocated in the Tending Local Plan. 

9.4 Wick Lane, Ardleigh 

9.4.1 Gladman is promoting land at Wick Lane, Ardleigh for residential development (Appendix 5). 

The 7.58-hectare site presents an ideal opportunity to create a sustainable, high quality 

residential development situated in a sought-after location. It is anticipated that around 4.2 

hectares would be residential development, with the remainder comprising green 

infrastructure. 

9.4.2 The land lies to the north of Wick Lane, at its junction with the A137 (Colchester Road). The 

southern boundary of the site abuts 12 existing properties on Colchester Road. Immediately 

east of the site lies St Mary’s Church of England Primary School and land used by the 

neighbouring industrial area for the storage and distribution of agricultural machinery. The 

village centre is also situated to the east, focused along The Street and Colchester Road. 

Open countryside under arable cultivation lies to the north and west of the site. 

9.4.3 Ardleigh is an active and successful community and provides residents with direct access to 

community facilities including: 

 St Mary’s Primary School; 

 General Stores and Post Office; 

 Newstrend newsagents; 

 Ardleigh Surgery 

 Ardleigh Village Hall. 

9.4.4 Ardleigh is identified in the adopted and emerging versions of the Tendring District Local 

Plan as a suitable location to accommodate additional homes.  

9.4.5 The site is capable of delivering up to 118 dwellings including affordable housing delivered 

in accordance with the Council’s requirements. The site is not subject to any national, local 

or other landscape designations and is well contained within the landscape.  A landscape 

appraisal has confirmed that through sensitive landscaping, green infrastructure provision 

and good quality design, any impact of a development on the countryside and the character 

of Ardleigh could be minimised. 
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9.4.6 A high-quality housing development would be a positive addition to Ardleigh, 

complementing the character of the surrounding area in terms of character and quality. 

Gladman consider the site is available, achievable and deliverable and should therefore be 

allocated in the Tending Local Plan. 

9.5 Land East of Oakwood Park, Holland Road, Clacton 

9.5.1 Gladman are promoting land to the East of Oakwood Park, Holland Road to the north-east 

of Clacton Town Centre for residential development (See Appendix 6). This 11.6 ha site is 

located within the Settlement Development Boundary of Clacton to the east of the proposed 

allocation SAMU3. 

9.5.2 Clacton is a Strategic Urban Settlement at the top of the Council’s Settlement Hierarchy 

where a considerable level of new housing growth will be directed and the Council have 

accepted that growth in this location is sustainable by allocating land at Oakwood Park in 

Policy SAMU3. 

9.5.3 The site is capable of delivering up to 300 residential units with associated community 

benefits, open space and affordable housing delivered in accordance with the Council’s 

requirements. The site is not subject to any national, local or other landscape designations 

and is well contained within the landscape and landscape features would be retained where 

possible.  

9.5.4 A high-quality housing development would be a positive addition to Clacton, 

complementing the character of the surrounding area in terms of character and quality. 

Gladman consider the site is available, achievable and deliverable and should therefore be 

allocated in the Tending Local Plan  
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10 CONCLUSIONS 

10.1 Overview 

10.1.1 Having considered the TDLP, Gladman are concerned about a range of matters including the 

housing and employment needs, delivery of the Garden Communities, spatial distribution 

and several of the detailed development management policies. 

10.1.2 The plan must be positively prepared, effective, justified and consistent with national policy 

to be found sound at examination. In the first instance, the Council must start with clearly 

defining a NPPF and PPG compliant OAN by developing an unconstrained requirement 

which properly follows the guidelines set out at the national level. The Council should then 

develop a robust housing requirement using this OAN as a starting point.  

10.1.3 Gladman commissioned Barton Willmore to undertake a review of the Objectively Assessed 

Housing Need (OAHN) undertaken by the Council in 2017. The review (attached as Appendix 

2) concludes that an unjustified approach has been taken to the issue of Unattributable 

Population Change in Tendring, the OAHN makes no adjustment for supressed household 

formation in Tendring, it does not provide a consistent approach to the economic aspects of 

housing need across the HMA and there is evidence to suggest that a greater than 15% 

uplift should be applied to the OAHN for Tendring to address worsening Market Signals.  

10.1.4 In Barton Willmore’s professional opinion, 550 dwellings per annum represents an under 

estimate of the level of housing need for Tendring and at the minimum, there is a need for 

674 dwellings per annum simply to meet the demographic need identified by DCLG in the 

household projections. Barton Willmore’s overall conclusion is that the true level of housing 

need in Tendring is between 674 and 972 dwellings per annum. 

10.1.5 Careful consideration needs to be given to the spatial strategy that forms the basis of the 

spatial distribution of growth across the district. All sustainable settlements should be 

allowed to play their part in meeting their own housing and employment needs as well as 

contributing to the wider district’s requirements. A flexible approach to delivering the 

development needs of the district will ensure the plan’s ultimate deliverability and success. 

10.1.6 Whilst it is supported that the main urban areas continue to play a key role in the 

accommodation of future development within the district, this should not be at the expense 

of ensuring that the housing and employment needs of other settlements are met. Para 55 

of the Framework seeks to promote sustainable development in rural areas to maintain and 

enhance rural vitality and viability. 
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10.1.7 This is particularly the case given that with the complexities of delivering the Garden 

communities, it is considered that there is a significant shortfall of housing provision in the 

short to medium term which needs to be addressed through additional smaller scale 

housing allocations. 

10.1.8 With this in mind, Gladman are promoting a number of sites in sustainable locations which 

are available, achievable and deliverable and should be included within the Tendring Local 

Plan as residential allocations. These include: 

a. Bromley Road, Parsons Heath. 

b. Grange Road, Lawford. 

c. Wick Lane, Ardleigh. 

d. Land East of Oakwood Park, Holland Road, Clacton. 
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Dear Sir 
 
TENDRING DISTRICT COUNCIL LOCAL PLAN 
ISSUES AND OPTIONS 
 
We welcome the opportunity to comment upon your local plan. We note that the three 
authorities of Braintree, Tendring and Colchester have coordinated their local plans and 
that the first part of the plan applies to all three authorities. This approach is to be 
commended as it gives a much better overview of the effect of development over a 
wider area than an individual district. 
 
We have been talking to the Districts for a long time about their aspirations for growth, it 
is recognised that large parts of the district are rural and access to public transport 
difficult. Parts of the strategic road network running through the districts are already 
close to capacity and cannot reasonably cope with large amounts of additional 
development without significant improvement.  
 
This has been recognised in the governments first Roads Investment Strategy (RIS 1) 
published in 2014, which committed Highways England to commence widening of the 
A12 between junctions19 to 25 to three lanes, and to prepare options for consideration 
in RIS- 2 (2020-25) for widening between junctions11 to 16 and 25 to 29. 
 
It has also been recognised that the A120 between Braintree and the A12 is nearing 
capacity, most noticeably at peak times. Essex County Council has been examining the 
feasibility of upgrading this route to a dual carriageway. With a view to submitting this 
for inclusion into a future RIS-2  
 
Until housing and employment is committed  the above schemes can really only deal 
with existing challenges  allowing for a limited amount of growth as the designs are 
based on previously envisaged growth rates rather the much more ambitious level 
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proposed in these consultations. This means the need careful planning to ensure 
proposed development is in the most appropriate place with the necessary facilities and 
infrastructure available at the right time and  a steep change both in the provision and 
take up of public transport, if this level of development is to be sustainable. 
 
We  support the policies in the plan aimed at reducing the need to travel by private car, 
such as improved walking, cycling and public transport infrastructure, and the provision 
of high speed broadband allowing people to more easily communicate and work 
remotely reducing the demand for travel.  
 
 
 
Turning to specific Tendering site comments  
 
Most of the proposed allocations are either some way from the A120 or at a scale which 
is unlikely to result in a severe impact on the A120 
 
The only real issue for Highways England is the proposed Garden Community on the 
eastern edge of Colchester. It is unclear on how it is proposed to access the existing 
A120. Depending on the type of junction, could impact on the free-flow of A120 traffic. 
For instance, if a grade separated junction was built, rather than an at-grade 
roundabout, the impact to traffic flow on the A120 would be less.  
 
The provision of a new junction at this location could also result in a redistribution of 
traffic movements through Colchester, with short on and off movements on the A120 
and A12 to avoid the town centre.  
 
This proposal will need to be modelled so a full understanding of the impact is obtained. 
An economic business case will need to demonstrate the need for a link road and what 
the effects would be, before we could agree to the creation of a new junction. Any new 
junction on the A120 would need to be fully compliant with the standards as set out in 
the Design Manual for Roads and Bridges. 
 
The growth identified in the draft Local Plan and in neighbouring Local Plans, will need 
to be supported by appropriate transport infrastructure. Highways England has been 
working closely with Essex County Council and the Districts to consider the impacts of 
this growth and appropriate means to mitigate its impact, where possible.  
 
In order to inform the selection of a ‘preferred strategy’, ECC/Ringway Jacobs were 
commissioned by Tendring District Council to undertake highway modelling to inform 
the emerging spatial strategy and its implications. Traffic modelling has been 
undertaken to identify the likely impact on key junctions and identify preliminary feasible 
and affordable improvements. This takes account of the potential for changing trip 
patterns and model choice and review ongoing strategic studies/projects.  
 
In addition, an ‘Interim Assessment’ has also been undertaken to; identify the likely 
impact on key junctions; identify preliminary feasible and affordable improvements; 
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potential for changing trip patterns and model choice; and review ongoing strategic 
studies/projects.  
 
It is clear that mitigation is not feasible at all key junctions to enable them to operate 
‘within capacity’ at 2033. Increased focus will need to be placed on encouraging model 
shift, as most journeys to work are by car. It is recommended to improve access to 
railway stations by sustainable modes, given the high level of trips between settlements 
with rail links.   
 
 A12, A120 junction (J29) is operating very close to capacity at present and is hemmed 
in by development which could make improvement very difficult and expensive. 
 
We look forward to working with you to deliver growth in Tendring District 
 
Yours sincerely 
 

 Mark Norman 
 Operations  
 Email: mark.norman@highways.gsi.gov.uk 
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Tendring District Council 
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Thorpe Road 
Weeley 
Essex 
CO16 9AJ 
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Date:  
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01223  582747 

 

By email only to planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk  
 
Dear Mr Meecham, 
 
Tendring Local Plan Publication Draft Consultation 
 
Thank you for consulting Historic England on Tendring’s publication draft local plan.  As the 
Government’s adviser on the historic environment Historic England is keen to ensure that 
the protection of the historic environment is fully taken into account at all stages and levels 
of the local planning process.  Therefore we welcome the opportunity to comment on the 
draft Plan. We have now had the opportunity to review the documents and can provide the 
following substantive comments.  

General comments 

Historic England has published a number of Good Practice Advice and Advice Notes which 
you may find useful in developing your local plan.  In particular:  

Good Practice Advice in Planning 1 - the historic environment in local plans: 
<https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/gpa1-historic-environment-
local-plans/>  

 

Good Practice Advice in Planning 3 - the setting of heritage assets: 
<https://content.historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/gpa3-setting-of-
heritage-assets/gpa3.pdf/>  

Advice Note 3 - site allocations in local plans: <https://historicengland.org.uk/images-

mailto:planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk
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books/publications/historic-environment-and-site-allocations-in-local-plans/>.  

We have made some brief comments on the Sustainability Appraisal Report. Please note 
that Historic England have produced advice entitled HE Advice Note 8 - Sustainability 
Appraisal and Strategic Environmental Assessment : https://historicengland.org.uk/images-
books/publications/sustainability-appraisal-and-strategic-environmental-assessment-
advice-note-8/ (01 Dec 2016) 

For the avoidance of doubt, we have not considered archaeological issues in this brief, desk 
based assessment but would refer you to the HER held by Essex County Council who should 
be able to advise in this regard. We have also not identified non-designated assets.  
 
General Comments 

Paragraph 126 of the NPPF requires Local Plans to set out a positive and clear strategy for 
the conservation, enjoyment and enhancement of the historic environment.  Ideally the 
strategy should offer a strategic overview including overarching heritage policies to deliver 
the conservation sand enhancement of the environment. 

A good strategy will offer a positive holistic approach throughout the whole plan whereby 
the historic environment is considered not just as a stand-alone topic but as an integral part 
of every aspect of the plan, being interwoven within the entire document.  So policies for 
housing, retail, and transport for example may need to be tailored to achieve the positive 
improvements that paragraph 8 of the NPPF demands.  Site allocations may need to refer 
to the historic environment, identifying opportunities to conserve and enhance the historic 
environment, avoid harming heritage assets and their settings and may also be able to 
positively address heritage assets at risk. The plan may need to include areas identified as 
being inappropriate for certain types of development due to the impact they would have on 
the historic environment.  

A good strategy will also be spatially specific, unique to the area, describing the local 
characteristics of the borough and responding accordingly with policies that address the 
local situation.  We would expect references to the historic environment in the local plan 
vision, the inclusion of a policy/ies for the historic environment and character of the 
landscape and built environment, and various other references to the historic environment 
through the plan relating to the unique characteristics of the area.  
 

Further opportunity should be sought to address the historic environment in every aspect of 
the Plan and to make the strategy more spatially specific and unique to Braintree.  
 
Specific Comments 
 

https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/sustainability-appraisal-and-strategic-environmental-assessment-advice-note-8/
https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/sustainability-appraisal-and-strategic-environmental-assessment-advice-note-8/
https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/sustainability-appraisal-and-strategic-environmental-assessment-advice-note-8/
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Section 1 – Shared Strategic Plan 
 
Para 1.31 - Strategic Objectives  
This paragraph contains objectives to support the development of the strategy for the 
North Essex area.  It is disappointing that there remains no reference to require 
development to respond to the distinctive character of North Essex and that there is no 
reference to protecting heritage assets and the character of existing settlements. Historic 
England’s comments on the June 2016 Draft Local Plan suggested that the Strategic 
Objectives could require    “developments to respond to the distinctive character of North 
Essex as part of providing sufficient new homes and ensuring high quality outcomes.” 
Historic England request that the Strategic Objectives be amended to include a 
requirement for new development to have regard to the historic environment, to reflect 
paragraph 7 of the NPPF (the three dimensions to sustainable development). 
 
Policy SP2: Spatial Strategy for North Essex 
The policy refers to Map 3.3 – but this is not apparent in the published documents.  
 
Paragraph 2 of the policy refers to maintaining distinctive character and role of settlements. 
However, the policy does not refer to the importance of the historic built environment in 
North Essex.  It is requested that the second paragraph is amended to ensure that reference 
is made to settlements maintaining their distinctive and historic character. It is also noted 
that the Policy no longer seeks to avoid coalescence between settlements.  This is a 
significant change from the June 2016 draft Local Plan and has potentially serious 
implications for the conservation and setting of heritage assets, especially the character of 
conservation areas. 
 
Historic England requests that the first sentence of paragraph 2 of the Policy is amended as 
follows:  
“Future growth will be planned to ensure settlements maintain their distinctive character 
and role, and to avoid coalescence between them.” 
 
Our comments on the June 2016 draft Local Plan suggested that the supporting text should 
set out what the policy means for North Essex in respect of high quality of built and urban 
design.  While the wording of the policy has been amended slightly, we remain of the view 
that the supporting text (paras 3.1 to 3.5) should be set out what this means for North Essex. 
 
SP4 Infrastructure and Connectivity 
We note the comments in respect of the A120 route improvements referred to in 
paragraphs 6.9 and 6.10 and the strategic priority for a dualled A120 between the A12 and 
Braintree.  Highways England were invited to participate in the Highways England 
Environmental Forum for the A12 & A120 improvements and we reiterate that the A120 is a 
historic route through Essex and as such there is great archaeological potential, alongside 
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the potential impacts on heritage assets, which may vary, depending on the options 
developed.  
 
Our comments on the August 2016 consultation, in respect of broadband provision, sought 
reference in what are now paragraphs 6.29 and 6.30, though not a hyperlink, to the Cabinet 
Siting and Pole Siting Code of Practice: 
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/205744/Fin
al_Cabinet_and_Pole_Siting_COP_Issue_1_2_.pdf  
We reiterate that comment in respect of the pre-submission draft local plan. 
 
Policy SP6 – Place Shaping Principles 
Historic England welcomes the reference to protecting and enhancing the historic assets.  
Our comments on Policy SP6 of the June 2016 draft local plan suggested that the first bullet 
point of the policy is clarified to read: “…enhance the quality of existing places”  rather than 
“communities.”  This bullet point has not been amended and we repeat our comment in this 
respect.  
 
In relation to the principle to “enhance the public realm….through additional street 
furniture….” there will need to be some caution in implementing the policy as worded to 
guard against the unmanaged and indiscriminate use of street furniture such as signs, 
benches, bins etc in the historic environment. Without careful control, there can be a 
detrimental impact on the setting of historic buildings and the character of conservation 
areas. 
 
Garden Communities 
Our concerns raised in the July 2016 consultation remain.   As far as we can see, there has 
not been a demonstrable consideration of the impact of any such policy on the historic 
environment. Whilst the local plan sets out that the proposed developments will follow 
TCPA Garden City Principles, there is no specific consideration for the historic environment 
within these principles. The Draft Sustainability Appraisal (SA): Environmental Report - June 
2017 (page 180) acknowledges that “it can be expected that Garden Communities and New 
Towns will have a greater possibility of impacting on a larger number of assets due to their 
scale.”  For this reason, it is essential that the local plan should contain a framework to 
guide how the boundaries and extent of the garden communities are determined in the 
subsequent development plan documents. Historic Impact  Assessments should be 
undertaken  in accordance with our advice note ‘Site allocations in Local Plans’ for each of 
the proposed broad locations to determine the  appropriateness or otherwise of the 
locations for development, the extent of the development and therefore potential capacity 
of the sites, the impacts upon the historic environment (considering each asset and its 
setting and its significance), impacts of development upon the asset and any potential 
mitigation measures necessary to accompany the proposals.  Appropriate criteria for the 

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/205744/Final_Cabinet_and_Pole_Siting_COP_Issue_1_2_.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/205744/Final_Cabinet_and_Pole_Siting_COP_Issue_1_2_.pdf
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protection of heritage assets and their settings need to be included in each of the policies 
and supporting text for the Garden Communities.  
 
Paras 8.11 and 8.14 
The first sentence of each of these paragraphs are the same. 
 
Paras 8.2 to 8.6 – These paragraphs do not refer to the potential for detrimental impacts 
on heritage assets despite the statement in para 5.8 of the Sustainability Appraisal Main 
Report (page 49) that identifies that the garden communities option could this option could 
“lead to negative effects on the settings of these assets, or the assets themselves, resulting 
in negative effects on SA Objective 10: ‘Historic environment’.”  Given the presence of 
heritage assets within or in the vicinity of the identified areas for garden communities it is 
considered that reference should be made in these paragraphs of the Plan to the need to 
have appropriate regard to the existence of heritage assets in the areas and the need for 
proposals to have no unacceptable impact on them.  It is considered that the location and 
design of garden communities should be informed in the first place by the potential to 
assimilate the proposals into the landscape without unacceptable detrimental impacts on 
designated historic and natural assets. See our comments regarding HIA for Garden 
Communities above. 
 
Policy SP7 - Development and Delivery of New Garden Communities in Essex 
The policy contains nothing about how the extent of the garden communities will be 
determined. It states that the garden communities will deliver a certain number of homes 
signaling that the new settlements will be housing led rather than considering the 
landscape and heritage assets and delivering development that has regard to these assets 
and which would not allow development in certain constrained areas.  As such the 
development plan documents for each settlement should be required, through inclusion of 
an additional criterion in Policy SP7, to undertake a Heritage Impact Assessment in 
accordance with our advice note 3 Site Allocations in Local Plans in order to assess impact 
of the proposed allocation upon the historic environment, to inform the appropriate extent 
of the development and establish any mitigation measures necessary.  This might include 
appropriate safeguarding buffers around heritage assets such as historic parks and gardens, 
scheduled monuments, conservation areas and listed buildings and identify how the historic 
environment and heritage assets can form part of the development of successful schemes. 
See our comments regarding HIA for Garden Communities above. 
 
Policy SP8 – Tendring/Colchester Borders Garden Community 
The policy contains no indication as to how the extent of the garden communities will be 
determined. It states that the garden communities will deliver a certain number of homes 
signaling that the new settlements will be housing led rather than considering the 
landscape and heritage assets and delivering development that has regard to these assets 
and which would not allow development in certain constrained areas.  As such the 
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development plan documents for each settlement should be required, through inclusion of 
an additional criterion in Policy SP8 to undertake a Heritage Impact Assessment in 
accordance with our advice note 3 Site Allocations in Local Plans in order to assess impact 
of the proposed allocation upon the historic environment, to inform the appropriate extent 
of the development and establish any mitigation measures necessary.  This might include 
appropriate safeguarding buffers around heritage assets such as historic parks and gardens, 
scheduled monuments, conservation areas and listed buildings and identify how the historic 
environment and heritage assets can form part of the development of successful schemes. 
See our comments regarding HIA for Garden Communities above. 
 
The site illustrated in Map 10.4A and Map 10.5 contains a number of listed buildings. The 
proposed garden community could have a significant detrimental impact on the setting of 
these heritage assets.  Part F (para 20) should be strengthened and amended to include 
reference to the heritage assets and the need to have regard to their setting when 
preparing more detailed planning frameworks for the site. 
 
 
Policy SP9 – Colchester / Braintree Borders Garden Community 
The policy contains no indication as to how the extent of the garden communities will be 
determined. It states that the garden communities will deliver a certain number of homes 
signaling that the new settlements will be housing led rather than considering the 
landscape and heritage assets and delivering development that has regard to these assets 
and which would not allow development in certain constrained areas.  As such the 
development plan documents for each settlement should be required, through inclusion of 
an additional criterion in Policy SP9, to undertake a Heritage Impact Assessment in 
accordance with our advice note 3 Site Allocations in Local Plans in order to assess impact 
of the proposed allocation upon the historic environment, to inform the appropriate extent 
of the development and establish any mitigation measures necessary.  This might include 
appropriate safeguarding buffers around heritage assets such as historic parks and gardens, 
scheduled monuments, conservation areas and listed buildings and identify how the historic 
environment and heritage assets can form part of the development of successful schemes. 
See our comments regarding HIA for Garden Communities above. 
 
The area identified for the garden community includes the A120, a Roman road known as 
Stane Street and the A12, also a Roman road.  As a consequence, there is the potential for 
significant archaeological interests in the vicinity of these roads. In addition, there are a 
number of listed buildings in the area, including Grade I listed buildings at Feering and Little 
Tey. 
 
Policy SP10 – West of Braintree Garden Community 
The site illustrated in Map 10.2A contains a number of listed buildings including groups of 
listed buildings in clusters of development within the area.  It also verges on the Registered 
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Park and Garden at Salling Grove. The proposed garden community could have a significant 
detrimental impact on the setting of these heritage assets.  Part F (para 20) should be 
strengthened and amended to include reference to the heritage assets and the need to 
have regard to their setting when preparing more detailed planning frameworks for the site. 
 
The policy contains no indication as to how the extent of the garden communities will be 
determined. It states that the garden communities will deliver a certain number of homes 
signaling that the new settlements will be housing led rather than considering the 
landscape and heritage assets and delivering development that has regard to these assets 
and which would not allow development in certain constrained areas.  As such the 
development plan documents for each settlement should be required, through inclusion of 
an additional criterion in Policy SP9, to define appropriate safeguarding buffers around 
heritage assets such as registered parks and gardens, scheduled monuments, conservation 
areas and listed buildings and identify how the historic environment and heritage assets can 
form part of the development of successful schemes.   
 
   
Section 2 
 
The incorporation of many of our comments submitted in response to the Preferred 
Options Draft Local Plan July 2016 are welcome and address many of our concerns about 
the overall balance of the Plan.  Some concerns have not been addressed and the 
comments below will highlight and reiterate the changes to the Plan that we feel necessary 
to ensure that the Plan has appropriate regard to the heritage assets of the district. 
 
As an overall comment on the draft Local Plan, it is impossible to link the allocations and 
designations in the Plan to the Local Maps as the latter do not contain links to relevant 
policies in the key and/or on the sites. For the reader unfamiliar with the area it makes it 
almost impossible to know which sites the Plan refers to. 
 
Local Plan Introduction 
We repeat our comment to the Preferred Options Draft Local Plan July 2016 that we are 
encouraged to see that the introduction to the local plan recognises that the district 
benefits from attractive landscapes, coastline and maritime heritage. However, we remain 
of the opinion that the districts diverse and distinctive historic environment should be 
acknowledged in paragraph 1.1.1. 
 
2. Vision & Objectives 
We welcome the amendments made to the Vision statement following our comments on 
the Preferred Options Draft Local Plan July 2016.  However, there are some recommended 
amendments that we made at the time that have not been picked up.  We therefore repeat 
those comments and ask that the Vision is amended as follows: 
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 In the second paragraph of the Vision, we suggest that “tidy coast” be reviewed to 
better reflect Tendring’s historic natural coastline. 

 Under Seaside towns, we request that there is an aspiration to preserve and enhance 
the special historic character of Clacton-on-Sea, particularly given the designated 
Clacton Seafront Conservation Area. 

 In the Rural Hinterland section, we request that bullet point 3 is amended to 
“historic” rather than “historical”.  

 
3. Sustainable Places 
 
Heritage Characteristics 
We note that most of our comments on this section in the Preferred Options Draft Local 
Plan July 2016 have been included in the Publication Plan.  However, we suggest that the 
following amendments are made: 
 
Para 3.1.5.2 – “Outside of these designated areas, the district’s largely rural character and 
long history of occupation results in many areas of high archaeological importance as well 
as a range of listed buildings, conservation areas and scheduled monuments.” 
 
Para 3.1.5.3 – We reiterate our comments on the Preferred Options Draft Local Plan July 
2016 in that, to avoid any later lack of clarity and any misunderstanding regarding the 
importance of St Osyth, the following changes to the paragraph should be made: 
 
These include the St Osyth Prior Gatehouse (Scheduled Monument, Grade 1 I listed 
building) an important example of monastic building of the Augustinian order whose façade 
is which has one of the best preserved examples of knapped flint and stone flushwork in 
East Anglia England. 
 
Policy SPL3 – Sustainable Design 
We support the amendment that has been made to Part A criterion d. of the policy that has 
replaced “incorporates” with “maintains”. 
 
5. Living Places 
 
Policy LP1 – Housing Supply 
We note that the table preceding this policy identifies a number of local plan housing 
allocations.  However, we can find no policy that specifically allocates some of the smaller 
housing sites referred to in this policy and, as previously highlighted, they are not 
referenced on the Policies Map.  It is also unclear as to whether some of these sites already 
have planning consent. These sites might have the potential to impact on heritage assets 
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either directly or due to their location within the setting of heritage assets.  Without further 
details of these sites it is impossible to confirm whether the allocations are acceptable to 
Historic England.  
 
Partly due to the difficulty in identifying allocations of the Proposals Map but also due to 
our own capacity constraints, we have not been able to check each and every site allocation.  
However, we include the following general advice re site allocations.  
 
Assessing sites 
Our advice note 3 on site allocations in local plans sets out a suggested approach to 
assessing sites and their impact on heritage assets.  It advocates a number of steps, 
including understanding what contribution a site, in its current form, makes to the 
significance of the heritage asset/s, and identifying what impact the allocation might have 
on significance.  This could be applied to the assessment and selecting of sites within a plan. 
 
In essence, it is important that you 
 

a) Identify any heritage assets that may be affected by the potential site allocation.  
 
b) Understand what contribution the site makes to the significance of the asset 
 
c) Identify what impact the allocation might have on that significance 
 
d) Consider maximising enhancements and avoiding harm 
 
e) Determine whether the proposed allocation is appropriate in light of the NPPFs 

tests of soundness 
 

In assessing sites it is important to identify those sites which are inappropriate for 
development and also to assess the potential capacity of the site in the light of any historic 
environment (and other) factors.  
 
If a site is allocated, we would expect to see reference in the policy and supporting text to 
the need to conserve and seek opportunities to enhance the on-site or nearby heritage 
assets and their setting, the need for high quality design and any other factors relevant to 
the historic environment and the site in question. 
  
Paragraph 157 of the National Planning Policy Framework requires Local Plans to provide  
detail with site allocations where appropriate (fifth bullet point), with the Planning Practice 
Guidance stating “where sites are proposed for allocation, sufficient detail should be given 
to provide clarity to developers, local communities and other interests about the nature and 
scale of development (addressing the ‘what, where, when and how’ questions)” (PPG 
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Reference ID: 12-010-20140306 (last revised 06/03/2014).  Paragraph 154 of the NPPF also 
states that only policies that provide a clear indication of how a decision maker should react 
to a development proposal should be included in the plan.  Conservation of the historic 
environment is a core planning principle (Paragraph 17) and Local Plans should set out a 
positive strategy in this respect (Paragraph 126). 
 
Assessment criteria 
 
Many authorities include a distance based criteria to assess impact on the historic 
environment.  It is important to understand the significance of any heritage assets, and their 
settings, that would be affected by a potential site allocation.  This involves more than 
identifying known heritage assets within a given distance, but rather a more holistic process 
which seeks to understand their significance and value.  Whilst a useful starting point, a 
focus on distance or visibility alone as a gauge is not appropriate.  Site allocations which 
include a heritage asset (for example a site within a Conservation Area) may offer 
opportunities for enhancement and tackling heritage at risk, while conversely, an allocation 
at a considerable distance away from a heritage asset may cause harm to its significance, 
reducing the suitability of the site allocation in sustainable development terms. 
 
Policy LP4 – Housing Layout 
We propose that criterion f should be amended as follows: 
 
f. respect the historical local historic character and settlement hierarchy of Tendring 
District by delivering housing development at densities in keeping with the character and 
densities of the local area and the urban nature of parts of the District including town 
centres. 
 
Policy LP6 – Rural Exception Sites 
We reiterate our comments on the Preferred Options Draft Local Plan July 2016 in that, in 
respect of the Location and Environmental Considerations, as well as the considerations 
listed there should be reference to having no significant material adverse impact on the 
historic environment. 
 
6. Prosperous Places 
 
Policy PP5 – Town Centre Uses 
We suggest that the current criterion g. should be a standalone sentence within the policy? 
 
Policy PP8 – Tourism 
We support the recognition that heritage can make a contribution to supporting tourism. 
We would additionally welcome particular emphasis of the historic environment and the 
wider social, cultural and economic benefit that heritage related tourism can bring. 
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Policy PP13 – The Rural Economy 
We support the wording of criterion a. and reference to the historic environment. 
 
Policy PP14 – Priority Areas for Regeneration 
We welcome reference to the need to preserve or enhance the historic environment as well 
as reference to conservation areas at risk.  We suggest that the term historic assets is 
replaced by either historic environment or heritage assets.  
 
7. Protected Places 
 
Policy PPL2 
We welcome the changes made to policy PPL2 in respect of the historic environment.  
 
 
 
Policy PPL3 – The Rural Landscape 
We welcome the amendments that have been made to the policy since the Preferred 
Options consultation but would expect to see the policy or supporting text acknowledge 
that the historic landscape is an integral part of the character of rural parts of the district 
that regard should be had to when considering development proposals.  
 
7.7 The Historic Environment 
We welcome the amendments that have been made to this section of the Plan since the 
Preferred Options consultation.  However, some concerns remain as detailed below. 
 
We request that an appropriate policy or policies are included in the Plan that address all 
elements of the historic environment including a local list of undesignated heritage assets, 
registered parks and gardens and wider definitions of the historic environment. As such we 
would like to highlight that the following elements of the historic environment are not 
adequately addressed in the Plan and should be given specific provision within the policies. 
 

• Non-designated heritage assets. 
• Provision for the allocation and management of non-designated heritage assets 

through a local list. 
• Heritage at Risk 
• Registered Parks and Gardens 

 
Scheduled Monuments should also be specifically mentioned in a policy.  
  
This would help to demonstrate that the Plan is based on an overall strategy for the Historic 
Environment in accordance with paragraph 126 of the NPPF. 
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Para. 7.7.5 We reiterate our comments on the Preferred Options Draft Local Plan July 2016. 
We request the deletion of the words “on occasion” with reference to when contemporary 
approaches to design might be appropriate.  However, we welcome the Council’s 
commitment to prepare new Conservation Area Management Plans as well as updates to 
the existing Conservation Area Character Appraisals.  
 
Policy PPL8 – Conservation Areas 
We support the amendments to the final paragraph of this policy to refer to demolitions in a 
conservation area and the need to demonstrate how the proposal would impact on the 
Conservation Area.  
However, we consider that this policy requires amendment in order to addresses the 
designation of new conservation areas over the plan period and the preparation of 
conservation area management plans, appraisals or other relevant document which defines 
the character of individual conservation areas 
 
Policy PPL11 – The Avenues Area of Special Character, Frinton-on-Sea 
We note that this policy is conservation area specific, similar to an adopted appraisal. 
Provided that the character of a conservation area is defined and the definition is given 
statutory weight (eg: adopted), we support any format preferred by the Council.  To make 
this section of the proposed policy clearer, we suggest that you re-order the policy so that it 
follows with Policy PPL8 (Conservation Areas). 
 
Policy PPL12 – The Gardens Area of Special Character, Clacton-on-Sea 
We note that this policy is conservation area specific, similar to an adopted appraisal. 
Provided that the character of a conservation area is defined and the definition is given 
statutory weight (eg: adopted), we support any format preferred by the Council.  To make 
this section of the proposed policy clearer, we suggest that you re-order the policy so that it 
follows with Policy PPL8 (Conservation Areas). 
 
Para 7.9 – Enabling Development 
We are pleased to note that this policy and supporting text has been removed from the 
Plan.  However, the heading remains and is clearly a typographical error. 
 
9. Delivering Places 
 
Policy SAMU1 – Development at Edme Maltings, Mistley 
We support the requirement in paragraph 9.1.4 for the emphasis to be placed on high 
quality of design and the integration of any development with the existing character and 
appearance of the village. 
Similarly, we support criterion i) of the Policy. 
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Policy SAMU2 – Development at Hartley Gardens, Clacton 
The proposed allocation is large and, without careful design, will significantly reduce the 
sense of Little Clacton as a settlement separate from Clacton and will potentially have a 
significant impact on the landscape setting of these settlements. If fully developed, 
remnants of open space would likely remain as artificial buffers rather than open 
countryside. 
 
There are a number of heritage assets in the vicinity of the site that proposals on this site 
will need to give careful consideration to.  Specifically, these are: 

• the Grade II listed farms or former farmhouses of Earls Hall Lodge and Duchess 
Farmhouse to the south and west of the site; 

• the Grade II listed buildings and archaeological remains centred around Bovill’s 
Hall to the north. These are agricultural in nature and have a setting that relates 
to the wider open landscape; 

• the Grade II listed Bluehouse Farm south of the site, which has been surrounded 
by twentieth century development. It would be expected that development would 
respect and reflect the materials, form and setting of this heritage asset, 
preferably improving its appreciation and setting. 

 
Reference should be made in the supporting text (para 9.2) to the proximity of these 
features and the need to take them into account in working up development proposals. 
 
In respect of the overall development, proposals would be expected to demonstrate how 
they relate to the setting and significance of these listed buildings and their wider landscape 
context.  
 
We propose a re-ordering and amendment to the policy as follows: 
“lk. Opportunities to preserve and enhance due regard should be given to the setting and 
significance of other heritage assets in the locality; 
kl. where an archaeological evaluation (trial trenching where necessary) identifies surviving 
archaeological deposits, an appropriate mitigation strategy for preservation in situ or by 
excavation should be submitted;” 
 
Policy SAMU3 – Development at Oakwood Park, Clacton 
The site is in close proximity to listed buildings including Grade II listed Oak House and 
Redhouse Farms to the west and the Grade II listed Sladbury’s Old House, Sladbury’s 
Cartlodge and Treasure Holt Farmhouse. These structures to the east are set a greater 
distance from the site allocation but are positioned across open farmland and are 
agricultural in origin, with a relationship to the wider landscape. Reference should be made 
in the supporting text (para 9.3) to the proximity of these features and the need to take 
them into account in working up development proposals. 
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The site also includes a bridleway across it. These routes can represent historic movement 
patterns in the area and can have a long history. We support criterion k. of the policy but 
need to be reassured that the rural character of the bridleway would not be lost because of 
the development to the east and west of it. 
 
Policy SAMU4 – Development at Rouses Farm, Jaywick Lane, Clacton 
The proposed allocation is large and, without careful design, will significantly reduce the 
sense of Jaywick as a settlement separate from Clacton and will potentially have a 
significant impact on the landscape setting of these settlements and result in the 
coalescence of the two. 
 
The Council should be aware that a Grade II listed building, Duchess Farmhouse, is located 
to the north of the site, on St John’s Road.  Proposals on this site will therefore need to have 
regard to the setting of this heritage asset. 
 
The site itself has been noted to support archaeological remains. We would expect 
archaeological assessment to be applied to developments within this site. 
 
Reference should be made in the supporting text (para 9.4) to the proximity of these 
features and the need to take them into account in working up development proposals. 
 
Policy SAMU5 – Development south of Thorpe Road, Weeley 
We are reassured to note that the larger expansion of  Weeley as proposed in the Preferred 
Options Draft Local Plan July 2016 have been scaled down to the allocation of this site.   
 
In the context of the site that is allocated in SAMU5, the site includes within it the Grade II 
Listed Ash Farmhouse at the north-west of the site adjoining Thorpe Road. Proposals on 
this site will therefore need to have specific regard to the preservation and, where necessary 
improvement of this heritage asset and its setting 
 
Reference should be made in the supporting text (para 9.5) to the presence of this feature 
on site and the need to take it into account in working up development proposals. 
 
Policy SAH1 – Development at Greenfield Farm, Dovercourt 
The Council should be aware that a Grade II listed building, Vicarage Farmhouse, is located 
adjacent to the south-west boundary of the site.  Therefore, proposals on this site will need 
to have regard to the setting of this heritage asset. We require a modification to this policy 
to include the an additional criterion as follows: 
 
delivery of opportunities for the protection and enhancement of the historic environment 
features and settings including the built and archaeological environment; 
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Reference should also be included in the supporting paragraph to the need to protect the 
setting of Vicarage Farmhouse.  
 
Policy SAE2 – Land south of Long Road, Mistley 
This site is located in an open flat landscape and will be visible from some distance in many 
directions.  There is therefore the potential for development on this site to have a 
detrimental impact on the landscape and heritage assets.  As such, proposals on this site 
will need to have regard to the presence of the Grade II Listed Buildings at Mistley Hall to 
the north-east of the site.   
 
We request that Policy SAE2 is amended to require proposals to have regard to the historic 
environment and not harm the character and setting of nearby listed buildings. 
 
10. Delivering Infrastructure 
 
We reiterate our request that references to Heritage England are corrected to Historic 
England in this section and anywhere else within the document. 
 
 

Conclusion 
 
Finally, we should like to stress that this opinion is based on the information provided by the 
Council in its consultation. To avoid any doubt, this does not affect our obligation to provide 
further advice and, potentially, object to specific proposals, which may subsequently arise 
where we consider that these would have an adverse effect upon the historic environment.  
 
We hope that the above comments of assistance.  Please let me know of you have any 
queries.  We look forward to further engagement on the Local Plan review. 
 
Yours sincerely, 

Dr Natalie Gates 
Principal, Historic Places Team 
e-mail: natalie.gates@HistoricEngland.org.uk 
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Sent by email to: planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk 
           24/07/2017 

 
 
Dear Sir/ Madam 
 
Response by the House Builders Federation to the Tendring Draft Local Plan 

 

Thank you for consulting the Home Builders Federation (HBF) on the Tendring Draft 

Local Plan. The HBF is the principal representative body of the housebuilding industry 

in England and Wales and our representations reflect the views of discussions with our 

membership of national and multinational corporations through to regional developers 

and small local housebuilders. Our members account for over 80% of all new housing 

built in England and Wales in any one year. 

 

Duty to Co-operate 

It is clear that Tendring, Braintree and Colchester have been working closely in the 

preparation of their Local Plans. The shared approach to meet housing need across the 

Housing Market Area (HMA) set out in ‘Part 1’ of each Local Plan shows a real 

commitment from to addressing the strategic and cross boundary issues facing the 

housing market area. However, we are disappointed that Chelmsford, despite being 

mentioned in paragraph 1.8 of the draft Local Plan as being part of the HMA, are not 

part of this shared policy framework. A strategic framework covering all four authorities 

would provide an even more appropriate approach to delivering much needed housing 

and the infrastructure required to support that growth. As Braintree, Tendring and 

Colchester have looked to meet housing need at a strategic level we have considered 

the evidence on housing needs and the Garden Communities under the strategic Part 1 

of the draft Local Plan that is shared across each authority. Consequently we comment 

on the needs of each authority in this representation. 

Local Plan Part 1 

 

Meeting Housing needs in the North Essex HMA 

 

Policy SP3 is not sound as it is unjustified 

 

Policy SP3 sets out the housing requirement for each of the Councils in the HMA which 

would deliver a total of 43,720 new homes. Whilst we would agree with the use of the 

2014 Sub National Population Projections (SNPP) as a robust demographic starting 

point we are concerned that this level of delivery underestimates housing needs. In 

particular we are concerned that this figure does not: 

 Adequately consider increased in migration from London  

 Effectively assess key market signals in relation to Braintree and Colchester 

http://www.hbf.co.uk/
mailto:planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk
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 Use ONS data as the starting point for Tendring’s Objectively Assessed Housing 

Need (OAHN). 

London migration 
 

It is essential that Council’s across the East and South East of England consider the 

impact of expected changes in migration between the three authorities and London. 

The Mayor of London’s alternative ‘Central Variant’ migration assumptions in his SHMA 

of 2013 sets out the expectation that more people will move out of London, and fewer 

will move in from the rest of England than had been projected by the DCLG in its 2011-

interim household projections. The Mayor is expecting that there will be 12,000 fewer 

households a year in London compared to the official DCLG projections. In this respect, 

we are pleased to see that Section 4 of the 2016 update to Objectively Assessed 

Housing Need Study (OAHNS) considers the impact of increased migration from 

London on the HMA. The potential impact is assessed by comparing the GLA’s central 

scenario against the 2012 Sub National Population Projections and this analysis 

indicates that across the HMA there is likely to be a small increase in housing needs 

based on current GLA demographic models.  

 

However, we do not agree with the final assessment that due to the annualised impact 

being relatively small it should not be considered. 64 homes per year over the plan 

period equates to 1,280 homes. This is a significant amount of housing need and 

should not be ignored. We would therefore suggest that even a minor uplift as indicated 

at paragraph 4.10 of the 2016 OAHNS should be considered. The changes in migration 

patterns between capital and the HMA also reflect the difficulties that London Boroughs 

are having in meeting their housing needs and concerns that the amount of unmet need 

arising from the capital in future will increase. As part of the evidence supporting the 

Further Amendments to the London Plan the GLA indicated a land supply to realistically 

deliver 42,000 dwellings per annum against an needs assessment of between 49,000 

and 62,000 per annum depending on whether unmet needs are delivered over the next 

five or twenty years. Therefore as a minimum there is likely to be an unmet housing 

need of at least 7,000 dwellings. The table below sets out the delivery expectations of 

those 17 London Boroughs with an adopted or emerging Local Plan that reflects the 

housing requirements from the Further Amendments to the London Plan which were 

adopted in 2013 and clearly illustrates our concerns. 

 

London Borough FALP requirement Delivery Difference 

Bromley 641 641 0 

Camden 1,120 889 231 

Croydon 1,592 1,435 157 

Enfield 798 798 0 

Hackney 1,599 1,599 0 

Hammersmith & Fulham 1,100 1,031 69 

Haringey 1,502 1,502 0 

Havering 1,170 1,170 0 

Hounslow 822 822 0 

Lambeth 1,195 1,559 -364 
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Redbridge 1,252 1,123 129 

Richmond Upon Thames 315 315 0 

RBKC 733 733 0 

Southwark 2,000 2,736 -736 

Sutton 427 363 64 

Tower Hamlets 3,931 3,931 0 

Wandsworth 1,812 1,812 0 

Total 22,009 22,459 -450 

 

This table shows there is an undersupply of 450 dpa compared to the housing targets in 

the London Plan. Although there are still 16 London boroughs who have yet to produce 

up-to-date plans that adopt the new London Plan housing targets, the evidence at the 

moment suggests that the London boroughs are struggling to produce local plans that 

will meet the London Plan minimum figure of 42,000 dpa let alone increase supply to 

achieve the London (lower end of the range) OAN of 49,000.  

 

The evidence indicates the starting point should be increased, as a minimum, within 

both Colchester and Braintree based on GLA scenarios. Further consideration will need 

to be given to uplifting Tendring’s starting point in future depending on London’s ability 

to meet its housing needs. Tendring has in the past seen relatively high net in-migration 

from London. This is shown in the Edge Analytics report Greater Essex Demographic 

Forecasts 2013-2037 Phase 7 May 2015. Figure 2 of this report shows that Tendring 

experienced similar levels of net in migration from London to those authorities in Essex 

that border the Capital. 

 

Market signals 
 
The 2016 OAHNS examines the issue of market signals and recommends an uplift of 

20% for Chelmsford, 15% for Braintree and Tendring and no uplift for Colchester.  We 

disagree with some of this assessment and suggest the evidence points towards a 

higher uplift for Braintree and Colchester given the affordability ratios and rising house 

prices seen across the area.  
 

With regard to Braintree there are clear affordability issues that are not dissimilar to 

those found in Chelmsford. Affordability ratios based on work place earnings in 

Chelmsford are 10.9 compared to 9.7 for Braintree. Despite a steeper fall in house 

prices during the recession the study shows that values have grown in line with the rest 

of Essex with Figure 5.17 showing a worsening trend with regard to affordability ratios 

since 2013. Therefore whilst we would agree that there has been no long term historical 

under supply of homes in Braintree a high, and worsening, affordability ratio and steeply 

increasing house prices indicates that a 20% uplift in line with Chelmsford is warranted. 

 

The study sets out that it does not consider there to be sufficient evidence to support an 

uplift for Colchester. The reasons given are that affordability is “slightly above the 

national average” with “house prices and rents well below national averages”. Whilst 

helpful in providing context studies should be careful when considering affordability 

ratios and house prices against other authorities as well as national and local averages. 
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The affordability of housing is a national concern and the affordability ratio for England 

reflects this issue. Just because affordability is close to the national position should not 

be sufficient justification for not applying a market signals uplift. The same applies to 

local benchmarking. House prices could be lower within one area of an HMA but if 

incomes are also disproportionately lower there would still be significant affordability 

concerns that would support an uplift in the OAHN. The issue of using comparisons to 

assess market signals was considered at the examination into the Mid Sussex District 

Plan. On page three of his interim conclusions on the Council’s housing requirement 

2017 the inspector stated: 

 

“The Council places much reliance on the relative position of Mid Sussex vis- à-vis 
other districts in the HMA and in Sussex. It believes that if house price trends and 
related signals in Mid Sussex are broadly aligned with those in nearby authorities, 
which by and large they are, it should not be necessary to make a significant uplift to its 
OAHN to reflect market signals. The flaw with this is that if each authority simply had 
regard to similar trends in neighbouring authorities, and each plan were to replicate the 
OAHN approach of its neighbours, the cycle would be perpetuated and there would be 
no adequate response to continually worsening affordability.” 
 

It is also worth remembering that despite lower than average house prices and rents it 

would still require someone on lower quartile earnings working in Colchester to borrow 

8.7 times their salary to afford a home within this area. We would therefore suggest that 

based on the affordability ratios a minimum 10% uplift is applied on the basis of market 

signals. However, it should be noted that the Local Plan Expert Group advised that 

where affordability ratios were at this level uplifts of 20% should be considered. 

Therefore, to suggest, as the report does in paragraph 5.101, that there is no strong 

evidence for a market signal uplift would seem absurd. 

 

Future jobs 
 
We are pleased to see the consideration of jobs growth on the basis of whether there 

are sufficient homes, once the starting point and market uplifts have been considered, 

to meet the employment expectations of the area. Only where OAHN based on the 

demographic starting point and market uplifts indicate this would below the jobs growth 

expected in the area should an additional uplift be applied. The approach taken in the 

2016 OAHNS would appear to be reasonable and given the uncertainties around 

economic forecasts we are pleased to see that a range of forecasts are considered. 

 

Tendring and UPC 
 
We fundamentally disagree with the decision to reduce the starting point for Tendring 

on the basis of UPC. In doing so the Council appears to be seeking to base future 

needs on past housing delivery rather than rely on the Government’s published 

projections. We do not consider such a scenario to be appropriate and we consider 

Tendring’s starting point for their OAHN should be 675 dpa as set out in table 1 of the 

Tendring note. This starting point is derived from the most up to date projections, the 

2014 based Sub-National Population Projections that were published in May 2016. 

Given that this is a 20 year plan and planning policy requires regular reviews of this 
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plan it will be possible to consider future iterations arising from ONS demographic 

projections should this be required. By using the 2014 estimates as a starting point 

ensures consistency not only with other authorities in the HMA but will also allow for 

effective strategic reviews in future across all three local planning authorities. 

 
Conclusion on OAHN 
 
Based on both increased migration from London and concerns regarding affordability 

we would suggest the following OANs for each of the three Councils forming part of the 

“North Essex” area: 

 Braintree – 762 dpa (623 starting point plus 12 units for London migration 

scenario and a 20% uplift) 

 Colchester – 1002 dpa (866 starting point plus 45 units for London migration 

scenario and a 10% uplift) 

 Tendring – 776 dpa (675 plus 15% uplift) 

 

This level of delivery would require the North Essex HMA to deliver 2540 homes per 

annum, a total of 50,800 new homes between 2013 and 2033. 

 

Garden communities 

 

Part 3 of SP8, SP9 and SP10 are unsound as they are not consistent with national 

policy 

 

We welcome the identification of three new settlements across the North Essex HMA. 

This shows not only a commitment to delivering housing for this plan period but beyond. 

However, we do have a point of consistency to raise regarding the target for affordable 

housing in each new settlement. In SP7 the absolute target of 30% is clearly set out in 

part v. However, in Policy SP8 and Policy SP9 these targets are set out is minimums. 

An essential part of the local plan is to provide certainty to the applicants and to 

decision makers with regard to new development. Placing a minimum on the affordable 

housing requirement suggests that a higher proportion may be applicable and is purely 

a starting point for negotiation. The local plan must be clear as to the target it is seeking 

in order provide a clear pricing signal to the market. This can then be factored into the 

price of land by developers when seeking to acquire land in these areas. To make 

these policies sound the affordable housing requirement in SP8, SP9 and SP10 should 

not be set as minimums. 

 

Local Plan Part 2 

 

LP1 – Housing Supply 

 

Policy LP1 is not sound as it is not justified 

 

The information set out in Tables LP1 and A2 appear to have not considered delivery 

for the 2017/18 period. Table LP1 sets out net completions up to 2016/17 but the Local 

Plan housing allocations in Table A2 begins from 2018/19. In order to effectively assess 
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the Council’s housing supply and the effectiveness of policy LP1 it is essential that clear 

information is provided. On the basis of the most recent Authority Monitoring Report 

(AMR) it would appear that for this period delivery is expected to be just over 400 

dwellings1. This would be a shortfall against the annual housing requirement and as 

such would increase the shortfall set out in table LP1 to over 950 units.  

 

If this is the case then our assessments indicate the Council would still be able to show 

a 5 year land supply for the period 2017/18 to 2021/22 on the basis of the Liverpool 

methodology, with either the 5% or the 20% buffer required by the NPPF being 

implemented. However, Planning Practice Guidance is clear that “Local Planning 

Authorities should deal with any backlog in the first five of the plan period where 

possible” and not across the whole plan period as would be the case if the Liverpool 

methodology were used. In addition paragraph 47 of the NPPF states that a 20% buffer 

should be applied where there has been persistent under delivery of housing.  

 

The Objectively Assessed Housing Study 2016 shows that in the 19 year period 

between 1996/97 and 2014/15 Tendring failed to deliver their housing target in ten of 

those years and failed to meet their structure plan housing target. Over the last ten 

years this situation has been much worse with the Borough failing to deliver its housing 

requirement between 2008/09 and 2015/16. Of particular concern is the degree to 

which the Council has under delivered. Between 2010/11 and 2015/16 the Council 

delivered less than 300 homes per annum against their RSS Target of 425. Whilst an 

improvement has been seen in 2016/17 it is clear from the Council’s own monitoring 

that there has been persistent under delivery of housing. We would therefore argue that 

a 20% buffer is required. It would also appear that the Council agrees with this position 

as they have applied a 20% buffer to their housing land supply in the latest AMR for 

2015/16 (see Table 6 at paragraph 6.18).  

 

If the housing shortfall is considered across the first five years of the Local Plan and the 

2017/18 period is included as 400 dwellings2 in the five year assessment we estimate 

that the Council has housing land supply of 4.9 years for the 2017/18 to 2021/22 period. 

This is set out in table 1 below. 

 
 

Liverpool 
method 
with 5% 
buffer 

Liverpool 
with 20% 
buffer 

Sedgefield 
with 5% 

Sedgefield 
with 20% 

Basic five year 
requirement 2017/18 
to 2021/22  

2750 2750 2750 2750 

Backlog 2013/14 to 
2017/18 

258 258 826 826 
 

total 5 year 
requirement 2017 - 
2022 

3008 3008 3576 3576 

                                                           
1 & 2 Estimate based graph 2 on page 22 of the AMR 2015/16 (Feb 2017) 
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Buffer applied 
(5%/20%) 

3159 3610 3755 4441 

Supply 2017/18 to 
2021/22 

4236 4236 4261 4261 

surplus/shortfall 1077 626 506 -180 

Number of years 
supply in first five 
years 

6.7 5.9 5.7 4.9 

 

We have one final concern with the Council’s housing land supply and that is the level 

of windfall being proposed in Table A2. Paragraph 48 of the NPPF sets out in 

paragraph 48 that the Council should have compelling evidence to include windfall sites 

in the five-year land supply. Whilst there is evidence to support the inclusion of windfall 

in the first five years of the plan we would suggest that it is much lower than the 864 

dwellings include in table A2. For the period 2018/19 the Council expect 864 dwellings 

to come forward on such sites. However, the latest AMR projects in Table 3 on page 19 

that for the same period 591 dwellings can be expected on small sites of 9 or fewer 

dwellings. In fact the AMR goes further by applying a discount of 20%, we assume to 

reflect lapse rates on such sites. This cautious approach is one that is supported by the 

PPG which states at paragraph 025 (Ref ID: 3-025-20140306) that “An overall risk 
assessment should be made as to whether sites will come forward as anticipated.” 
 

We would suggest that evidence on windfall set out in the Council’s latest AMR for the 

2015/16 period, which recommends a figure of around 500 units, provides a more 

robust assessment of windfall. This would also be reflective of the Council’s policies 

such as LP8 Backland Residential Development. Such policies are likely to constrain 

small windfall sites rather than increase their delivery and point to adopting a 

significantly reduced estimate of delivery from small windfall sites.  

 

This evidence suggests that the Council does not have a robust 5 year land supply. In 

particular we are concerned that supply in the first five years is overly reliant on windfall 

estimates that are not fully justified and fails to take into account the potential for 

permissions to lapse. Even if this level of windfall were to be secured the five year 

supply is still marginal if the Council, as required by national policy, seeks to meet its 

backlog within five years. To secure more robust delivery in the first five years of the 

plan we would suggest further small sites are allocated in the plan if it is not to be 

considered out of date on adoption in line with paragraph 48 of the NPPF.  

 

When allocating sites the Council should be mindful that to maximize housing supply 

the widest possible range of sites, by size and market location are required so that 

house builders of all types and sizes have access to suitable land in order to offer the 

widest possible range of products. The key to increased housing supply is the number 

of sales outlets. The maximum delivery is achieved not just because there are more 

sales outlets but because the widest possible range of products and locations are 

available to meet the widest possible range of demand. 

 

LP 5: Affordable housing 
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The Council will need to address an inconsistency in the plan relating to  paragraph 

5.1.4 and the Councils actual policy set out in LP5. Paragraph 5.1.4  of the supporting 

text sets out the intention to consider a 30% affordable housing requirement yet in the 

policy sets this target as 25%. To avoid confusion the Council must be clear as to its 

intentions and paragraph 5.1.4 must be amended to reflect the approach set out in 

policy LP5.  

 

LP3 Housing design and standards and LP4 Housing Layout 

 

These policies are unsound as they are unjustified 

 

In policies LP3 and LP4 the Council are seeking to introduce optional technical 

standards in relation to minimum space standards. However, whilst this optional 

standard has been tested, as required, against viability, Planning Practice Guidance is 

also clear that evidence of need is also required to support implementation.  

 

“evidence should be provided on the size and type of dwellings currently being built in 
the area, to ensure the impacts of adopting space standards can be properly assessed, 
for example, to consider any potential impact on meeting demand for starter homes.” 
 

The Local Plan, nor any of the evidence papers supporting the Plan, set out why 

minimum space standards are needed. No evidence has been provided on the size and 

type of dwelling being built in the area nor an assessment of the impacts of adopting the 

space standards. As such the Council are not able to justify the use of space standards 

in either of these polices. We would therefore suggest that any reference to space 

standards in both LP3 and LP4 are deleted. 

 

SPL3 Sustainable design  

 

This policy is unsound because they are ineffective. 

 

This policy will require housing developers to consider the use of renewable energy and 

the reduction of emissions. However, the Government have been clear through both the 

Written Ministerial Statement dated the 25th March 2015 and Planning Practice 

Guidance that it considers improvements in energy efficiency and carbon reduction will 

be achieved through Building Regulations with only a limited number of optional 

technical standards that can be required through a Local Plan where there is sufficient 

evidence to support their implementation. There is no need for the Council, through the 

Local Plan, to ask for consideration to be given to such measures. Such policies cannot 

be implemented or monitored and as such are ineffective and should be deleted. 

 

CP3 Improving the telecommunications network 

 

This policy in unsound as it is inconsistent with national policy and is unjustified. 

 

Whilst paragraphs 43 to 46 of the NPPF establishes that local planning authorities 

should seek support the expansion of electronic communications networks it does not 

seek to prevent development that does not have access to such networks. By stating 
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all, new dwellings must be served by super-fast broadband potentially allows the 

Council to refuse a development without such provision or impose a Grampian 

condition preventing a development from being occupied until such networks are 

provided. The provision of super-fast broadband is not in the control of the developer 

who requires a third party provider for such infrastructure. It is also the case that the 

house building industry is fully aware of the benefits of having their homes connected to 

super-fast broadband and what their customers will demand. 

 

We are also concerned that no additional costs have been included in the viability study 

for such provision. The study sets out in appendix 2 that these costs are incorporated 

into standard assumptions on development costs. However, we consider it essential 

that this policy is properly costed within the viability study. In particular the cost of such 

a policy on smaller developments in more rural communities could be significant and 

should be considered separately. Without this additional evidence there is clearly no 

justification to support this policy. In seeking to extend broadband to homes the Council 

should work proactively with telecommunications providers to extend provision and not 

rely on the development industry to provide for such infrastructure. 

 

The fourth bullet point following part d) of this policy should therefore be deleted. 

 

Conclusion 

 

For the Tendring Local Plan to be found sound it must pass the four tests set out in 

paragraph 182 of the NPPF. At present we consider the Publication Local Plan to be 

unsound due to: 

 Under-estimation of objectively assessed housing needs 

 Inconsistent application of affordable housing requirements on strategic sites 

 Lacking a robust five year housing land supply with significant overestimation of 

windfall allowances 

 Unjustified policies in relation to housing standards 

 

We hope these representations are of assistance in taking the plan forward to the next 

stage of plan preparation and examination. I would also like to express my interest in 

attending any relevant hearing sessions at the Examination in Public. Should you 

require any further clarification on the issues raised in this representation please 

contact me. 

 

I would also like to express my interest in attending any relevant hearing sessions at the 

Examination in Public. Should you require any further clarification on the issues raised 

in this representation please contact me. 

 

Yours faithfully 

 

 

Mark Behrendt 

Planning Manager – Local Plans 

Home Builders Federation 
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Email: mark.berhendt@hbf.org.uk 

Tel: 020 7960 1616  
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1.0 INTRODUCTION AND TERMS OF REFERENCE 

1.1 The Tendring District Local Plan Publication Draft, June 2017, has been published for 

public consultation between 16 June and 28 July 2017. This Report sets out our 

client’s representations to various Policies contained in Sections 1 and 2 of the Local 

Plan, with regard to promoting land south of London Road, Clacton-on-Sea, as a 

housing allocation for circa 220 dwellings. 

1.2 Our client’s representations to the Draft Local Plan comprise the following: 

• Strategic representations to Section 1 Policy SP3 and Section 2 Policy LP1;

• Strategic representations to Section 1 Policies SP7 and SP8; and to Section 2

Policy LP1 and Table LP2, relating to the forecast delivery for the proposed East

Colchester/West Tendring Garden Community;

• Representations to Section 2 Policy SPL2 and to Section 2 Policies SAMU2,

SAMU3 and SAMU4; and to Section 2 Table LP2, Policies Map 2 and Local Maps

B.6 and B.19, in respect of proposed mixed-use and housing allocations at

Clacton-on-Sea and Little Clacton; and

• Site-specific representations to Section 2 Policies SPL2 and PPL6; and to

Section 2 Table LP2, Policies Map 2 and Local Map B.6, by way of promoting land

in our client’s control south of London Road, Clacton-on-Sea, as a housing

allocation for circa 220 dwellings.
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2.0 STRATEGIC REPRESENTATIONS 

A Strategic Representations to Section 1 Policy SP3 and Section 2 

Policy LP1 

2.1 Paragraphs 8.37 and 8.38 of the Objectively Assessed Housing Need Study 

(November 2016 Update) prepared for Braintree District, Chelmsford City, Colchester 

Borough and Tendring District Councils, concludes that Tendring District Council 

should provide for an Objectively Assessed Need for housing equivalent to 550 

dwellings per annum. Section 1 Policy SP3 and Section 2 Table LP1 of the Local Plan 

take forward this figure, in committing to deliver a minimum of 11,000 net additional 

dwellings over the plan period from 2013 to 2033.  

2.2 Section 2 Policy LP1 of the Local Plan then commits to deliver a minimum of 12,001 

net additional dwellings between 2013 and 2033, from a variety of sources. As such, 

it is clear that in order for this policy requirement to be met, it will be necessary to 

deliver 600 dwellings per year throughout the District. In order to provide clarity and 

consistency, our client therefore requests that Section 1 Policy SP3 and Section 2 

Table LP1 are revised to align with Section 2 Policy LP1 of the Local Plan, to commit 

to deliver a minimum of 12,001 dwellings between 2013 and 2033, at a rate of 600 

dwellings per year. 

B Strategic Representations to Section 1 Policies SP7 and SP8; and to 

Section 2 Policy LP1 and Table LP2, relating to the Proposed 

Tendring/Colchester Borders Garden Community 

2.3 Section 1 Policy SP7 of the Local Plan commits to delivering three new ‘Garden 

Communities’ in North Essex; and Section 1 Policy SP8 deals specifically with the 

proposed Tendring/Colchester Borders Garden Community, with reference to a ‘broad 

area of search’ shown on the Local Plan’s Policies Map 1 and Local Map B.7. Section 1 

Policy SP8 commits to delivering 2,500 dwellings from the Garden Community within 

the plan period (as part of a total of between 7,000 to 9,000 dwellings); and Section 

2 Policy LP1 of the Local Plan commits to delivering 1,250 dwellings out of the 2,500 

within Tendring District within the plan period. 

2.4 Section 1 Policy SP7 and, so far as Tendring District is concerned, Section 1 Local 

Plan Policy SP8 are both necessarily comprehensive, insofar as what is expected of 

the proposed Tendring/Colchester Borders Garden Community in terms of design 

quality; community, employment, transport and utilities infrastructure; and general 

environmental, ecological and landscape considerations. However, it is clear from 
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Section 1 Policy SP8 that the proposed Garden Community is currently little more 

than a ‘broad area of search’ – specific boundaries for the Garden Community have 

yet to be determined, let alone a Masterplan Framework devised, consulted upon and 

adopted to guide the proposal’s delivery. As such, the submission and approval of a 

planning application for the Garden Community must be some years away. 

2.5 Although our client accepts that Section 2 Local Plan Policy LP1 commits to deliver a 

relatively modest 1,250 dwellings from the proposed Tendring/Colchester Borders 

Garden Community within the Local Plan period, the split of 500 dwellings between 

2023/24 and 2027/28 and 750 dwellings between 2028/29 and 2032/33 set out in 

Section 2 Table LP2 of the Local Plan represents an annual delivery of 125 dwellings 

and 188 dwellings respectively. This seems to be a little over-optimistic and the Local 

Plan and its evidence base lack the evidence to support this yield, particularly bearing 

in mind that all three Garden Communities proposed in North Essex lie within a 

Minerals Safeguarding Area, which could significantly delay their delivery. 

2.6 Until comprehensive evidence to support the yield expected from the 

Tendring/Colchester Borders Garden Community is forthcoming, our client therefore 

objects to Section 2 Policy LP1 and Table LP2 of the Local Plan. 
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3.0 SITE-SPECIFIC REPRESENTATIONS 

A Representations to Section 2 Policy SPL2 and to Section 2 Policies 

SAMU2, SAMU3 and SAMU4; and to Section 2 Table LP2, Policies 

Map 2 and Local Maps B.6 and B.19, in respect of Proposed Mixed-

use and Housing Allocations at Clacton-on-Sea and Little Clacton 

Introduction 

3.1 The Local Plan’s Policies Map 2 and Local Maps B.6 and B.19 show the location of 

housing allocations (coloured orange) and large mixed-use allocations (coloured blue) 

proposed in Clacton-on-Sea and Little Clacton. All the housing allocations are listed in 

Table LP2 in Part 2 of the Local Plan and are dealt with in detail by Section 2 Policies 

SAMU2, SAMU3 and SAMU4, save for the housing allocation proposed on the 

southern edge of Little Clacton, between the village’s existing built up area and the 

B1442 Centenary Way, which is not dealt with by a specific Policy but which seems to 

have a reference MSA14 in Table LP2 in Part 2 of the Local Plan.  

3.2 All the allocations are set within a Settlement Development Boundary for Clacton and 

Little Clacton, shown by a red line on Policies Map 2 and Local Maps B.6 and B.19 

and with reference to Section 2 Local Plan Policy SPL2. Whilst our client does not 

have any particular reservations with the wording of Policy SPL2 as currently drafted, 

our client does have significant reservations with how it has been used to propose, 

evidence and justify the large mixed-use allocations proposed by Section 2 Policies 

SAMU2, SAMU3 and SAMU4 in Clacton; and significant concerns as to the proposed 

allocations’ suitability and sustainability and ability to be delivered in a timely manner. 

Our client also has significant reservations with the housing allocation referenced as 

MSA14 adjacent to the B1442 Centenary Way in Little Clacton and shown on the 

Local Plan’s Policies Map 2 and Local Maps B.6 and B.19. Further representations to 

this effect are set out below. 

Proposed Allocation SAMU2 – Hartley Gardens, Clacton 

3.3 Mixed-use allocation SAMU2 is proposed for around 1,700 dwellings (with between 

800 and 1,000 dwellings anticipated for delivery during the plan period); 7 hectares 

of land for employment; a new primary school and early years and childcare facility; 

and possibly community and healthcare provision. The proposed allocation is also 

required to deliver a ‘Strategic Road Link’ along its north western boundary, between 

the A133 and B1027.  
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3.4 Nowhere in the Local Plan or its Evidence Base are the proposed allocation’s 

significant landscape and visual implications for the setting of Clacton explained or 

justified, let alone any assessment or explanation as to how the allocation would fund 

provision of a primary school, community and health provision and a ‘Strategic Road 

Link’ some 2.5km in length. There is furthermore no explanation given as to how 

upgrades required to local foul drainage infrastructure will impact upon the 

allocation’s viability and deliverability. Our client therefore objects to the allocation 

and Section 2 Local Plan Policy SAMU2. 

Proposed Allocation SAMU3 – Oakwood Park, Clacton 

3.5 Allocation SAMU3 is proposed as a significant 750 dwelling extension (500 dwellings 

within the plan period) to a committed development site at Oakwood Park, on the 

north eastern edge of Clacton. Once again, the allocation is required to deliver a new 

primary school and early years and childcare facility and land for healthcare facilities 

but is also required to deliver a new ‘Local Centre’.  

3.6 The proposed allocation represents a significant northwards extension of 

development in Clacton, into open countryside; and is bound to have far-reaching 

landscape and visual implications for Clacton’s landscape setting. Neither the Local 

Plan nor its Evidence Base deal with this matter; and neither do they provide any 

explanation as to how an allocation for a relatively modest 750/500 dwellings will be 

able to fund and deliver a new primary school and early years and childcare facility, 

healthcare facilities and a new ‘Local Centre’. Our client therefore objects to the 

allocation and Section 2 Local Plan Policy SAMU3. 

Proposed Allocation SAMU4 – Rouses Farm, Clacton 

3.7 Allocation SAMU4 is proposed for 850 dwellings within the plan period; and once 

again, is required to deliver a new primary school and early years and childcare 

facility and land for a primary healthcare facility and a new neighbourhood centre. 

The allocation is also expected to deliver a new ‘spine road’ with a carriageway width 

of 6.75m, linking St John’s Road with Jaywick Lane, around a kilometre to the south. 

3.8 The proposed allocation represents a significant westwards extension of development 

in Clacton, into open countryside; and is bound to have far-reaching landscape and 

visual implications for Clacton’s landscape setting. Neither the Local Plan nor its 

Evidence Base deal with this matter; and neither do they provide any explanation as 

to how an allocation for a relatively modest 850 dwellings will be able to fund and 

deliver a new primary school and early years and childcare facility, healthcare 
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facilities, a new neighbourhood centre and ‘spine road’. There is furthermore no 

explanation given as to how upgrades required to local foul drainage infrastructure 

will impact upon the allocation’s viability and deliverability. Our client therefore 

objects to the allocation and Section 2 Local Plan Policy SAMU4. 

Proposed Allocation MSA14 – Between the B1442 Centenary Way 

and Little Clacton 

3.9 The housing allocation MSA14 proposed on the southern edge of Little Clacton, 

adjacent to the B1442 Centenary Way, will intrude significantly on the corridor of 

open, undeveloped countryside along Prospect Way/Centenary Way; and will have 

significant implications for the village’s physical and visual separation from Clacton-

on-Sea to the south, particularly if the proposed allocation SAMU2 at Hartley Gardens 

is also taken into account.  

3.10 Proposed allocation MSA14 represents a poor choice on many levels and our client 

objects to the same. Together with proposed allocations SMU2, SAMU3 and SAMU4, 

allocation MSA14 should be deleted from Table LP2 in Part 2 of the Local Plan and 

removed from The Local Plan’s Policies Map 2 and Local Maps B.6 and B.19. 

B Site-specific representations to Section 2 Policies SPL2 and PPL6; 

and to Section 2 Table LP2, Policies Map 2 and Local Map B.6, in 

respect of Land South of London Road, Clacton-on-Sea 

3.11 Our client’s site-specific representations set out above express significant reservations 

with the large-scale mixed-use allocations proposed on the edges of Clacton and the 

housing allocation proposed on the edge of Little Clacton. These allocations represent 

poor and as yet unproven choices for Clacton and Little Clacton - better opportunities 

exist elsewhere on Clacton’s edges and without any need for Little Clacton to 

accommodate development on its southern boundaries. One such opportunity 

comprises land in our client’s control south of London Road, Clacton, as outlined in 

red on the plan contained in Appendix 1 of this Report. 

3.12 The site in question extends to around 12.4 hectares and is comprised of five 

separate ownerships, as per the aerial photographs of the site also contained in 

Appendix 1 of this Report. All five constituent parts of the site are in the control of 

our client, by way of Promotion Agreements. Land Parcels 1 and 2 are partly 

developed with dwellings and their immediate curtilages (with associated 

outbuildings); Land Parcel 3 comprises a long disused plant nursery; and the 

remainder of the site is mostly comprised of open pastureland.  
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3.13 Open farmland and safeguarded open space lie to the south of the site, in plain view 

of the A133 to the west of Clacton; and more open land including a Local Wildlife Site 

lies to the north of the site and London Road, in plain view of the B1442 Centenary 

Way and the southern edge of Little Clacton. In contrast, the site’s boundaries are 

well demarcated by a mix of mature trees and hedges, which serve to screen the site 

from surrounding land and in views from London Road.  

3.14 The site lies very close to the Morrisons superstore off the B1442 Centenary Way, a 

short distance to the north east; and equally as close to the Tesco and B&Q 

superstores at the Brook Retail Park off London Road, a short distance to the south. 

Regular bus services run along London Road; and the site also has easy access to 

Clacton’s major distributor road infrastructure. 

3.15 As such, the site is very well contained in the landscape on the edge of Clacton and 

does not affect its landscape setting. The site also lies in a sustainable position 

relative to facilities, services and public transport infrastructure in and around 

Clacton; and within easy reach of facilities and services in the centre of Clacton, a 

little further to the south. It represents a suitable and sustainable choice for a 

housing allocation, whose development would not breach Clacton’s landscape setting 

or the limits set by the open countryside alongside the A133 to the west/south and 

the B1442 Centenary Way to the north. 

3.16 Existing accesses to the site from London Road can be adapted to serve housing 

development on the site, without breaching the site’s boundary screening or 

landscape containment. Furthermore, the site can be developed whilst retaining its 

internal landscape structure, in the form of ‘green links’, ‘green lanes’ and ‘open 

green spaces’, together with existing boundary vegetation and ‘woodland edges’, 

particularly that along the course of a stream known as the Picker’s Ditch which runs 

along the majority of the site’s southern boundary. As such, the site can be 

developed within a well-defined and ‘ecologically robust’ landscape structure, which 

will help the site’s development to integrate with surrounding built development. 

3.17 Appendix 2 of this Report contains copies of plans ref. 1691-PL02B and 1691-

PL03A, showing the site developed with 220 dwellings, including open market and 

affordable housing and self-build plots; and open space and children’s play space, 

retained woodland and ecological areas, with access from London Road. These plans 

are currently the subject of an outline planning application ref. 16/02039/OUT, which 

at the time of writing, remains undetermined. However, Officers have already 

indicated that the layout of dwellings shown on plans ref. 1691-PL02B and 1691-

PL03A is acceptable from a technical perspective. 
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3.18 In summary, the site is an excellent candidate for allocation and development with 

housing. It will not harm Clacton’s landscape setting, nor will it interfere with 

Clacton’s and Little Clacton’s landscape separation. The site should therefore be 

brought within Clacton’s Settlement Development Boundary and excluded from the 

Strategic Green Gap between Clacton and Little Clacton – the revised boundaries 

for these designations are shown in this context on the marked-up extract of the 

Local Plan’s Policies Map 2 contained in Appendix 3 of this Report.  
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4.0 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

4.1 This Report concludes as follows: 

• Section 2 Policy LP1 of the Local Plan commits to deliver a minimum of 12,001

net additional dwellings between 2013 and 2033, from a variety of sources. In

order for this policy requirement to be met, it will be necessary to deliver 600

dwellings per year throughout the District. As such and to provide clarity and

consistency, our client requests that Section 1 Local Plan Policy SP3 and Section

2 Table LP1 are revised to align with Section 2 Local Plan Policy LP1, to commit

to deliver a minimum of 12,001 dwellings between 2013 and 2033, at a rate of

600 dwellings per year.

• It is clear from Section 1 Local Plan Policy SP8 that the proposed

Tendring/Colchester Borders Garden Community is currently little more than a

‘broad area of search’. Although our client accepts that Section 2 Local Plan

Policy LP1 commits to deliver a relatively modest 1,250 dwellings from the

proposed Garden Community within the Local Plan period, the split of 500

dwellings between 2023/24 and 2027/28 and 750 dwellings between 2028/29

and 2032/33 set out in Section 2 Table LP2 of the Local Plan represents an

annual delivery of 125 dwellings and 188 dwellings respectively. This seems to be

a little over-optimistic and the Local Plan and its evidence base lack the evidence

to support this yield, particularly bearing in mind that all three Garden

Communities proposed in North Essex lie within a Minerals Safeguarding Area,

which could significantly delay their delivery.

• The Local Plan lacks the evidence to justify and support the mixed-use allocations

SAMU2, SAMU3 and SAMU4 proposed at Hartley Gardens, Oakwood Park and

Rouses Farm, on the edges of Clacton, in terms of their significant and far-

reaching landscape and visual impact and their ability to deliver significant items

of new and improved infrastructure such as strategic road links and link roads,

education, community, health and neighbourhood/local centre facilities and

significant upgrades to foul and surface drainage infrastructure. Furthermore, the

housing allocation MSA14 proposed on the southern edge of Little Clacton is

likely to have significant implications for the village’s physical and visual

separation from Clacton, along the Prospect Way/Centenary Way road corridor;

and is not justified anywhere in the Local Plan or its Evidence Base.
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• The mixed-use allocations SAMU2, SAMU3 and SAMU4 proposed on the edges of 

Clacton and the housing allocation MSA14 proposed on the southern edge of 

Little Clacton represent poor and as yet unproven choices - better opportunities 

exist elsewhere on Clacton’s edges and without any need for Little Clacton to 

accommodate development on its southern boundaries. One such opportunity 

comprises land in our client’s control south of London Road, Clacton. Existing 

accesses to the site from London Road can be adapted to serve housing 

development, without breaching the site’s boundary screening or landscape 

containment; and the site can be developed whilst retaining its internal landscape 

structure and existing boundary vegetation and ‘woodland edges’. As such, the 

site’s development can take place within a well-defined and well-contained, 

mature and ‘ecologically robust’ landscape structure, which will also help the 

site’s development to integrate with surrounding built development. 

  

• In summary, the site is a suitable and sustainable choice for a housing allocation, 

whose development would not breach Clacton’s landscape limits set by the open 

countryside alongside the A133 to the west/south, or Clacton’s landscape 

separation from Little Clacton along the B1442 Centenary Way to the north. This 

is established by plans ref. 1691-PL02B and 1691-PL03A, which show the site 

developed with 220 dwellings, including open market and affordable housing and 

self-build plots; and open space and children’s play space, retained woodland and 

ecological areas, with access from London Road. These plans are currently the 

subject of an outline planning application ref. 16/02039/OUT, which at the time 

of writing, remains undetermined. However, Officers have already indicated that 

the layout of dwellings shown on plans ref. 1691-PL02B and 1691-PL03A is 

acceptable from a technical perspective. 

 

• As per the marked-up copy of the Local Plan’s Policies Map 2 contained in 

Appendix 3 of this Report, our client’s land should therefore be brought within 

Clacton’s Settlement Development Boundary; excluded from the Strategic Green 

Gap between Clacton and Little Clacton; and allocated for around 220 dwellings. 

 

4.2 Further information regarding these representations can be provided, together with 

clarification of any points raised in this Report. Otherwise, we hope these 

representations are of assistance and will be taken account of in the process leading 

to the submission of the Local Plan to the Secretary of State for Examination. 

 

4.3 We would also be grateful to be kept informed of the progress of the Local Plan and 

the publication of related documents. 
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Schedule of Accommodation

Self Build Site

21no. PLOTS

Site 1

10no. 1 Bed Flat Open Market
14no. 2 Bed Houses Open Market
24no. 3 Bed Houses Open Market
11no. 4 Bed Houses Open Market

59no. Total Open Market Plots

2no. 1 Bed Flat Affordable
4no. 2 Bed Houses Affordable
1no. 3 Bed Houses Affordable

7no. Total Affordable

Parking
95no. Spaces
47no. Garage Spaces

Site 2

16no. 1 Bed Flat Open Market
41no. 2 Bed Houses Open Market
51no. 3 Bed Houses Open Market
12no. 4 Bed Houses Open Market

120no. Total Open Market Plots

6no. 1 Bed Flat Affordable
6no. 2 Bed Houses Affordable
1no. 3 Bed Houses Affordable

13no. Total Affordable

Parking
191no. Spaces
75no. Garage Spaces

Existing access/track 
excluded from proposals

Existing dwelling retained

SITE 1

SITE 2

Existing access enlarged to 
serve Self Build and Site 1 -
Vegetation trimmed back to 
visibility splay

New access to serve Site 2 -
Vegetation trimmed back to 
visibility splay

LEAP

Woodland Area

Woodland Area

Enhanced Ecology Zone

Enhanced Ecology Zone

Self Build Site

Redundant access closed

LAP

LAP
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Introduction
Braintree District Council, Tendring District 
Council and Colchester Borough Council, have 
each published their own Publication Draft Local 
Plan for consultation. Section 1 is common to 
each plan. This response form can be used to 
respond to any part of the 3 Plans. It is important 
to specify which.

The 3 Plans have been published in order for 
representations to be made prior to submission 
of the documents to the Planning Inspectorate 
for examination. All representations will be 
examined by a Planning Inspector. The purpose 
of the examination is to consider whether the Plan 
complies with the legal requirements, the duty to 
co-operate and is sound. 

Each Local Plan has two parts:

Publication Draft Local Plan Section 1 - A set 
of strategic policies constructed in partnership 
between the three authorities and Essex 

County Council. This means that the Section 1 
policies are intended to apply across all three 
Local Authorities. These policies include those 
relating to Garden Communities, housing supply, 
employment, shopping and the environment. 
You can send your response to any one of the 
authorities as all responses to Section 1 will be 
collated. Only 1 response to the 3 authorities is 
required.

Publication Draft Local Plan Section 2 - relates 
to the specific district, contains more detailed 
policies and is used to determine planning 
applications. If you wish to comment on the 
Braintree Publication Draft Local Plan Section 
2 you should send your comments to Braintree 
District Council.

If you would like assistance in completing your 
representation or have any other questions 
about the Publication Draft Local Plan please 
contact the Planning Policy Team by email 
planningpolicy@braintree.gov.uk or by phone on 
01376 552525 and ask for Planning Policy.

GUIDANCE NOTES 
& RESPONSE FORM 
to accompany the Publication Draft Local Plan (2017) 

Braintree 
D i s t r i c t  
Counc i l

LOCAL

Shape your district
 2017-33 PLAN

Please read these guidance notes before completing the response form



Part A - Personal Details
Please note that it is not possible for 
representations to be considered anonymously. 
Representations will be published on the 
Council’s websites and included as part of the 
Publication Draft Local Plan submissions to 
the Inspector. Address and contact details will 
removed from published responses. (Village/town 
shown). 

The Council reserves the right not to publish or 
take into account any representations which it 
considers offensive or defamatory.  

Please supply an email address if you have one 
as it will allow us to contact you electronically. 
Everyone who submits a representation will be 
added to the relevant consultation database (if 
not already included) so that we can keep you 
up to date with the plan. If you do not wish to be 
contacted in this way please state this clearly on 
the form.  

If an agent or consultant has been engaged to act 
on your behalf please fill in both sets of details in 
full. Correspondence will be sent to the agent. If 
you are a landowner with an agent acting on your 
behalf, please ensure that your agent knows the 
site name and reference number which your site 
has been given.  

Part B - Representation
Please specify which section of the Publication 
Draft Local Plan your comments relate to, by 
choosing one of the following;  

Section 1 A response to this section will be 
reported to all 3 authorities. 

Section 2 Colchester       
Section 2 Tendring          
Section 2 Braintree

Which part of the plan are you responding to 
(please use one form per submission):

Paragraph:  for a representation on wording or  
paragraph content    

Policy: for a representation on the wording  
or inclusion or omission of a policy       

Other: for example a map inset number, 
site reference  or the wording or  
content of tables or appendices

Legal Compliance and Duty 
to Co-operate
If commenting on how the Publication Draft 
Local Plan has been prepared, it is likely that 
your comments will relate to a matter of legal 
compliance.  

The Inspector will check that the Plan meets the 
legal requirements  

You should consider the following before making 
a representation on legal compliance:

• The Plan should be included in the current
Local Development Scheme (LDS) and the
key stages should have been followed.

• The process of community involvement
for the Plan in question should be in general
accordance with the Statement of
Community Involvement (SCI).

• The Plan should comply with the Town
and County Planning (Local Planning)
(England) Regulations 2012 (the Regulations).
On publication, the LPA must publish the
documents prescribed in the Regulations;
making them available on its website and at
its principal offices. It must also notify the
Local Plan bodies (as set out in the
Regulations) and any persons who have
requested to be notified.

• The LPA must provide a Sustainability
Appraisal Report. This should identify
the process by which it has been carried out,
baseline information used to inform the
process and the outcomes of that process.

• LPAs will be expected to provide evidence of
how they have complied with the Duty to
Co-operate.

• Non-compliance with the duty to cooperate
cannot be rectified after the Plan’s
submission. Therefore the Inspector has no
power to recommend modifications in this
regard. Where the duty has not been
complied with, the Inspector has no choice
but to recommend non-adoption of the Plan.

These plans are 
specific to each 
authority.

}



Soundness 
Soundness is explained in National Planning 
Policy Framework (NPPF) paragraph 182. The 
Inspector has to be satisfied that the Plan is 
positively prepared, justified, effective and 
consistent with national policy.  

More details and further guidance on what is 
meant by the term ‘soundness’ can be found 
below and at; www.planningportal.gov.uk

Positively prepared 
This means that 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 reasonable alternatives, 
based  on a proportionate, robust and credible 
evidence base. 

Effective
The Plan should be deliverable over its period 
and based on effective joint working on cross-
boundary strategic priorities, sound infrastructure 
delivery planning and no regulatory or national 
planning barriers. It should be flexible to changing 
circumstances 

Consistent with national policy 
The Plan should be consistent with national 
policy. Departure must be clearly justified. 

If you think the content of the Plan is not sound 
because it does not include a policy where it 
should do, you should go through the following 
steps before making representations:  

• Is the issue with which you are concerned
already covered specifically by national
planning policy? If so it does not need to be
included?

• Is what you are concerned with covered by
any other policies in the Plan on which you
are seeking to make representations or in any
other Plan?

• If the policy is not covered, how is the Plan
unsound without the policy?

• If the Plan is unsound without the policy, what
should the policy say?

Using the spaces provided please give details of 
why you think the Publication Draft Local Plan is 
not ‘sound having regard to the legal compliance, 
duty to cooperate and the four requirements 
set out above. You should try to support your 
representation by evidence showing why the Plan 
should be modified. If your representation is
over 100 words please include a summary of 
its main points in the box provided.

It will be helpful if you also say precisely 
how you think the Plan should be modified. 
Representations should cover succinctly all 
information, evidence and supporting information 
necessary to support/justify the representation 
and suggested modification, as there will not 
normally be a further opportunity to make 
submissions based on the original representation 
made at publication.    

Where there are groups who share a common 
view on how they wish to see a Plan modified, 
it would be very helpful for that group to send 
a single representation which represents the 
view. In such cases the group should indicate 
how many people it is representing and how the 
representation has been authorised.  

All the formal representations received during this 
stage will be submitted to and considered by the 
appointed independent Planning Inspector at the 
public examination on the Plan. The process is 
likely to include public hearings. The Inspector 
will determine the most appropriate procedure to 
adopt to hear those who choose to participate at 
this stage. If you would like to appear and speak 
at the hearings, please state this and explain 
in the space provided why you consider it is 
necessary that you participate.  

Representations can be sent:

• Via the Council’s online consultation portal: 
www.braintree.gov.uk/
publicationdraftLP

• Via a representation form which can
be downloaded from the website and 
returned via email to
localplan@braintree.gov.uk

• or by post to:
Planning Policy,
Braintree District Council
Causeway House
Braintree
CM7 9HB 



Responses are encouraged via the council’s online consultation system available on the website,  
see www.braintree.gov.uk/newlp  However, this form can be returned electronically to  
localplan@braintree.gov.uk or in hard copy if necessary to:

Planning Policy, Braintree district Council, Causeway House, Bocking End, braintree, CM7 9HB 
The consultation runs from 9am Friday, 16th June to 5pm on Friday, 28th July 2017

This form has two parts: 
Part A - Personal Details and Part B - Your comments

Draft Local Plan 

RESPONSE FORM

1. Personal Details  

Title

First Name

Last Name

Organisation  
(Where relevant) 

Address Line 1 

Address Line 2 

Address Line 3 

Post Code 

E-mail Address 

Telephone  
Number 

2. Agent’s Details (if applicable) 
Title 

First Name

Last Name

Organisation

Address Line 1 

Address Line 2 

Address Line 3 

Post Code 

E-mail Address 

Telephone  
Number

PART A

For internal Use only          ID:         Rep No: Braintree 
D i s t r i c t  
Counc i l

LOCAL

Shape your district
 2017-33    PLAN

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



REPRESENTATION FORM
Please Note: If your representation relates to Section One of the North Essex Strategic Plan / Garden 
Communities you only need to respond to one of the Local Authorities. All representations received by 
Braintree, Colchester and Tendring relating to Section One of the Plan(s) will be submitted together.

You do not need to return this form if you have completed a response using any of the Council’s online 
systems for this consultation. Duplicates will not be considered

Please specify which section of the Publication Draft Local Plan your comments relate to by 
choosing one of the following: 

  Section 1        Section 2 Colchester        Section 2 Tendring         Section 2 Braintree 

Which part of the section are you responding to? 

e.g. Paragraph/Policy/Map/Other

Do you consider the Local Plan is Legally compliant? 
  Yes        No

Does it comply with the Duty to Co-operate? 
  Yes        No

Do you consider the Local Plan is Sound? 
  Yes        No

If you do not consider the Local Plan is sound, please specify on what grounds: 
  Positively prepared        Justified        Effective        Consistent with National Policy

Enter your full representation here: 

PART B

Continue onto next page



If your representation is more than 100 words, please provide a brief summary here:



Please specify the changes needed to be made to make the Plan sound / legally compliant

Do you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination? 
  Yes        No

If Yes - you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you 
consider this to be necessary

Please note the inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear 
those who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

Did you raise the matter that is the subject of your representation with the LPA earlier  
in the process of the preparation of the Local Plan 

  Yes        No

If yes which stage 
  Issues and Options        Preferred Options

Do you wish to be notified? 

  When the document is submitted for independent examination? 

  When the Inspectors Report is published? 

  When document is adopted?

Braintree & Tendring: Return by 5pm 28th July 2017 
(responses to section 2 Braintree and Tendring will not be accepted after this date. After 

this date responses to Section 1 should be sent to Colchester Borough Council)

Colchester: Return by 5pm 11th August 2017
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                   PERSIMMON HOMES ESSEX 
10 Collingwood Road 

Witham  
Essex 

CM8 2EA 
Tel: 01376 518811 Fax: 01376 521145 
DX: 33421 Witham 

www.persimmonhomes.com Planning Policy Manager  Tendering District Council Council Offices  Thorpe Road  Weeley Clacton-On-Sea  Essex CO16 9AJ 28th July 2017  Dear Sir/ Madam 
 
Response by Persimmon Homes to the Tendring Draft Local Plan 
 
Thank you for consulting Persimmon Homes on the Tendring Draft Local Plan. We support the Local 
Plan and want to continue to work with the Borough to deliver their housing targets. 
 
 
Shared Strategic Plan: North Essex Authorities Strategic Part 1 for Local Plans 
 
Duty to Co-operate 
 
It is clear that Tendring, Braintree and Colchester have been working closely in the preparation of 
their Local Plans. The shared approach to meet housing need across the Housing Market Area (HMA) 
set out in ‘Part 1’ of each Local Plan shows a real commitment from to addressing the strategic and 
cross boundary issues facing the housing market area.  
 

1. Comment - Policy SP3 (Meeting Housing Needs) (p35) 
 
Persimmon Homes are a member of the House Builders Federation (HBF) and wish to refer you to 
their representations on the Draft Local Plan, partially with reference to their evidence on OAHN’s 
and the Council’s 5yr Housing Supply, we want you to consider those carefully before the next 
version of the Plan is produced with a view to ensuring that the plan going forward is sound.  
 
We note and welcome Policy SP3 commitment for each authority to maintain a five year housing 
land supply. This is especially important given the significant uncertainties and technical challenges 
that remain regarding the delivery of the three garden communities and the undesirable socio-
economic implications if delivery is delayed.  
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‘Each authority will maintain a sufficient supply of deliverable sites to provide for at least five 
years’ worth of housing and will work proactively with applicants to bring forward sites that 
accord with the overall spatial strategy and relevant policies in the plan’. 

 
The extract from draft Policy SP3 above does not mention that this should be judged against the 
housing requirement within the Local Plan or that there needs to be an appropriate buffer (i.e. 5% 
or 20%). The wording of SP3 should reflects para 47 of the NPPF and as such should be amended to 
read;  

 
‘Each authority will maintain a sufficient supply of deliverable sites sufficient to provide for 
at least five years’ worth of housing against their housing requirements with an additional 
buffer and will work proactively with applicants to bring forward sites that accord with the 
overall spatial strategy and relevant policies in the plan’. 

 
Notwithstanding this, it is not clear from Policy SP3 as to what actions the Council will take in the 
event of a persistent under delivery against housing requirements within the plan. As detailed 
above, the garden community is very ambitious and there remains significant risk that the 
timescales for delivery will slip. In the event of persistent under delivery, the Local Plan should set 
out what actions they shall take. Actions could include a partial review of the plan and allocation of 
additional housing sites.  
 
 

2. Objection - Policy SP5 Infrastructure and Connectivity (p44)  
 
Whilst it is agreed that development must be supported by the provision of infrastructure, services 
and facilities, a significant amount of the items identified rely upon third parties (including public 
and statutory bodies) or wider investment decisions (such as those made by Network Rail, Highways 
Agency, Broadband Providers). Policy SP5 should be amended to recognise the role the Council’s 
have in terms of influencing, co-ordinating and delivering infrastructure and connectivity. Policy SP5 
should also be amended to recognise the role that obligations through s106 or Cil should make in 
addressing infrastructure needs arising from the new development.  
 
It is important that the totality of costs to be borne by the proposed level of development is 
adequately assessed. In light of Para 173 of the NPPF, ‘the sites and the scale of development 
identified in the plan should not be subject to such a scale of obligations and policy burdens that 
their ability to be developed viably is threatened’.  
 
 

3. Objection - Policy SP6 – Place Shaping Principles (p39) 
 
The NPPF (para 8) recognises that ‘well-designed buildings and places can improve the lives of 
people and communities’. The NPPF Core Planning Principles (para 17) is to ‘always seek to secure 
high quality design’. Para 57 refers to ‘It is important to plan positively for the achievement of high 
quality and inclusive design for all development’.  
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The draft Policy SP6 requires ‘All new development must meet the highest standards of urban and 
architectural design’. This requires every development to achieve the ‘highest standard’, which 
would require the achievement of a constant escalation of standards to be the ‘highest’. The 
‘highest’ is a more onerous test than ‘high quality and inclusive design’ within the NPPF. It is 
considered that this constant escalation to achieve the ‘highest’ possible standard would be unduly 
onerous and could threaten development viability. In light of this, SP6 should be amended to read;  
 

‘All new development must be of a high standard of urban and architectural design.’  
 
It is considered that not all of the ‘principles’ stated would be applicable to every development. For 
instance;  

- ‘Where possible, provide a mix of land uses, services and densities…’. It may be possible but 
not desirable to provide a mix of uses in a development.  

- ‘Provide an integrated network of multi-functional public open space’ – a development may 
not be of a scale to achieve this or functionally require it in the event of existing adequate 
provision.  

In light of the above, SP6 should be amended to read;  
 
 ‘All new development should, where applicable, reflect the following principles;  
 
Garden communities 
 

4. Support – SP7 (Development & Delivery of New Garden Communities in North Essex) (p50)  
 
In terms of SP7, Persimmon Homes supports the creation of three new garden communities.  
 
Cross boundary new settlements will require significant degrees of co-operation and joint delivery 
arrangements.  Whilst acknowledging the work done to date, there remains a significant risk that 
the scale and complexity of the planning and the delivery of the Garden Communities will delay 
their anticipated delivery. It will be important that the Council appropriately resources and 
facilitates the timely delivery of the Development Plan Document for the Garden Community.  
 
 

5. Objection 4;   
 Policy SP8 (Tendring/Colchester Borders Garden Community) (p53)  

Policy SP 9 (Colchester/Braintree Boarders Garden Community)(p56) 
Policy SP 10 (West of Braintree Garden Community)(p60) 

 
Persimmon Homes support the creation of the Tendring / Colchester Garden Community.  
 
Policy SP7 (v) has an absolute target of 30% affordable housing. However, Policies SP8 Part B, SP9 
and SP10 states ‘including a minimum of 30% affordable housing’. Persimmon Homes object to 
Policies SP8 Part B, SP9 and SP10 reference to the affordable housing target being a ‘minimum’. The 
Local Plan must set out clearly the target it is seeking to achieve and, in line with Para 173 of the 
NPPF, assess the implications for development viability having regard to the scale of obligations and 
policy burdens of the development plan as a whole.  
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It is considered that an uncapped target does not provide certainty and could place a policy burden 
that would threaten viability. The market and purchasing decisions factor in policy requirements and 
not having clarity would give rise to significant uncertainty that would not assist delivery.  
 
Local Plan Part 2 
 

6. Support - Policy SPL1 (Managing Growth) (p91)  
 
Persimmon Homes supports the proposed settlement hierarchy and the inclusion of Clacton-on-Sea 
as a Strategic Urban Settlement.  
 

7. Support – Policy SPL2 (Settlement Development Boundaries)(p92) 
 
Persimmon Homes are promoting the land at Rouses Farm, west of Jaywick Lane and south of 
St.John’s Road, Clacton-on-Sea for a mix of residential development, community facilities and public 
open space. The settlement boundary as detailed on Map SAMU4 (p200) and the SE Tendring inset 
map is supported.  
 

8. Comment - Policy SPL3 Sustainable Design (p93)  
 
Part B: Practical Requirements 
 
Sub-section (a) – the policy refers to development ‘not lead to an unacceptable increase in 
congestion’. The Policy should refer to mitigation and the residual and cumulative impacts in line 
with NPPF Para 32 which states ‘improvements can be undertaken within the transport network 
that cost effectively limit the significant impacts of the development. Development should only be 
prevented or refused on transport grounds where the residual cumulative impacts of development 
are severe’. It is therefore recommended that part B(a) be amended to read;  
 

a. access to the site is practicable and the highway network, post mitigation, will be able to 
safely accommodate the additional traffic the proposal will generate and not lead to a 
severe residual cumulative impact on the highway network; 

 
Sub-section (s) ‘the applicant/developer can demonstrate how the proposal will minimise the 
production of greenhouse gases and impact on climate change as per the current regulations and 
policies in this plan’; 
 
It is not clear what regulations are referred to and as such this is too ambiguous.  
 
Notwithstanding the above, it is not clear whether the reference to ‘current’ refers to regulations in 
force at the time of adoption of the plan and any subsequent regulations coming into force during 
the plan period.   
 
In accordance with para 173 of the NPPF, ‘Pursuing sustainable development requires careful 
attention to viability and costs in plan-making and decision-taking. Plans should be deliverable. 
Therefore, the sites and the scale of development identified in the plan should not be subject to such 
a scale of obligations and policy burdens that their ability to be developed viably is threatened’. 
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Given that the plan cannot assess the burden arising from (unspecified) regulations, it is considered 
that the plan should (a) specify the regulations to which it seeks adherence and (b) consider the 
implications of existing regulations.  
 
In light of the above, Part B sub-section d should read;  
 

d. the applicant/developer can demonstrate how the proposal will minimise the production 
of greenhouse gases and impact on climate change as per the Building Regulations 
prevailing at the time and policies in this plan; 

 
The footnote to Part C of this policy will require housing developers to consider the use of 
renewable energy and the reduction of emissions. However, the Government have been clear 
through both the Written Ministerial Statement dated the 25th March 2015 and Planning Practice 
Guidance that it considers improvements in energy efficiency and carbon reduction will be achieved 
through Building Regulations with only a limited number of optional technical standards that can be 
required through a Local Plan where there is sufficient evidence to support their implementation. 
There is no need for the Council, through the Local Plan, to ask for consideration to be given to such 
measures. Such policies cannot be implemented or monitored and as such are ineffective and this 
element of the policy should be deleted. 
 
 

9. Support - Policy HP1 (Improving Health and Wellbeing) (p98)  
 
Persimmon Homes supports Policy HP1. We note that the policy seeks mitigation. Persimmon 
Homes are promoting the land at Rouses Farm, west of Jaywick Lane and south of St.John’s Road, 
Clacton-on-Sea for a mix of residential development, community facilities and public open space. As 
part of this development, Persimmon Homes are proposing that the site accommodate a local 
medical facility.  The exact disposition of the healthcare facility will be determined in consultation 
with the Council and the Clinical Commissioning Group as the planning process moves forwards. 
There is an opportunity for the health facility on this site to be of a scale to support the additional 
growth within this area and address the current shortfall in facilities (the area exceeds the 
recommended pupil to GP ratio).   
 

10. Support – Policy HP2 (Community Facilities) (p101)  
 
Persimmon Homes supports Policy HP2. We note that the policy seeks mitigation. Persimmon 
Homes are promoting the land at Rouses Farm, west of Jaywick Lane and south of St.John’s Road, 
Clacton-on-Sea for a mix of residential development, community facilities and public open space. As 
part of this development, Persimmon Homes are proposing that the site accommodate community 
facilities.   
 

11. Comment – Policy HP5 (Open Space, Sports and Recreation Facilities)(p106) 
 
It is useful that the Policy quantifies the percentage of gross site area that should be open space.  
 
It is considered that the threshold for the scale of ‘open space’ being no less than 0.15ha is not 
conducive to delivery or good site planning;  
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(a) Major developments of less than 1.5ha would either not qualify to provide open space or 
would have to deliver a higher proportion of open space in order to meet the 0.15ha 
minimum, which may in tern threaten viability.  

(b) Under the Policy, a ‘usable’ open space would need to be 1500sq.m. The beyond six acre 
standards seek 100sq.m Local Areas of Play, 400sq.m for Local Equipped Areas of Play, 
800sq.m for Neighbourhood Areas of Play.  Therefore, if play space is provided within a 
development without the inclusion of a substantial proportion of associated open space, 
such play area(s) would count towards the ‘usable’ open space for the purposes of the 
policy. This is considered to be flawed as provision for children and young people should be 
encouraged and provided in accessible locations within a development.   

 
It is recommended that the Policy is amended to state;  
 

Based on trends and the 2007 Adopted Local Plan, Policy COM6, 10% of the gross site area 
should be open space. On sites over 1.5ha development should ensure that areas of open space 
are usable and seek to include open space parcel(s) not less than 0.15 hectares. 

 
12. Comment - Part 5 Living Places (p114)  

 
Table LP2 ‘Local Plan Housing Allocations’ details total housing numbers. In relation to Rouses Farm, 
the table states ‘850’. In the associated policy, this number is stated as a minimum. Persimmon 
Homes have undertaken public consultation, extensive technical studies and Master planning of the 
Rouses Farm site to support the emerging allocation. The Environmental Statement submitted to 
the Council alongside the proposals for Rouses Farm demonstrates that the site can satisfactorily 
accommodate 950 homes together with the associated education, health and community facilities. 
The quantum of development supports the total number of homes required within the plan. 
Furthermore, it would support ongoing delivery during the plan period, assisting the Council with 
maintaining a five year land supply and resisting development on sites not envisaged within the 
Development Plan.  This should also be seen in light of the present uncertainty regarding when the 
garden communities will begin to make a meaningful contribution and the potential for slippage 
given the ambitious nature of the Garden Community.  
 

13.  Objection –  
Policy LP3 (Housing Density and Standards) (p120) &  
LP4 (Housing Layout) 

 
Policies L3 & LP4 seek to adopt the new ‘National Technical Housing Standards’ to all new 
development.  
 
National Context 
 
In 2013, The Housing Standards Review (the Review) was launched which sought to simplify and 
rationalise the raft of housing standards which local authorities applied to development. At the 
heart of the Review was a desire to reduce developer costs and create attractive conditions to 
significantly boost housing delivery. The industry was heavily involved in the Review.  
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The outcome of the Review was the establishment via Building Regulations of mandatory baseline 
standards which apply nationwide to all developments. The Government also created a series of 
enhanced Optional Standards relating to access and water, along with a new optional national 
standard on internal space. All of these are implemented through planning but access and water are 
optional Building Regulations and Space Standards are planning only.  
 
Initially the industry had concerns that the enhanced standards would be applied by Local 
Authorities as their starting point. Application of the enhanced standards has the potential to have 
significant implications in terms of product range, build cost, affordability and consumer choice, 
cumulative policy burden, viability and ultimately housing delivery.  
 
In response, the Government confirmed that the enhanced standards were intended to be optional 
and that they would only be needed and viable in certain local circumstances. Otherwise, they 
would have been made mandatory in Building Regulations across the country.  
 
The enhanced standards were introduced on a ‘need to have’ rather than on a ‘nice to have’ basis 
and policy safeguards were put in place.  
 
The standards could only be introduced via a new Local Plan and to do so, clear evidence of need 
had to be demonstrated and impact upon viability had to be considered. It was recognised that EIP 
could be the only forum to properly debate whether development should be subject to such 
enhanced standards.  
 
New Regime and Policy Context  
 
The new regime was launched by a Ministerial Statement dated 25th March 2015 and the creation of 
a new section on optional technical standards in the National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG). 
This was also underpinned by existing policy within the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).  
 
Paragraphs 174 and 177 of the NPPF make it clear that via the Local Plan process LPAs should assess 
the cumulative impact of policy burden, including housing standards, to ensure that it does not put 
implementation of the plan at serious risk.  
 
The new Ministerial Statement stated the following: “The optional new national technical standards 
should only be required through any new Local Plan policies if they address a clearly evidenced need, 
and where their impact on viability has been considered, in accordance with the National Planning 
Policy Framework and Planning Guidance.” 
 
Accompanying this, Paragraph 001 Reference ID:56-001-20150327 of the NPPG made it clear that 
LPAs will need to gather evidence to determine whether there is a need for additional standards in 
their area and justify setting appropriate policies in their Local Plans. Paragraph 002 Reference ID 
56-002-20160519 of the NPPG confirms that LPAs should consider the impact of using these 
standards as part of their Local Plan viability assessment. 
 
The new NPPG section provided substantial guidance in terms of the implementation of the new 
regime including specific advice on the individual standards which are discussed below.  
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As referred to above, via Policy LP3 and LP4, Tendring are seeking to apply the optional national 
space standard along with the optional accessibility and adaptability standards.  
 
Nationally Described Space Standards (NDSS) 
 
NPPG sets out clear criteria which Councils must satisfy in order to adopt optional NDSSs over and 
above the requirements of Building Regulations.  
Where a need for internal space standards is identified, local planning authorities should provide 
justification for requiring internal space policies. Local planning authorities should take account of 
the following areas: 

 need – evidence should be provided on the size and type of dwellings currently being built in 
the area, to ensure the impacts of adopting space standards can be properly assessed, for 
example, to consider any potential impact on meeting demand for starter homes. 

 viability – the impact of adopting the space standard should be considered as part of a plan’s 
viability assessment with account taken of the impact of potentially larger dwellings on land 
supply. Local planning authorities will also need to consider impacts on affordability where a 
space standard is to be adopted. 

 timing – there may need to be a reasonable transitional period following adoption of a new 
policy on space standards to enable developers to factor the cost of space standards into 
future land acquisitions. 

The guidance effectively sets out three stages which must be overcome to ensure the NDSSs are 
only applied where needed and impacts are fully considered. We have considered Policy LP37 below 
with these policy hurdles firmly in mind.  

 NEED  
First and foremost a local authority must demonstrate clearly evidenced needs to require the 
NDSSs. The Council have not presented sufficient evidence to demonstrate need for the optional 
enhanced housing standard above what is established as nationally suitable in Building Regulations.  
 
What is currently being built?  
 
The point to note here is that all new housing clearly must comply with Building Regulations which 
allows flexibility in terms of footprint, room size, circulation space etc. This can be considered 
carefully by the housing market in determining product choice to meet the needs and demands of 
customers. This in turn allows for build refinement in relation to internal fit out. Finally this results in 
whole range of supply chain and construction efficiencies which are crucial to reducing cost, driving 
affordability and reducing build time to increase production. None of this appears to have been 
considered by the Council.  
 
Current sales / Need for market intervention  
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The industry is firmly of the view that current sales rates confirm that current product range is fully 
suitable for those wanting to buy properties. The industry knows its customers and what they want. 
Sales rates in the district are strong.  
 
When establishing need, we would expect Tendring to consider market indicators such as quality of 
life impacts or reduced sales rates with consumer information sighting the inadequacy of housing 
stock in the local area. This does not appear to have been provided to justify application of the 
enhanced standard and market intervention. The Inspector should not endorse the policy without 
this being demonstrated.  
 
The Council must demonstrate why there is a need to impose the NDSS via Policy LP3 and LP4.  
 
Existing Stock / Second Hand Market  
 
Whilst not directly referenced in the NPPG, it is sensible to consider the existing stock. The borough 
has a wide range and choice of second hand properties, ranging from flats and terraced housing 
stock to larger suburban properties. New housing forms only a part of the overall housing market. 
Consumers can choose whether to buy new build or second hand. Those who want to buy 
properties of a larger size than the market is currently building can choose a different offer from the 
second hand market.  
 
Meeting Needs and Impacts on Affordability  
 
A key part of the national guidance is considering the affordability implications of adopting the 
enhanced national space standards. Delivering new housing to assist with affordability is an 
important consideration. It is clear from the emerging plan’s evidence base that affordability in 
Braintree is already a key issue. Indeed, the affordability gap is such that there is a need to boost 
overall housing numbers to seek to combat this. To adopt the enhanced standards we would have 
expected a clear need to have been identified by the SHMA. However, this has not been the case 
and conversely the main issue has been the need to address affordability pressures.  
 
The increase in size increases build cost. Increases in sales prices can have a very negative impact on 
the level of accessibility to market dwellings based upon mortgage rates. 
 
Clearly inclusion of the NDSS would have an adverse impact upon affordability and would be 
contrary to the plan’s own objectives. The implications of applying the NDSS is that it increases build 
cost, which in turn increases sales price and this undermines delivery of the plans objectives. We 
note that no assessment has been undertaken as to how many more families will be pushed into 
affordable need as they can no longer afford a NDSS compliant home.  
 
Strategic Housing Market Area  
 
Purchasers of new homes have a choice of where and what to buy. They make their choice based on 
a range of factors which includes what they can afford. Adoption of the standard will have an 
adverse impact on the affordability of new homes. Based on this impact, purchasers could choose or 
be forced to live elsewhere potentially having significant impacts on the assumptions and objectives 
of the plan. 
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VIABILITY  
Only once a clear need has been demonstrated should the local authority consider testing if the 
enhanced standards are viable, bearing in mind cumulative policy burden. It is not clear from the 
Councils evidence that it has suitably assessed the viability implications of applying the NDSS’s 
alongside all other policy requirements of the plan. The ‘Tendring Economic Viability Study,  
Three Dragons and Troy Planning + Design, July 2017’ seeks to factor in NDSS. However, this 
assessment uses low Benchmark Land Values (p65) as detailed in the table below that are far too 
low and are not representative of the market. In light of this, it is considered that the ‘Tendring 
Economic Viability Study’ is not a sound assessment of the viability implications of applying NDSS.  
 

 Efficient use of Land  
 
The Council should be ensuring that new development maximises the efficient use of land.   
 
Implications on Affordability   
 
Sales price increases would have a significant impact on affordability in an area where the gap is 
widening. Applying the NDSSs will increase the price of a starter home making it markedly harder for 
people to get on the housing ladder.  
 
Viability of Sites  
 
Adoption of the NDSS on 100% of housing will have a significant impact on the viability of sites. It is 
also not a case of simply increasing build cost - increased housing sizes will result in less efficient use 
of land and thus a relative increase in infrastructure burden per plot.  
 
Implications for Brown Field sites  
 
The space standard will have a disproportionate effect on sites in lower value areas and those which 
are brown field. These sites often have remediation costs associated with them + current use value 
which further compound issues with achieving minimum benchmark land values.  
 
TIMING  
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Based on the above, Persimmon Homes is expecting that the NDSS requirement will be dropped 
from Policy LP3 and LP4 however in the event that it is retained, transitional arrangements must be 
suitably addressed as required by NPPG. A transitional period would allow developers to factor in 
the additional cost associated with this policy into future land deals. 
 
The land deals which underpin the majority of identified sites for this plan period will have already 
been secured and as such the proposed transitional arrangements will not provide adequate time 
for the cost to be factored in to the contracts for those sites. Nevertheless, if Tendring is minded to 
retain the NDSS requirement then we recommend a transitional arrangement of a minimum of 3 
years to allow those sites to move through the planning system before the requirements are 
enforced. Therefore NDSS would apply to site to which permission is granted after 2020.  
 
Clarity should be included within the policy to ensure that NDSSs cannot be applied to any approval 
(outline or detailed) prior to the specified date and that where development is approved prior to 
this date all housing built pursuant to the approval under Reserved Matters applications will not be 
subject to the increased space standard. It also needs to be made clear that the cut-off date is based 
upon the time at which planning approval is secured, not when development commences as the 
implications of enhanced standards cannot be factored in so late in the development process.  
 
Taking the above into account and the consequential effect of the transitional policy, the removal of 
the NDSS requirement altogether would appear much more logical thus providing clarity for all.  
 
Housing White Paper – ‘Fixing our broken housing market’  
 
In the recently Housing White Paper the Government have confirmed their view that the 
fundamentals of the Building Regulations system remain sound and that important steps were taken 
in the last Parliament.  
 
In relation to Space Standards, paragraph 1.55 states that “the use of minimum space standards for 
new development is seen as an important tool in delivering quality family homes. However the 
Government is concerned that a one size fits all approach may not reflect the needs and aspirations 
of a wider range of households. For example, despite being highly desirable, many traditional mews 
houses could not be built under today’s standards. We also want to make sure the standards do not 
rule out new approaches to meeting demand, building on the high quality compact living model of 
developers such as Pocket Homes. The Government will review the Nationally Described Space 
Standard to ensure greater local housing choice, while ensuring we avoid a race to the bottom in the 
size of homes on offer.” 
 
The above confirms the Government’s intentions to review NDSSs. This does not have any 
immediate impact upon Tendring’s emerging plan. However, it does demonstrate the Government’s 
unease with a one size fits all approach and its desire to ensure greater local housing choice. 
Unfortunately, introduction of the NDSSs would narrow the choice available at the expense of 
affordability and viability.  
 

14. Comment - Policy LP4 (Housing Layout) 
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Persimmon supports the desire to create a sense of place. There seems to be a conflict between 
criteria (e) and (f) when it comes to the approach to density.  
 

15. Comment - Policy LP5 (Affordable and Council Housing) 
 
The draft version of the Plan considered by the Local Plan Committee on Monday 12th June 2017 is 
set out in the Committee Papers. The version of the Local Plan considered by Members specified a 
target of 25% affordable housing under Policy LP5 and clearly ‘struck through’ the reference to 30%. 
The report on item 7 ‘publication draft local plan’ makes no reference to affordable housing. The 
minute of the meeting does not detail any amendment to the plan in relation to the percentage of 
affordable housing.  
 
The report to the 15th June Council meeting to endorse the plan makes no reference to an 
amendment to the plan in relation to the percentage of affordable housing. The draft local plan 
appended as ‘A1 – Appendix A’ also specifies a target of 25% affordable housing. The draft minute of 
the meeting does not detail any amendment to the plan in relation to the percentage of affordable 
housing. Members endorsed the publication of the consultation draft which includes a target of 25% 
affordable housing. Notwithstanding this, the published consultation draft includes a target of 30%.  
 
In light of the above, the draft plan produced by Officers and considered by Members and to which 
they endorsed for consultation purposes includes a target of 25% affordable housing. The plan was 
drafted having regard to the evidence base. It is unclear why the consultation draft includes a higher 
percentage of affordable housing than endorsed by Members. It is important that the totality and 
scale of obligations and policy requirements within the plan does not threaten development 
viability. The ‘Tendring Economic Viability Study, Three Dragons and Troy Planning + Design, July 
2017’ seeks to factor in affordable housing. However, this assessment uses very low Benchmark 
Land Values (p65) that are far too low and are not representative of the market. In light of this, it is 
considered that the ‘Tendring Economic Viability Study’ is not a sound assessment of the viability 
implications of applying a requirement of 30% affordable housing alongside all the other 
requirements.  
 
There is a need to increase housing delivery within the Country as a whole and within the District. It 
is considered that this would be hampered if the Policy burdens placed upon developers are too 
great. It is considered that the Member endorsed 25% requirement would be more representative 
of what developments can viably achieve.  
 
The forward to the Policy should make clear what is meant by ‘Council Housing’ and the mechanism 
by which such properties are transferred to the Council.  
 
Para 5.5.1 implies that there is limited control upon occupations of Affordable Housing provided by 
Registered Providers. Registered Providers of social housing have a mandatory statutory and 
regulatory obligation to assist local authorities in the discharge of their duties under Part VII of the 
Housing Act 1996. Furthermore, many authorities when grant planning permission include within 
the associated legal agreement (s106) a requirement for the Registered Provider to enter into a 
Nominations Agreement with the Council. A Nominations Agreement is a contract under which 
Councils can place those in housing need into housing association homes as they become available. 
In areas where affordable housing is in short supply Councils usually seek the right to nominate all 
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new housing association tenants. Therefore, there is a mechanism so Tendring can ensure that new 
affordable housing provided by a Registered Provider can be prioritised to those who qualify and are 
in the greatest need based upon their own housing register.  
 
The draft Policy seeks either (i) 30% of new dwellings as affordable housing or as an alternative (ii) 
10% as Council Housing plus a commuted sum.  The Policy by virtue of the different percentages 
sought seeks to recognise the significant increase in costs to the developer associated with providing 
‘Council Housing’.  
 
The second paragraph should make it clear that the 30% referred to relates to Affordable Housing 
and not a (unspecified) proportion of affordable housing and a (unspecified) proportion of ‘Council 
Housing’.  The proposed change is detailed below;  
 

‘For development proposals outside of the Tendring Colchester Borders Garden Community, 
involving the creation of 11 or more (net) homes, the Council will expect 30% of new 
dwellings, (including conversions) to be made available to Tendring District Council (subject 
to viability testing) or its nominated partner(s) to acquire at a proportionate discounted 
value for use as affordable or council housing.  
Places 
As an alternative, the Council will accept a minimum 10% of new dwellings, (including 
conversions) to be made available to Tendring District Council or its nominated partner(s) to 
acquire at a proportionate discounted value for use as council housing alongside a financial 
contribution towards the construction or acquisition of property for use as council housing 
equivalent to delivering the remainder of the 30% requirement’. 

 
Paragraph 5 states that the ‘size and type of council housing will be specified by the Council on a 
case-by-case basis having regard to the latest housing needs register and will be the subject of 
negotiation between the Council and the developer or applicant’. It is not clear as worded whether 
this statement also refers to ‘Affordable Housing’.  
 
Notwithstanding the above, Para 5 purely refers to the Housing Needs Register. The Strategic 
Housing Market Assessment (Jan 2016) includes an assessment of ‘additional units required to meet 
housing need in Tendring’ and ‘Size and type of affordable home required by those in need (per 
annum) in Tendring’ (see Tables 5.13d AND 5.14d, p145, SHMA 2016). The Council has therefore 
assessed the need for the size and type of affordable homes required over the plan period. It is 
considered that in assessing the housing need purely on the Housing Needs Register would not be 
fully representative of need, particularly the need for intermediate housing products.  
 
The Economic Viability Study (2017) makes an assumption regarding the split between Affordable 
Rented Units and Intermediate Tenures (para 2.25). The assessment recognises that there may be 
scenarios whereby the tenure mix needs to be flexed to have regard to development viability.  
 
The size of units will also be informed by the nature of the scheme. For instance, a scheme of 
predominantly apartments may struggle to include four bedroom houses and this should be 
recognised.  
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In light of the above, it is considered that the size and tenure should be determined having regard to 
the most robust available data including the most recent SHMA, the Housing Needs Register, 
development viability and the nature of the development. In light of the above, paragraph 5 should 
be amended to read;  
 

The size and type of Affordable and / or Council Housing within a qualifying  development 
shall be assessed on a case-by-case basis having regard to the most recent Strategic Housing 
Market Assessment, latest housing needs register, development viability and the nature of 
the scheme and will be the subject of negotiation between the Council and the developer or 
applicant. 

 
 

16. Support - Policy PP3 (Village and Neighbourhood Centres) (p143) 
 
The policy encourages small-scale retail development to serve day-to-day needs. The Policy 
identifies a proposed neighbourhood centre at ‘Rouses Farm Garden Suburb’. Persimmon Homes 
supports Policy PP2. Persimmon Homes are promoting the land at Rouses Farm, west of Jaywick 
Lane and south of St.John’s Road, Clacton-on-Sea for a mix of residential development, community 
facilities and public open space. As part of this development, Persimmon Homes are proposing that 
the site accommodate a neighborhood centre which would include provision for a medical facility 
and retail opportunity.   The scale of the facility seeks to meet local day-to-day needs and not exceed 
to the ‘local impact threshold in PP4’ and as such would not threaten the viability or vitality of 
existing centres.   
 

17. Support - Policy PP12 (Improving Education and Skills)  
 
Persimmon Homes support the need to mitigate the impact of development on education.  
Persimmon Homes are promoting the land at Rouses Farm, west of Jaywick Lane and south of 
St.John’s Road, Clacton-on-Sea for a mix of residential development, community facilities and public 
open space. As part of this development, the Masterplan includes provision for a new Primary 
School and early years facility.  
 

18. Support – Policy SAMU4 (Development at Rouses Farm, Jaywick Lane, Clacton) 
 
Persimmon Homes supports Policy SAMU4. Persimmon Homes are promoting the land at Rouses 
Farm, west of Jaywick Lane and south of St.John’s Road, Clacton-on-Sea for a mix of residential 
development, community facilities and public open space. As part of this process, Persimmon 
Homes have engaged with the local community and other stakeholders to seek their views as 
evidenced in the Statement of Community Involvement submitted to Tendring Council (July 2017).  
 
As part of the Preferred Options Consultation, Persimmon Homes submitted a ‘Site Deliverability 
Statement, September 2016). This sets the site and policy context. As set out in the Deliverability 
Statement, Persimmon Homes commissioned a specialist consultant team to produce various 
technical assessments as part of an Environmental Statement. The findings of this technical work 
had informed the Deliverability Statement and the associated Masterplan.  
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Since the production of the Site Deliverability Statement, the technical assessments and associated 
Masterplan work and pre-application engagement has continued. Persimmon Homes have formally 
advanced proposals for the development of the site for up to 950 residential units (including 
affordable housing) with a new neighborhood centre comprising a local healthcare facility of up to 
1,500 sq.m and up to 700sq.m for shops, food and drink and community centre. In addition, the 
proposal includes a 2.1ha site for a new primary school and associated roads, open space, drainage 
landscaping and other associated infrastructure.  
 
The proposal includes a Masterplan and a series of Parameter Plans which detail how the proposed 
development can be satisfactorily provided on-site and create an attractive community. The 
planning application was submitted in July 2017 and is supported by an Environmental Statement 
which is underpinned by the detailed technical studies undertaken.  
 
The development would make a substantial contribution towards the delivery of both market and 
affordable housing, including provision for bungalows. It supports the plan and assist the Council 
maintain an adequate supply of housing land during the initial part of the plan period.  
 
The site forms a sustainable extension to Clacton, with the ability to meet infrastructure thresholds 
for education and healthcare provision. The allocation supports the Council’s spatial strategy in 
focusing a proportionate amount of growth to existing settlements to meet housing need and to 
support employment opportunities.  
 
In terms of part (a) of the Policy, this seeks at least 850 new homes including affordable housing. 
This is supported. As detailed above, the Master planning and technical assessments demonstrate 
that the site and associated infrastructure can successfully accommodate a mixed use development 
including 950 homes.  
 
In terms of part (b) and (k) of the Policy, this seeks a new primary school on-site. As detailed above, 
the Masterplanning and technical evidence demonstrates that this can be accommodated and 
successfully integrated into the new neighborhood.  
 
In terms of part (c) and (d), Persimmon support the delivery of a new neighborhood centre and 
healthcare facilities on this site. Persimmon Homes have had ongoing discussions with NHS England 
with regards the type of facility to meet the needs within the area and this has informed the 
proposals for this site.  
 
In terms of part (e), (f) and (g), Persimmon Homes have engaged throughout the plan making 
process and have evolved a Masterplan having regard to the Council’s objectives for this site, 
community consultation and various detailed technical assessments. The Masterplan would deliver 
the objectives of SAMU4, including the quantum of open space sought and the access arrangements 
as specified.  
 
In terms of parts (i), (j), (m), Persimmon Homes consider that these are sensible stipulations to 
which the proposed Masterplan has had regard.  
 

19. Policy CP3 Improving the telecommunications network (p188) 
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Whilst paragraphs 43 to 46 of the NPPF establishes that local planning authorities should seek 
support the expansion of electronic communications networks it does not seek to prevent 
development that does not have access to such networks. By stating all, new dwellings must be 
served by super-fast broadband potentially allows the Council to refuse a development without such 
provision or impose a Grampian condition preventing a development from being occupied until such 
networks are provided. The provision of super-fast broadband is not in the control of the developer 
who requires a third party provider for such infrastructure. It is also the case that the house building 
industry is fully aware of the benefits of having their homes connected to super-fast broadband and 
what their customers will demand. 
 
We are also concerned that no additional costs have been included in the viability study for such 
provision. The study sets out in appendix 2 that these costs are incorporated into standard 
assumptions on development costs. However, we consider it essential that this policy is properly 
costed within the viability study. In particular the cost of such a policy on smaller developments in 
more rural communities could be significant and should be considered separately. Without this 
additional evidence there is clearly no justification to support this policy. In seeking to extend 
broadband to homes the Council should work proactively with telecommunications providers to 
extend provision and not rely on the development industry to provide for such infrastructure. 
 
The fourth bullet point following part d) of this policy should therefore be deleted. 
 
Conclusion 
 
Persimmon Homes welcomes the opportunity to comment. We support the Council’s ongoing Plan 
making process and the broad thrust of the Local Plan. We hope these representations are of 
assistance in taking the plan forward to the next stage of plan preparation and examination.  
 
 
 
Yours sincerely 

 David Moseley,  
Planning Manager,  
Persimmon Homes Essex 
 
  



GUIDANCE NOTES 
& RESPONSE FORM 
to accompany the Publication Draft Local Plan (2017) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Please read these guidance notes before completing the response form 
 

Introduction 
Braintree District Council, Tendring District 
Council and Colchester Borough Council, have 
each published their own Publication Draft Local 
Plan for consultation. Section 1 is common to 
each plan. This response form can be used to 
respond to any part of the 3 Plans. It is important 
to specify which. 

The 3 Plans have been published in order for 
representations to be made prior to submission 
of the documents to the Planning Inspectorate 
for examination. All representations will be 
examined by a Planning Inspector. The purpose 
of the examination is to consider whether the Plan 
complies with the legal requirements, the duty to 
co-operate and is sound. 

Each Local Plan has two parts: 

Publication Draft Local Plan Section 1 - A set 
of strategic policies constructed in partnership 
between the three authorities and Essex 

County Council. This means that the Section 1 
policies are intended to apply across all three 
Local Authorities. These policies include those 
relating to Garden Communities, housing supply, 
employment, shopping and the environment. 
You can send your response to any one of the 
authorities as all responses to Section 1 will be 
collated. Only 1 response to the 3 authorities is 
required. 

Publication Draft Local Plan Section 2 - relates 
to the specific district, contains more detailed 
policies and is used to determine planning 
applications. If you wish to comment on the 
Tendring Publication Draft Local Plan Section 
2 you should send your comments to Tendring 
District Council. 

If you would like assistance in completing your 
representation or have any other questions 
about the Publication Draft Local Plan please 
contact the Planning Policy Team by email 
planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk or by phone 
on 01255686177 and ask for Planning Policy. 
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Part A - Personal Details 
Please note that it is not possible for 
representations to be considered anonymously. 
Representations will be published on the 
Council’s websites and included as part of the 
Publication Draft Local Plan submissions to 
the Inspector. Address and contact details will 
removed from published responses. (Village/town 
shown). 

The Council reserves the right not to publish or 
take into account any representations which it 
considers offensive or defamatory. 

Please supply an email address if you have one 
as it will allow us to contact you electronically. 
Everyone who submits a representation will be 
added to the relevant consultation database (if 
not already included) so that we can keep you 
up to date with the plan. If you do not wish to be 
contacted in this way please state this clearly on 
the form. 

If an agent or consultant has been engaged to act 
on your behalf please fill in both sets of details in 
full. Correspondence will be sent to the agent. If 
you are a landowner with an agent acting on your 
behalf, please ensure that your agent knows the 
site name and reference number which your site 
has been given. 

 
Part B - Representation 
Please specify which section of the Publication 
Draft Local Plan your comments relate to, by 
choosing one of the following; 

Section 1 A response to this section will be 
reported to all 3 authorities. 

Legal Compliance and Duty 
to Co-operate 
If commenting on how the Publication Draft 
Local Plan has been prepared, it is likely that 
your comments will relate to a matter of legal 
compliance. 

The Inspector will check that the Plan meets the 
legal requirements 

You should consider the following before making 
a representation on legal compliance: 

• The Plan should be included in the current 
Local Development Scheme (LDS) and the 
key stages should have been followed. 

• The process of community involvement 
for the Plan in question should be in general 
accordance with the Statement of 
Community Involvement (SCI). 

• The Plan should comply with the Town 
and County Planning (Local Planning) 
(England) Regulations 2012 (the Regulations). 
On publication, the LPA must publish the 
documents prescribed in the Regulations; 
making them available on its website and at 
its principal offices. It must also notify the 
Local Plan bodies (as set out in the 
Regulations) and any persons who have 
requested to be notified. 

• The LPA must provide a Sustainability 
Appraisal Report. This should identify 
the process by which it has been carried out, 
baseline information used to inform the 
process and the outcomes of that  process. 

• LPAs will be expected to provide evidence of 
how they have complied with the Duty  to 

Section 2 Colchester 
Section 2 Tendring 
Section 2 Braintree 

These plans are 
specific to each 
authority. 

Co-operate. 

• Non-compliance with the duty to cooperate 
cannot be rectified after the Plan’s

Which part of the plan are you responding to 
(please use one form per submission): 

Paragraph:  for a representation on wording or 
paragraph content 

Policy: for a representation on the wording 
or inclusion or omission of a policy 

Other: for example a map inset number, 
site reference or the wording or 
content of tables or  appendices 

submission. Therefore the Inspector has no 
power to recommend modifications in this 
regard. Where the duty has not been 
complied with, the Inspector has no choice 
but to recommend non-adoption of the  Plan. 

} 



Soundness 
Soundness is explained in National Planning 
Policy Framework (NPPF) paragraph 182. The 
Inspector has to be satisfied that the Plan is 
positively prepared, justified, effective and 
consistent with national policy. 

More details and further guidance on what is 
meant by the term ‘soundness’ can be found 
below and at; www.planningportal.gov.uk 

Positively prepared 
This means that 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 reasonable alternatives, 
based on a proportionate, robust and credible 
evidence base. 

Effective 
The Plan should be deliverable over its period and 
based on effective joint working on cross- 
boundary strategic priorities, sound infrastructure 
delivery planning and no regulatory or national 
planning barriers. It should be flexible to changing 
circumstances 

Consistent with national policy 
The Plan should be consistent with national 
policy. Departure must be clearly justified. 

If you think the content of the Plan is not sound 
because it does not include a policy where it 
should do, you should go through the following 
steps before making representations: 

• Is the issue with which you are concerned 
already covered specifically by national 
planning policy? If so it does not need to be 
included? 

• Is what you are concerned with covered by 
any other policies in the Plan on which you 
are seeking to make representations or in any 
other Plan? 

• If the policy is not covered, how is the Plan 
unsound without the policy? 

• If the Plan is unsound without the policy, what 
should the policy say? 

Using the spaces provided please give details of 
why you think the Publication Draft Local Plan is 
not ‘sound having regard to the legal compliance, 
duty to cooperate and the four  requirements 
set out above. You should try to support your 
representation by evidence showing why the Plan 
should be modified. If your representation is 
over 100 words please include a summary of 
its main points in the box provided. 

It will be helpful if you also say precisely 
how you think the Plan should be modified. 
Representations should cover succinctly all 
information, evidence and supporting information 
necessary to support/justify the representation 
and suggested modification, as there will not 
normally be a further opportunity to make 
submissions based on the original representation 
made at publication. 

Where there are groups who share a common 
view on how they wish to see a Plan modified, 
it would be very helpful for that group to send 
a single representation which represents the 
view. In such cases the group should indicate 
how many people it is representing and how 
the representation has been authorised. 

All the formal representations received during this 
stage will be submitted to and considered by the 
appointed independent Planning Inspector at the 
public examination on the Plan. The process is 
likely to include public hearings. The Inspector 
will determine the most appropriate procedure to 
adopt to hear those who choose to participate at 
this stage. If you would like to appear and speak 
at the hearings, please state this and explain 
in the space provided why you consider it is 
necessary that you participate. 

Representations can be sent: 

• Via the Council’s online consultation portal: 
http://tendring-
consult.objective.co.uk/portal  

• Via a representation form which can 
be downloaded from the website and 
returned via email to 
planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.
uk 

• or by post to: 
Planning Policy, 
Tendring District Council 
Thorpe Road 
Weeley 
Essex 
CO16 9AJ 

http://www.planningportal.gov.uk/
http://tendring-consult.objective.co.uk/portal
http://tendring-consult.objective.co.uk/portal
mailto:planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk
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For internal Use only ID: 
 

Rep No: 
 

     

 

 

Responses are encouraged via the council’s online consultation system available on the website, 
see http://tendring-consult.objective.co.uk/portal  However, this form can be returned electronically 
to planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk or in hard copy if necessary to: 

Planning Policy, Tendring District Council, Thorpe Road, Weeley, Essex, CO16 9AJ 
The consultation runs from 9am Friday, 16th June to 5pm on Friday, 28th July 2017 

This form has two parts: 
Part A - Personal Details and Part B - Your comments 

 
 

  PART A  
 

1. Personal Details 

Title 

First Name 

Last Name 

Organisation 
(Where relevant) 

 
Address Line 1 

 
Address Line 2 

 
Address Line 3 

Post Code 

E-mail Address 
 

Telephone 
Number 

2. Agent’s Details (if applicable) 

Title 
 

First Name 

Last Name 

Organisation 

Address Line 1 

Address Line 2 
 

Address Line 3 

Post Code 

E-mail Address 
 

Telephone 
Number 
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  PART B  

REPRESENTATION FORM 
Please Note: If your representation relates to Section One of the North Essex Strategic Plan / Garden 
Communities you only need to respond to one of the Local Authorities. All representations received by 
Braintree, Colchester and Tendring relating to Section One of the Plan(s) will be submitted together. 

You do not need to return this form if you have completed a response using any of the Council’s online 
systems for this consultation. Duplicates will not be  considered 

Please specify which section of the Publication Draft Local Plan your comments relate to by 
choosing one of the following: 

Section 1 Section 2 Colchester Section 2 Tendring Section 2 Braintree 

Which part of the section are you responding to? 
e.g. Paragraph/Policy/Map/Other 

 
Do you consider the Local Plan is Legally compliant? 

Yes No 
 
Does it comply with the Duty to Co-operate? 

Yes No 
 
Do you consider the Local Plan is Sound? 

Yes No 
 
If you do not consider the Local Plan is sound, please specify on what grounds: 

Positively prepared Justified Effective Consistent with National Policy 
 
Enter your full representation here: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Continue onto next page 



 
 

If your representation is more than 100 words, please provide a brief summary here: 



Please specify the changes needed to be made to make the Plan sound / legally compliant 
 

 
Do you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination? 

Yes No 
 

If Yes - you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you 
consider this to be necessary 

Please note the inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear 
those who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination. 

 
Did you raise the matter that is the subject of your representation with the LPA earlier 
in the process of the preparation of the Local Plan 

Yes No 
 

If yes which stage 
Issues and Options Preferred Options 

 
Do you wish to be notified? 

When the document is submitted for independent examination? 

When the Inspectors Report is published? 

When document is adopted? 
 

Braintree & Tendring: Return by 5pm 28th July 2017 
(responses to section 2 Braintree and Tendring will not be accepted after this date. After 

this date responses to Section 1 should be sent to Colchester Borough Council) 

Colchester: Return by 5pm 11th August 2017 
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Tendring District Local Plan – Publication Draft 
Representations on behalf of Mr R Giles and Nexus Land Ltd   
  

Date:  July 2017 

 
 
Policy SP8 (Tendring/Colchester Borders Garden Community) 
 
We have no objection to the principle of a new garden community on the borders of Colchester and 
Tendring, or the assumption that this new garden community will expand beyond the Plan period as a 
major location for growth in North Essex. 
 
Our concerns relate principally to the need to ensure that assumptions regarding deliverability in the Plan 
period are realistic for this location.  
 
The draft Policy notes that the details for the proposed development would be the subject of a joint 
Masterplan Framework to be prepared by Colchester and Tendring districts Councils, and it is reasonable 
to assume that the majority of the Masterplan Framework preparation will not occur until after the Local 
Plan has been Examined and found sound (though we accept that an element of ‘twin tracking’ of the LPD 
and Masterplan processes could occur). It might therefore be reasonably expected that the Masterplan 
Framework will not be in place until circa 2018/19, after which an initial planning application(s) would 
need to come forward, coupled with the appropriate s106 agreement in respect of infrastructure delivery, 
before any development could commence. We note from the background documentation produced that 
there is an expectation of significant community involvement in the design of the garden communities, 
which is important, but which needs to be factored in to the lead in time for delivery. 
 
At this stage, therefore, and in the absence of a more specific project programme for this location, the 
earliest that it might be expected that housing construction could start on site would be circa 2021, and 
even that would be a challenging target, given that it is only 5 years away, and the Local Plan is still only at 
Preferred Options stage. In reality, it is highly likely that commencement on site would take longer to 
achieve than that. 
 
Tendring district tends to be a relatively slower housing market compared to other parts of North Essex, 
and in this location, it might be expected that a strategic development, once output reaches full 
production, could deliver in the order of 100 - 150 dwellings per annum, depending upon the affordable 
housing element (we note that Section 8.4 of the Options and Evaluation Report suggests 120 units, or 
160 units with 25% affordable). Assuming a reasonable average of, say, 125 units per annum, this would 
delivery only 1500 units within the Plan period, not 2,500. 
 



 
 

  

 
 

We appreciate from the background documentation that it is intended to set up innovative Local Delivery 
Vehicles to help deliver the new garden communities, and there may be mechanisms by which such LDVs 
might be able to support consistent delivery, but the establishment of these LDVs themselves represents 
a further potential hurdle to the early commencement of the new garden communities, as the new legal 
and procedural arrangements for delivery will need to be in place in advance of commencement of 
construction. The assumption in section 8.4 of the Options and Evaluation Report that a combination of 
an LDV and marketing of the concept of garden communities can add 50% to delivery rates is wholly 
without any evidence or foundation. 
 
It is also relevant to note that this particular development option straddles two local authority 
boundaries, and notwithstanding the co-operation being shown on the strategic development principles, 
this factor creates additional complexities for delivery. 
 
The above (albeit at this stage rough) estimates of delivery suggest that the relevant Local Plans need to 
find sites for in the region of an additional 1000 units, to overcome the shortfall in likely delivery in the 
Plan period.  
 
In the absence of an agreed phasing plan for the new garden community, it is difficult at this stage to be 
precise about the extent to which any delivery shortfall would affect the Tendring Local Plan, but 
assuming a likely phased delivery from the west (fringes of Colchester) towards the east, it is possible that 
none of the 1,164 units assumed to be delivered within Tendring district will in fact come forward in the 
Plan period.  
 
Policy SPL1 (Managing Growth) 
 
We broadly support the settlement hierarchy set out in Policy SPL1, and the distinction between the 
different categories of settlements. In particular, we support the inclusion of Clacton-on-Sea as a strategic 
urban settlement, and the recognition in paragraph 2.43 that the strategic urban settlements will 
accommodate the largest proportion of the District’s housing stock over the Plan period.  
 
We note that paragraph 2.44 states that both Clacton and the Colchester Fringe are to be identified as 
‘broad areas’ for longer term growth beyond the current Plan period. In respect of the Colchester Fringe, 
we note that Map 12 does indeed identify a ‘broad location’ within which future development could 
occur, rather than a specific site allocation.  
 
However, for Clacton, Maps 10 and 11 show specific site allocation, and there is no similar notation of a 
‘broad location’ for future growth. It is not evident therefore how the concept of Clacton as a ‘broad 
location’ for future growth is translated in to a practical policy or Proposals Map annotation, as there 
appears to be no other reference other than the statement referred to above at paragraph 2.44. 
 
We consider it right that Clacton is identified as a broad location for future growth (and for additional 
growth in the Plan period, in the event of under-delivery elsewhere). This could include one of a number 
of practical measures, such as: 
 

1. Identifying reserve allocations at Clacton (see also our representations to LP1), which if unused 
would provide possible longer term locations for growth; 

2. Identifying the urban fringes of Clacton not otherwise allocated as specific development sites as a 
‘broad location’ in similar vein to the notation used on Map 12; 

3. Identifying broad directions for future growth at Clacton/indicative locations on the Key Diagram. 
 



 
 

  

 
 

 
Policy LP1 (Housing Supply) 
 
As currently drafted, there is a lack of consistency/clarity between the housing provisions of Policy LP1 
and the strategic housing provisions of SP2. The strategic policies of the Plan cover a 20 year plan period 
from 2013 to 2033, and, at 550 dwellings per annum, require the provision of 11,000 homes in the plan 
period.  
 
Policy LP1 refers to a shorter plan period of 2032, and the document is therefore internally inconsistent in 
this respect. 
 
The 9,955 homes referred to in Policy LP1 as being deliverable from the allocations/sources referred to 
therefore represents a shortfall of 1,045 against the strategic housing target of SP2, not the 19 units 
referred to in Policy LP1.  
 
Furthermore, for the reasons set out in our representations to Policy SP8, we do not consider that the 
1,164 units identified under Policy LP1 for East Colchester can be relied upon for delivery within Tendring 
District within the Plan period.  
 
In addition, given the size of Weeley and the current market demand for property in that area, we would 
also question whether or not there is evidence to support the contention that the village will be able to 
deliver over 1000 properties in the Plan period.  
 
Given the large scale of the overall housing allocation, and the need for delivery from a large range of 
housing sites, there must also be some prospect for non-delivery from other sources. 
 
For all of the above reasons, we consider that there is a shortfall in planned housing supply within the 
Plan period, and a likelihood of under-delivery from those sources of housing supply that are identified. 
 
We therefore consider that is a case for both additional residential allocations or, in the absence of 
specific additional allocations, either the identification of reserve sites or a policy that would have the 
effect of triggering the delivery of additional housing at identified locations in the event of under-delivery. 
 
In accordance with the settlement hierarchy set out in Policy SPL1, the logical locations for any additional 
allocations/reserve locations would be the Strategic Urban Settlements. However, as the Colchester 
western fringe is one of the prime candidates for under-delivery in the Plan period, this would not be an 
appropriate location for identifying additional deliverable land. Clacton-on-Sea and Harwich/Dovercourt 
would therefore be the logical locations. 
 
In accordance with our representations to the Policies Map for South East Tendring, we consider that land 
on the east side of Clacton at Burrs Road/Sladbury’s Lane should be identified for residential 
development, either as: 
 

(a) An allocation for immediate development in the light of the shortfall identified above; 
(b) As a reserve site in the event of under-delivery from other locations; 
(c) As part of the ‘broad location’ for future growth referred to in paragraph 2.44 (see our 

representations to Policy SPL1). 
 
 
 



 
 

  

 
 

 
 
Policy PPL6 Strategic Green Gaps 
 
In our submission, the proposed east Clacton Local Green Gap between Burrsville Park and Holland On 
Sea should be deleted on the basis of the following: 

 
1. the Council has previously determined to redefine the LGG in the context of the emerging 

Local Plan to exclude the Application Site from continued protection under this policy;  
 
2. Our client’s land by reason of its location relative to adjoining open countryside, and its ability 

to deliver a substantial area of Green Infrastructure, does not materially prejudice the ability 
of the Council to maintain a Green Gap between Holland-on-Sea and Clacton-on-Sea;  

 
3.  That there are moreover additional green infrastructure requirements in the case of the 

Subject Site, specifically an acknowledged shortfall in publically accessible open space.  
 
 
Policies Map South East Tendring District 
 
In the light of our representations to SP8, SPL1, and LP1, we consider that the additional land shown on 
the attached plan should identified for residential development, either as: 
 

(a) An allocation for immediate development in the light of the shortfall in housing land supply (as 
identified in our representations to LP1); 

(b) As a reserve site in the event of under-delivery from other locations (as per our representations 
to LP1); 

(c) As part of the ‘broad location’ for future growth referred to in paragraph 2.44 (see our 
representations to Policy SPL1). 

 
This location has previously been identified as suitable and available in the Council’s Strategic Housing 
Land Availability Assessment, and indeed was proposed for development in the 2010 Draft Local Plan. It 
remains a highly sustainable location, close to the town centre and local facilities, and close to local 
employment opportunities. The SHLAA has identified no unresolvable environmental objections, and 
therefore subject to appropriate highway mitigation and educational provision (a primary school can be 
provided on site), the evidence still supports the allocation of this site for development.  
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Planning Policy Date: 27 July 2017 
Tendring District Council 
Thorpe Road Our Ref: OM  M15/0715-129 
Weeley 
Essex   
CO16 9AJ 

By email only: 
planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk  

 
Dear Sirs 
 
RE:  TENDRING DISTRICT COUNCIL 2013-2033 AND BEYOND – PUBLICATION DRAFT 

LOCAL PLAN CONSULTATION JULY 2017, SECTIONS 1 AND 2 
 
We represent Rentplus, a company providing an innovative affordable housing model aimed at 
delivering discounted rented homes to buy for people who are unable to acquire a property on the 
open market but also trapped by ineligibility for existing affordable housing tenures.  
 
Enclosed with this consultation response is an Affordable Housing Statement by Tetlow King Planning 
setting out the model’s compliance with the NPPF definition of affordable housing and how this should 
be incorporated into local plans to boost supply and meet local needs. We ask that this be read 
alongside our representation so that the Council’s strategic approach to housing delivery takes into 
account this innovative model which has the capacity to meet a significant level of unmet need locally. 
 
The rent to buy model enables families to move to new homes that match their aspirations for home 
ownership. These developments have helped households out of inappropriate housing, with 30% of 
households moving into a recent Rentplus scheme leaving social and affordable rented properties; 
this released homes for households in greater need. The model also enables hard working families 
trapped in private rented sector accommodation, or still living with parents, to gain independence and 
security of tenure. The model would deliver clear benefits to many across Tendring who are unable to 
afford to buy and cannot currently save towards a future purchase. The Rentplus model provides 
homes at an affordable rent for those expecting to purchase in 5, 10, 15 or 20 years, with a 10% gifted 
deposit to assist purchase.  
 
It is worth emphasising that the Rentplus rent to buy model is not an intermediate product, but a 
hybrid as it provides affordable rent and full purchase of the home. As tenants rent for between 5 to 
20 years at an affordable rent the model does not fit within the current definition of intermediate 
housing; the specifics of the Rentplus model are fully discussed in the enclosed Affordable Housing 
Statement. 
 
In order to take full advantage of the opportunities that Rentplus brings, we consider that a number of 
amendments are necessary to the Publication Draft Local Plan, and these are set out below. 
 
Section 1 - Strategic 
 
1.7 Strategic Objectives 
 
We consider that the Strategic Objective for providing sufficient new homes needs to take account of 
future aspirations, in particular the desire to own a home in the future. Therefore we recommend the 
following amendment: 
 

“Providing Sufficient New Homes – to provide for a level and quality of  new homes to meet the 
needs and aspirations of a growing and ageing population in North Essex…” 
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Policies SP8, SP9, SP10 – Garden Communities 
 
B. Housing 
 
To further bolster the individual strategic site allocation policies the Council should seek refer to the 
need to provide a range of affordable housing, including rent to buy, to reflect the emerging national 
policy approach. Furthermore in the interests of clarity, the term ‘affordable housing’ should be 
capitalised, to make clear it refers to the definition in the Glossary. 
 
We therefore recommend the following amendment to this policy: 
 
3. A  m ix of  ho using t ypes and  t enures including s elf- and c ustom-build and s tarter ho mes will b e 
provided on the site, including a minimum of 30% Aaffordable Hhousing including rent to buy to reflect 
local needs and aspirations. ...”.  
 
Glossary of Terms 
 
We welcome the broad definition of the term ‘affordable housing’ in the Glossary. However, the SHMA 
dates from 2015 and so does not take account of the most recent Government policy consultations 
which set a clear direction of travel towards widening the definition of affordable housing.  
 
This includes the introduction of rent to buy within the National Planning Policy Framework, to widen 
the definition to allow an even more flexible and responsive set of tenures that better reflects the 
reality of delivering affordable housing across the country. Whilst Tendring experiences a continued 
acute need for affordable housing, it is considered necessary to respond to the Government’s agenda 
by making clear that the rent to buy model is included within the definition of affordable housing. 
 
We therefore recommend that the definition is amended as follows: 
 
“Homes provided in perpetuity to meet the housing needs of people who cannot afford to buy or rent 
property on t he o pen market. A ffordable h ousing c an i nclude C ouncil H ousing, s ocial r ented 
accommodation, intermediate housing, and shared-ownership and rent to buy.” 
 
Section 2 – Local 
 
Policy LP5 – Affordable Housing 
 
As worded, the policy does not include thresholds other than by number of dwellings. To ensure that 
the maximum amount of affordable housing is captured, we recommend that area thresholds are also 
included: 
 
For development proposals outside of the Tendring Colchester Borders Garden Community, involving 
the creation of 11 or more (net) homes or with a site area of  0.5ha (whichever is the smallest), the 
Council will expect 30% of new dwellings, (including conversions) to be made available to Tendring 
District Council ( subject to v iability testing) or  its nominated par tner(s) to acquire at  a proportionate 
discounted value for use as aAffordable or council Hhousing. 
 
In our view the option of a partial financial contribution should be sub-ordinate to on-site provision, 
because of the risk that a financial contribution is not spent before it has to be returned to the 
developer. We therefore recommend the following change: 
 
As an alternative, Where it is impractical to provide on-site accommodation, the Council will accept a 
minimum 10% of  ne w dwellings, ( including c onversions) t o be  m ade av ailable t o T endring District 
Council or its nominated partner(s) to acquire at a proportionate discounted value for use as council 
housing alongside a financial contribution towards the construction or acquisition of property for use 
as council housing equivalent to delivering the remainder of the 30% requirement. 
 
Should the Council consider it useful, a meeting between relevant officers and Rentplus could be 
arranged to discuss these matters further.  
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We would like to be consulted on further stages of the plan and other relevant publications by 
Tendring District Council, by email only to consultation@tetlow-king.co.uk. Should the Council 
consider it useful, a meeting between relevant officers and Rentplus could be arranged to discuss 
these matters further. Please ensure that Rentplus is retained on the consultation database, with 
Tetlow King Planning listed as their agents.  
 
Yours faithfully 

 
OLIVER MARIGOLD BSc DipTP MRTPI 
PRINCIPAL PLANNER 
For and On Behalf Of 
TETLOW KING PLANNING 
 
Cc:  Sue Coulson and Anthony Eke, Rentplus 
 
Enc: Affordable Housing Statement (Tetlow King Planning) 

Rentplus Briefing Note  
Rentplus Model – Compliance (Ashfords) 

 Rentplus Planning and Policy Review (Aecom) 
 
 

mailto:consultation@tetlow-king.co.uk
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Executive Summary 

George Osborne pledged in his Autumn Statement to “choose t o bui ld t he homes 

that people can buy”. The pledge to build 10,000 affordable homes to buy that will 

allow a tenant to save for a deposit while they rent provides explicit Government 

support for a new model of housing provision, enabling working households to enter 

the housing market with assistance not already offered.  

Rentplus is a new model that seeks to provide a route to home ownership for those 

households aspiring to home ownership, but unable to afford to save for a mortgage. 

It is an affordable, privately financed alternative to the private rented sector, 

providing a managed route to home ownership in collaboration with housing 

associations. The delivery of Rentplus will be managed through S106 agreements 

tailored specifically to the product, and can act as a catalyst for bringing forward 

stalled developments. 

The Government has stated its intention to diversify the form of affordable housing 

being delivered to meet the needs of those families aspiring to home ownership. This 

report confirms that the model conforms to the definitions of affordable housing, as 

set out in the Annex to the NPPF, by providing a hybrid product spanning affordable 

rent and intermediate affordable housing. As a product complementary to those 

models of affordable housing already being provided by housing associations, 

Rentplus will contribute to the NPPF’s aims of boosting housing supply and creating 

mixed and balanced communities. 

This report describes the significant shortfall in affordable housing nationwide and 

the steady decline in the availability of grant funding over the past decade. Together 

with the rent reductions to housing associations taking effect from April 2016, it is 

likely that affordable housing delivery from this sector will be constrained, and so it is 

clear that there remains a need for further assistance in the market. This has been 

supported by organisations such as Shelter, which in a 2014 report on improving 

access to housing makes clear that public and private investment will have multiple, 

stabilising benefits, including reduced welfare dependency. The social benefits for 



 

 

those aspiring to home ownership but unable to achieve this security whilst trapped 

in often prohibitively expensive private rented sector accommodation are numerous.  

As housing associations come under strain from reduced public funding, rent 

reductions and the extension of Right to Buy this new model, which can be delivered 

quickly and in high volumes with no recourse to public funding, has been explicitly 

supported by the Government. It should be encouraged on a local level for its clear 

ability to make a significant contribution to improving lives and communities. The 

Government’s proposed amendments to the definition of affordable housing in the 

NPPF to include rent to buy housing only confirms this. 

Owing to the fixed period of tenancy at affordable rents for Rentplus dwellings before 

purchase, households have the ability to save for a deposit on the home they have 

rented. This offers a new product to those households whose needs are not already 

met by the market, whilst also diversifying the local housing stock and contributing to 

the development of mixed and balanced communities. Changes to local planning 

policy both generally and relative to individual sites should be prioritised to 

encourage early, accelerated delivery. 

The Rentplus product has a wide pool of prospective households for whom saving 

towards a home purchase is not currently possible due to falling outside eligibility for 

current affordable housing stock. Rentplus should be considered a route towards a 

more diverse housing sector by local authorities seeking to provide mixed, balanced 

communities whilst reducing the number of households on the local housing register. 

The Rentplus model would make a valuable, NPPF-compliant contribution towards 

significantly boosting housing supply, and most importantly in meeting need for 

affordable housing without public sector funding. With full Government support, 

Rentplus will deliver the national aim to turn Generation Rent into Generation Buy. 
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Introduction  

Section 1 

 

1.1 Tetlow King Planning Ltd. has been commissioned by Rentplus to prepare this 

Affordable Housing Statement to accompany its promotion of a new affordable 

housing model aimed at delivering discounted rented homes to buy for people who 

are unable to acquire a property on the open market. This report sets out Tetlow King 

Planning’s expertise and credentials in the field of affordable housing, and confirms 

our professional opinion that the Rentplus model fully meets the need for affordable 

housing. 

Who We Are: Qualifications and Experience 

1.2 Tetlow King Planning Ltd. is a town planning and housing consultancy, co-founded 

by the current Chairman, Robin Tetlow, in 1985. Over the past 30 years the company 

has accumulated specialist expertise in affordable housing, becoming acknowledged 

leaders in the field.   

1.3 Tetlow King Planning Ltd. provides strategic and detailed advice to inter alia housing 

associations, developers, landowners and investors on numerous sites and 

developments located throughout the UK. The company has been retained more 

generically by national research organisations, such as the Joseph Rowntree 

Foundation, representative/trade organisations, such as the National Housing 

Federation, professional institutions, such as the Royal Institution of Chartered 

Surveyors and government/ government related organisations, such as the Housing 

Corporation/ Homes and Communities Agency. The company is also regularly 

employed by local authorities. 

1.4 The principal individual authors of this report have provided expert evidence to courts 

of law, tribunals and to parliamentary committees and groups; and appeared 

nationwide at Regional Planning Guidance, Regional Spatial Strategy and Structure 

Plan examinations in public, Local Plan / Unitary Development Plan inquiries and 

Local Development Document public examinations.  

1.5 The principal individual authors of this report have also provided expert evidence 

extensively at S77/S78 inquiries, including many relating to planning appeals and 

called-in applications of regional and national significance. 
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1.6 Since the inception of the National Planning Policy Framework in 2012, Tetlow King 

Planning’s input on the need for and the provision of affordable housing as part of 

planning application and appeal proposals has become of even greater importance in 

demonstrating the social and economic benefits of developments which decision 

makers are obliged to weigh in the overall planning balance.  

This Report 

1.7 The report comprises six sections, setting out the national planning policy framework; 

the evidence calling for a more diverse affordable housing sector; the proposed 

affordable housing model; how we consider this fits within the planning definition of 

affordable housing; and our recommendations for how this can best be utilised to 

help meet diverse housing needs.  
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Affordable Housing as a Material 

Consideration and the National Planning 

Policy Framework 

Section 2 

 

Introduction 

2.1 It is useful to put any affordable housing offer in its historic, legal and planning appeal 

context. This section sets out the importance of affordable housing as a material 

consideration, and highlights a number of relevant legal and planning appeal 

decisions.  

Affordable Housing as a Material Consideration: Historic Context 

2.2 The importance of affordable housing as a material consideration has long been 

established, originating from PPG3 (1992). A community’s need for affordable 

housing is a material planning consideration which may properly be taken into 

account in formulating development plan policies; authorities may also seek to 

negotiate with developers for the inclusion of an element of affordable housing in new 

schemes and it is Government policy that this approach is appropriate on-site unless 

off-site provision or a financial contribution can be robustly justified. Where there is a 

policy as to the provision of affordable housing in the development plan, the 

willingness of a developer to include an element of such housing in accordance with 

the policy will be a material consideration. The essence, however, is reasonable 

flexibility; policies should not seek to impose a uniform quota on all developments, 

regardless of market or site conditions. 

2.3 As set out in Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 and 

the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF, 2012), where an adopted or 

approved development plan contains relevant policies an application for planning 

permission or an appeal should be determined in accordance with the plan unless 

material considerations indicate otherwise. Account can also be taken of policies in 

emerging development plans which are going through the statutory procedures 

towards adoption or approval; the weight to be attached depends upon the stage of 

plan preparation and the nature of representations relative to particular policies. Most 

adopted or approved and emerging development plans now include policies on 

affordable housing. Furthermore affordable housing can be regarded as a ‘material 
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consideration’ in its own right as per the provisions of the NPPF and other 

Government advice. Supplementary Planning Documents and Housing Strategies 

may also be ‘material’ subject to the level of public consultation and the extent to 

which they are broadly consistent with development plan policies. 

Affordable Housing as a Material Consideration: Legal Context 

2.4 The importance of affordable housing has been reflected in a number of court cases 

including Mitchell v Secretary of State for the Environment and Another (1994); ECC 

Construction Limited v Secretary for the Environment and Carrick District Council 

(1994); and R v Tower of Hamlets London Borough Council, ex parte Barratt Homes 

Ltd (2000). Of particular relevance is the case of Harry R owlinson and Ly nda 

Rowlinson as  Tr ustees of  t he Li nson C onstruction P ension Fund v  W arrington 

Borough C ouncil and t he D epartment of  T ransport, Loc al G overnment a nd t he 

Regions (2002).  

2.5 In this case, the Inspector had concluded that the opportunity to provide 100 

affordable dwellings to address unmet need for affordable housing across the 

Warrington Borough Council area provided an overriding justification for immediately 

releasing a substantial Greenfield site at Lymm, with a capacity for approximately 

200 dwellings, on the edge of the settlement. In reaching this conclusion, the 

Inspector had weighed other facets of PPG3, in particular the sequential approach 

towards site selection. This decision was challenged by Warrington Borough Council, 

with the consent of the Secretary of State. 

2.6 The High Court initially quashed the Inspector’s decision but the Court of Appeal 

subsequently upheld it, with leave to appeal to the House of Lords refused. 

Paragraph 45 of the Court of Appeal judgement concludes that the Inspector’s 

reasoning was perfectly clear: 

“The pr ovision o f a ffordable hous ing i s a m aterial pl anning c onsideration. H is 

assessment was that the assessed need f or affordable housing was not l ikely to be 

met in the foreseeable future and meeting it was a compelling material consideration 

in t he pr oposals favour which out weighed t he gener al pr inciple of  s equential 

approach to development land.” 

2.7 In a more recent case, of Oadby and Wigston B orough C ouncil v  C LG and B loor 

Homes Li mited (2015) the Council sought to challenge the grant of permission at 

appeal for up to 150 dwellings at Oadby. The Council brought the challenge on the 

ground that the Inspector failed in his assessment of the full objectively assessed 
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need for housing. The claim failed, and the application to quash the decision was 

dismissed on the grounds that the Inspector had not failed in his decision making. . In 

this case the local planning authority’s Strategic Housing Market Assessment 

(SHMA) had confirmed that private rented sector housing is not affordable housing, 

however the local authority had sought to rely upon this sector for meeting the 

shortfall in affordable housing provision to satisfy the full objectively assessed need. 

The decision reinforces the principle that private rented accommodation does not fall 

within the definition of affordable housing. 

Secretary of State appeal decision: Addlestone, Surrey 

2.8 A number of important planning appeal decisions demonstrate that affordable 

housing should meet a wide range of housing needs beyond a local authority’s 

‘Reasonable Preference’ obligations, and that permanence is not a prerequisite to 

appropriate affordable housing provision. An example of this is set out in a Secretary 

of State appeal decision1 for 350 dwellings, 100% affordable, on a greenfield site 

identified as suitable for housing in the Local Plan for development considered the 

issue of whether a suitable mix of development would be provided. Whilst the 

development was proposed for 100% affordable housing, the tenure mix was offered 

as 49% social rented and 51% intermediate affordable housing. The Inspector’s 

Report notes that the proportions of social rented and intermediate housing were “at 

odds with the proportions identified as needed in the Council’s own Housing Needs 

Assessment” and in local policy (paragraph 3.65). One of the issues at the heart of 

the appeal was therefore the Council’s intention for affordable housing to be 

delivered that would meet their Reasonable Preference groups. 

2.9 Reasonable Preference groups are defined as those households with high levels of 

assessed housing need. The law requires that reasonable preference is given to the 

following categories: 

• People who are homeless, including those who are intentionally homeless and in 

priority need; 

• People who are owed a re-housing duty under the homelessness legislation, 

where this duty has not been discharged by an offer of suitable accommodation, 

which may be to a letting in the private sector; 

• People occupying insanitary or overcrowded housing or otherwise living in 

unsatisfactory housing conditions; 

                                                           
1
 Appeal decision relating to Land at Franklands Drive, Addlestone ref. APP/ Q3630/A/05/1198326 
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• People who need to move on medical or welfare grounds, including grounds 

related to a disability; and 

• People who need to move to a particular locality, where failure to meet that need 

would cause hardship to themselves or to others.  

2.10 In other words they are those households in most priority need. The Housing 

Register is a limited source for identifying the full current need for affordable housing. 

The Inspector drew an important distinction between the narrow statutory duty of the 

Housing Department in meeting priority need, and the wider ambit of the planning 

system to meet the need for affordable housing. As such the number of households 

on the Register will only be an indication of those in priority need and who the 

housing department have a duty to house. But it misses thousands of households 

who are in need of affordable housing, a large proportion who will either be living in 

overcrowded conditions with other households or turning to the private rented sector 

and paying unaffordable market rents. 

2.11 Paragraph 7.13 of the Inspector’s Report on the Secretary of State appeal decision 

states: 

“The case advanced by the Borough Council was founded on t he long established 

experience of the Council in grappling with issues of ‘housing need’. This has long 

been an area of concern for l ocal authorities, initially through the active twentieth 

century tradition of Council House building and transformed, via the process of 

producing H ousing I nvestment P rogrammes ( HIPs), i nto a gener al c oncern w ith 

Social Housing and the production of local housing strategies.  

The di rect l ink bet ween s uch l ocal hous ing s trategies and as sessment of ‘ housing 

need’ is made explicit within the Department of the Environment, Transport and the 

Regions’ “ Local H ousing N eeds A ssessment: A  Guide t o Good P ractice” ( CD199). 

This document published in 2000 remains the source of  guidance for Runnymede’s 

January 2005 Housing Needs Assessment (CD72) carried out by Fordham 

Associates. H owever, while I  recognise that t his appr oach will hav e v alue i n 

identifying groups most in need of  assistance in realising their housing aspirations, I 

regard the approach as retaining a relatively narrow and unduly restrictive approach 

to the concept of what comes within the ambit of the term Affordable Housing.” 

2.12 In this case, the Inspector noted evidence that most households in the Borough 

aspired to home ownership but many would be unlikely to purchase for a significant 



 

Affordable Housing as a Material Consideration and the National Planning Policy Framework 7 
 
 

period, or not at all, remaining instead in the private rented sector. As summarised by 

the Inspector, such households: 

“should not be confused with those who can only afford social rented or intermediate 

housing. Ignoring the private rented sector as part of the housing market ... not only 

deprives the more hard pressed household of appropriate intermediate housing, but 

frustrates Government’s intention to develop a ‘ladder’ up which those able to do so 

may ‘climb’ to full owner occupation.” (Paragraph 3.116) 

2.13 In this case, the Inspector concluded that the scheme for 100% affordable housing 

would provide an acceptable mix of tenures, and that the range of house types would 

therefore not produce a uniformity of house types. The Inspector posed the question 

of whether the “households residing in this development would be a sufficient mix of 

social and economic gr oups” (IR7.18), taking account of the mix that would result 

from the particular cascade arrangement for this scheme. The total mix on the 

scheme, the Inspector concluded, would be: 

“likely t o ac commodate hous eholds of  di ffering c haracter, s uch that t he ov erall 

development would be  accommodating a  r ange and v ariety o f households. Even i f 

the mix of tenures being made available by the operation of the cascade mechanism, 

were to alter the balance of these tenure groups, the result would be to increase the 

proportion of equity sharing households and I  see no r eason to anticipate that there 

would be any unusual concentration of socially disadvantaged households.” (IR7.19) 

2.14 The Inspector’s overall conclusions found that the scheme represented a bona fide 

100% affordable housing scheme which would “result i n a m ixed de velopment, 

accommodating households of  di fferent s izes a nd w ith a  variety of  socio-economic 

characteristics” (IR7.72). He recommended that planning permission be granted. The 

Secretary of State agreed with her Inspector’s conclusions, noting in particular that: 

“if the mix of tenures being made available by the operation of the cascade 

mechanism s ecured i n t he U nilateral U ndertaking w ere to al ter t he bal ance of  t he 

proposed tenure gr oups, t he result would be to i ncrease the p roportion of  equi ty 

sharing households. She therefore agrees with the Inspector that there is no reason 

to anticipate that the proposed scheme would result in any unusual concentration of 

socially disadvantaged households.” (DL16) 

2.15 The appeal was allowed on this basis. 
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Appeal Decision: St Albans 

2.16 An appeal decision2 considered the 6 units of affordable housing offered as part of an 

approved scheme for 55 dwellings in St Albans. There was an issue as to whether 

the proposed key workers accommodation would meet the need for affordable 

housing in the area. The appellants proposed the freehold sale of 6 units to a 

housing association at 60% of market value. The housing association would then 

liaise with local employers and let the units to key workers at affordable rents to 

those with incomes below £25,000 per annum. The local authority argued that such 

housing would not meet priority needs. The Inspector agreed but ruled that the needs 

of key workers were not being addressed in the District, noting that the Council’s 

housing evidence had not investigated the needs of key workers, and that it was 

legitimate to provide for the full range of housing needs, not just those with priority 

needs.  

2.17 The appellants referred to the ‘polarisation’ that can result if only those who can 

afford market prices and rents, and those with priority needs for affordable housing, 

have access to local housing stock. The Inspector agreed that the scheme would 

offset that tendency, meeting the national objectives to provide for the housing needs 

of the whole community and to increase choice. The Inspector concluded on this 

point that the Council should “aim to meet a wide range of housing needs for middle 

as well as low income earners” (paragraph 19). As local housing prices are too high 

and private renting too expensive, the needs of key workers were not being met. The 

scheme would meet this need. 

2.18 The local authority also objected to the fact that the housing would not be secured in 

perpetuity as affordable housing. The Inspector noted that the privately financed 

model indicated that they would be lost as affordable units at the end of 20 years. 

However, it was concluded that permanence was not a realistic objective for 

affordable housing even when a housing association is involved; it is worth quoting 

these paragraphs at length: 

“When a R SL uses Social Housing Grant to provide dwellings for rent, every tenant 

has t he r ight t o pur chase by  v irtue o f the Housing Act 1996. Every ‘ shared owner’ 

has the right to ‘staircase’ to 100% ownership. ...  

The Council brought no evidence to the Inquiry to support its judgment that 20 years 

was not a sufficiently long period of time for the provision of affordable housing on a 

                                                           
2
 Appeal decision relating to Old Albanians Sports Ground, St Albans ref. APP/B1930/A/01/1073344 
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site. I consider that this is a long period in development plan terms. Also, there would 

be a reasonable prospect of the units being retained for affordable housing for a 

longer period as they would be in the hands of a RSL ... The Council argued that the 

scheme should be differentiated from one wherein the tenant exercised the right to 

buy, because that would benefit someone in housing need. However, I agree with the 

Appellants that the tenant exercising the right to buy would be no longer in need. 

On permanence, I conclude that this is not a realistic objective for affordable housing 

even w here a  RSL i s i nvolved. I  consider t hat the scheme, i n the hands of  a  RSL 

operating under the auspices of the Housing Corporation, would offer benefits to the 

District for a substantial period of 20 years.” (Paragraphs 24-26)  

2.19 The Inspector also rejected the Council’s concerns about enforceability in relation to 

rent control and the timing of individual sales of units, since the scheme would be run 

by a housing association. 

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF, 2012) 

2.20 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) is a material planning 

consideration, central to setting out the role of affordable housing in the planning and 

decision making process. The delivery of sustainable development, encompassing 

social, economic and environmental roles, is at the heart of the NPPF; the 

paragraphs below set out the key points in relation to affordable housing. 

2.21 Fundamental to the social role is “supporting strong, vibrant and healthy 

communities, by  pr oviding t he s upply of  hous ing r equired t o m eet the needs  of  

present and future generations” (paragraph 7).  

2.22 Paragraph 8 is clear that these roles “should not be undertaken in isolation, because 

they ar e mutually dependent ”. Therefore, to achieve sustainable development, 

economic, social and environmental gains should be sought jointly through the 

planning system. 

2.23 In pursuit of sustainable development paragraph 9 notes the importance of “widening 

the choice of high quality homes”.  

2.24 Paragraph 14 sets out a presumption in favour of sustainable development, stating: 

“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. 
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For decision taking this means: 

• Approving development proposal that accord with the development plan without 

delay; and 

• Where the development plan is absent, silent or relevant policies are out-of-date, 

granting permission unless: 

− any adv erse i mpacts of doi ng s o w ould s ignificantly and dem onstrably 

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.” 

2.25 Paragraph 17 sets out 12 core principles which underpin both plan making and 

decision taking. These include that planning should: 

• “be genuinely plan-led, empowering local people to shape their surroundings, with 

succinct local and nei ghbourhood plans setting out a pos itive vision for the future 

of the area. Plans should be k ept up-to-date, and be bas ed on j oint working and 

co-operation to address larger than local issues. They should provide a practical 

framework within w hich decisions on pl anning a pplications c an be m ade w ith a  

high degree of predictability and efficiency; 

• not simply be about  scrutiny, but instead be a c reative exercise in finding ways to 

enhance and improve the places in which people live their lives; 

• proactively dr ive and s upport s ustainable ec onomic dev elopment to del iver t he 

homes, businesses and industrial units, infrastructure and thriving local places that 

the c ountry needs . E very ef fort s hould be m ade obj ectively t o i dentify a nd t hen 

meet the hous ing, bus iness and other dev elopment needs  of an ar ea, and  

respond positively to wider opportunities for growth. Plans should take account of 

market signals, such as land prices and hous ing affordability, and s et out a c lear 

strategy for al locating s ufficient l and which i s s uitable f or dev elopment i n t heir 

area, taking account of the needs of the residential and business communities;  

• ... actively manage patterns of  growth to make the fullest possible use of  publ ic 

transport, walking and cycling and f ocus s ignificant dev elopment i n l ocations 

which are or can be made sustainable; and 
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• take account of and support local strategies to improve health, social and cultural 

well bei ng f or al l, and del iver s ufficient c ommunity and c ultural f acilities and 

services to meet local needs.” 

2.26 There is a clear emphasis on supporting enterprise, including the statement at 

paragraph 19 that planning “should not act as an impediment to sustainable growth”, 

and at paragraph 21 that investment in business “should not be over-burdened by the 

combined requirements of planning policy expectations”.  

2.27 Section 6 sets the Government’s agenda for delivering a wide choice of high quality 

homes. Paragraph 47 clearly sets out the Government’s aim to “boost s ignificantly 

the s upply of  hou sing” through a number of methods. Local Planning Authorities 

(LPAs) should “use their evidence base to ensure that their Local Plan meets the full, 

objectively assessed needs for market and affordable housing” and identify and 

update annually a five year supply of housing. 

2.28 The NPPF is clear that delivering sufficient housing is a key consideration for LPAs; 

and in particular that this should widen opportunities for home ownership and create 

sustainable, inclusive and mixed communities. LPAs should: 

• “plan for a mix of housing based on current and future demographic trends, 

market trends and the needs for different groups in the community (such as but 

not limited to, families with children, older people, people with disabilities, service 

families and people wishing to build their own homes);  

• identify t he s ize, t ype, tenure and r ange o f housing t hat i s r equired i n par ticular 

locations, reflecting local demand; and 

• where t hey hav e i dentified t hat af fordable housing i s needed,  s et policies f or 

meeting this ... and the agreed approach contributes to the objective of creating 

mixed and balanced communities. Such policies should be sufficiently flexible to 

take account of changing market conditions over time.” (Paragraph 50) 

2.29 The section on plan-making emphasises the need for LPAs to reflect the vision and 

aspirations of local communities in Local Plans (paragraph 150), and for Plans to be 

aspirational but realistic (paragraph 154). Opportunities should be sought to achieve 

the economic, social and environmental dimensions of sustainable development, and 

net gains across all three.  

2.30 The NPPF is clear that LPAs should have a “clear understanding of housing needs in 

their area” by assessing “their full housing needs” (paragraph 159) through a 
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Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA). This should “identify t he scale and 

mix of  housing and t he range of  t enures that the l ocal popul ation i s l ikely t o need 

over the plan period”, including “the need for all types of housing, including affordable 

housing.” 

2.31 Paragraph 173 states that Plans should be deliverable, with developments not 

subject to “such a  s cale of  obl igations and pol icy bur dens that their a bility t o be 

developed v iably is t hreatened. To ens ure v iability, t he c osts . .. [should] provide 

competitive returns to a willing land owner and willing developer”.  

2.32 The NPPF encourages a positive and proactive approach to the delivery of 

development through positive decision-taking. Paragraphs 186 and 187 indicate:  

“Local P lanning Authorities s hould appr oach de cision-taking in a pos itive w ay t o 

foster the del ivery o f s ustainable dev elopment. The r elationship bet ween dec ision-

taking and pl an-making s hould be s eamless, translating pl ans i nto h igh qual ity 

development on the ground. 

Local planning authorities should look for solutions rather than problems, and 

decision-takers at every level should seek to approve applications for sustainable 

development where possible. Local planning authorities should work proactively with 

applicants t o s ecure dev elopments t hat i mprove t he ec onomic, s ocial and 

environmental conditions of the area.” 

2.33 The NPPF also notes that planning conditions and obligations should be used to 

address unacceptable impacts or otherwise unacceptable development. Planning 

obligations should only be sought where they “meet all of the following tests: 

• necessary to make the development acceptable in planning terms; 

• directly related to the development; and 

• fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the development” 

2.34 Annex 2: Glossary defines affordable housing for planning purposes as follows: 

“Social r ented, affordable rented and  i ntermediate housing, provided to el igible 

households w hose need s ar e no t m et by  the market. E ligibility i s det ermined w ith 

regard to l ocal i ncomes and l ocal hous e pr ices. A ffordable hous ing s hould i nclude 

provisions t o r emain at  an af fordable pr ice f or future el igible households or  f or the 

subsidy to be recycled for alternative affordable housing provision. 
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Social rented housing is owned by local authorities and private registered providers 

(as de fined i n s ection 8 0 of  t he H ousing and Regeneration A ct 2008 ), for w hich 

guideline target rents are determined through the national rent regime. It may also be 

owned by other persons and pr ovided under equivalent rental arrangements to the 

above, a s ag reed with t he l ocal aut hority or  with the H omes a nd C ommunities 

Agency. 

Affordable rented housing is let by local authorities or private registered providers of 

social hous ing to households who are el igible for social rented hous ing. A ffordable 

Rent is subject to rent controls that require a r ent of no m ore than 80% of the local 

market rent (including service charges, where applicable). 

Intermediate housing is homes for sale and rent provided at a cost above social rent, 

but bel ow market l evels s ubject to t he c riteria i n t he A ffordable H ousing def inition 

above. These can include shared equity (shared ownership and equi ty loans), other 

low cost homes for sale and intermediate rent, but not affordable rented housing. 

Homes that do not meet the above definition of affordable housing, such as ‘low cost 

market’ housing, m ay not  be c onsidered as  af fordable hous ing f or pl anning 

purposes.” 

National Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) 

2.35 The Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) was first published in 2014 to complement 

the NPPF in providing guidance on its practical implementation. The PPG is an 

online-only resource divided into 47 sections. The principal section relevant to this 

statement is the section entitled Housing and ec onomic dev elopment needs  

assessments. 

2.36 The guidance is clear that there should be an objective and unconstrained 

assessment of the total housing need. It states: 

“The assessment of development needs is an objective assessment of need based 

on facts and unbiased evidence. Plan makers should not appl y constraints to the 

overall as sessment o f need, s uch as  l imitations i mposed by  the s upply of  l and f or 

new development, historic under performance, viability, infrastructure or 

environmental constraints. However, these considerations will need to be addressed 

when br inging ev idence bas es t ogether to i dentify s pecific pol icies w ithin 

development plans.” 



 

Affordable Housing as a Material Consideration and the National Planning Policy Framework 14 
 
 

2.37 A methodological approach is set out for assessing housing need. Councils are 

required to take into account under-supply and worsening affordability of housing, 

with assessments needing to reflect past under delivery of housing. Affordability is 

highlighted as a key factor in assessing overall housing targets. 

2.38 Under the heading How should plan makers respond to market signals? the guidance 

states that “A worsening t rend i n any  o f t hese i ndicators will r equire upw ard 

adjustment to planned housing numbers compared to ones based solely on 

household projections.” 

2.39 It goes on to state: 

“Assessing af fordability i nvolves c omparing hous e c osts agai nst t he abi lity t o pay . 

The r atio bet ween l ower quar tiles hous e pr ices and t he l ower quar tile i ncomes or  

earnings can be used to assess the relative affordability of housing. The Department 

for Communities and Local Government publishes quarterly the ratio of lower quartile 

house prices to lower quartile earnings by local authority district.” 

2.40 Other factors to be considered are land prices, house prices, rents, rate of 

development and overcrowding. 

2.41 The Viability section of the PPG notes that Local Plans’ visions for an area should 

“not undermine ambition for high quality design and wider social and env ironmental 

benefit” (Paragraph: 001 Reference ID: 10-001-20140306). 

2.42 The Government introduced the Starter Homes model through a new section in the 

PPG. This enables exception sites to come forward specifically to meet the housing 

needs of first time buyers through the provision of below open market value homes. 

This product is to be delivered on under-used or unviable industrial and commercial 

land not currently identified for housing. The Government encourages LPAs to make 

these sites exempt from affordable housing and tariff-style contributions. The 

introduction of this model shows the Government’s clear intention to widen the 

availability of home ownership through more affordable models of delivery. 

Summary 

2.43 Over the past 30 years, the need for affordable housing has been recognised as 

being integral to the planning system. A consistent thread has run through various 

policy documents, with the need now firmly stated in the NPPF and the PPG. 

2.44 The Courts have confirmed that affordable housing is capable of being a compelling 

material consideration in the determination of planning applications, the weight 
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attached to any material consideration being at the discretion of the decision maker. 

As confirmed by a Secretary of State appeal decision, housing provision need not be 

exclusively for the benefit of those households at the extremes of need. Affordable 

housing such as Rentplus rent to buy will, as with the schemes referenced above, 

accommodate a range and variety of households of different character while freeing 

up existing social rented housing for those in need.  

2.45 There is no requirement for all affordable housing to be retained in perpetuity. As set 

out in the St Albans appeal decision, it is unrealistic to expect affordable housing to 

be retained for a period longer than 20 years, due to the Right to Buy for social 

housing tenants and for shared ownership occupiers to ‘staircase’ to full ownership. 

Even though these homes are lost from the general affordable housing stock, 

housing associations are not required to replace each home on a one-for-one basis 

in the local authority area, nor to recycle receipts for future investment. The 

commitment by Rentplus to replace each home sold on a one-for-one basis, securing 

long term delivery of homes to rent to local people, will fulfil local authority duties to 

meet local needs whilst also diversifying the local housing stock. 
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Making the Case for Diversity of Supply 

Section 3 

 

Introduction 

3.1 This section highlights those reports and statements from Government that define the 

case for a diversity of affordable housing supply to meet the full range of housing 

needs, as required by the NPPF and PPG. This encompasses reports from 

Government departments, including CLG and HM Treasury, leading think tanks, and 

respected charities such as Shelter. 

Government Statements  

George Osborne MP, Chancellor of the Exchequer, Autumn Statement (25 

November 2015) 

3.2 In his Autumn Statement, George Osborne verbally pledged: 

“For anot her of  t he g reat s ocial f ailures of  our  age has  been t he f ailure t o bui ld 

enough houses. In the end Spending Reviews like this come down to choices about 

what your pr iorities are. And I  am clear: in this Spending Review, we choose to 
build.  

Above al l, we choose to bui ld t he homes t hat people can buy.  For  t here i s a  
growing crisis of home ownership in our country. 15 years ago, around 60% of 

people under 35 owned their own home, next year it’s set to be just half of that. We 

made a start on tackling this in the last Parliament, and with schemes like our Help to 

Buy the number of first time buyers rose by nearly 60%. But we haven’t done nearly 

enough yet. So it’s time to do much more. Today, we set out our bold plan to back 
families who aspire to buy their own home.  

First, I am doubling the housing budget. Yes, doubling it to over £2 bi llion per year. 

We will deliver, with government help, 400,000 affordable new homes by the end of  

the decade. And affordable means not just affordable to rent, but affordable to 
buy. That’s t he bi ggest hous e bui lding pr ogramme by  an y gov ernment s ince t he 

1970s. Almost half of them will be our Starter Homes, sold at 20% off market value to 

young first time buyers. 135,000 will be our brand new Help to Buy: Shared 

Ownership w hich we a nnounce t oday. We’ll r emove m any o f t he r estrictions on  
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shared ownership – who can buy  them, who can bui ld t hem and w ho they can be 

sold on to.  

... So this Spending Review delivers: A doubling of the housing budget. 400,000 new 

homes; with extra support for London. Estates regenerated. Right to Buy rolled-out. 

Paid f or by  a t ax on bu y-to-lets and s econd hom es. Delivered by a gover nment 
committed to helping working people who want to buy their own home. For we 
are the builders.” 

3.3 Most importantly, the written statement clarifies the Government’s: 

“...Five Point Plan for housing to: 

1.  Deliver 400,000 affordable housing starts by 2020-21, focussed on low cost 
home ownership. This will include: 

• ... 10,000 homes that will allow a tenant to save for a deposi t while they 
rent. This will be in addition to 50,000 affordable homes from existing 

commitments 

The scale of this programme of house building will require all sectors to play a role in 

delivery. As a r esult, t he government w ill remove const raints t hat pr event 
private sector organisations from participating in delivery of these programmes, 

including the constraints to bidding for government funding.” [Underlining added] 

 DCLG Statement (25th November 2015) 

3.4 The Department for Communities and Local Government announced as part of its 

settlement at the Spending Review 2015: 

“The government will double the housing budget from 2018 to 2019 to deliver at least 

400,000 af fordable hom es [over this Parliament] including 200, 000 S tarter Homes, 

135,000 ne w H elp t o Buy S hared Ownership hom es and  10,000 R ent t o B uy 
homes.”   

3.5 In these statements the Government at the highest levels has set out its explicit 

support for the affordable Rent to Buy model being offered by Rentplus. 

Impact of Social Rent Changes on the Delivery of Affordable Housing (Minister 

of State for Housing and Planning Brandon Lewis MP, 9 November 2015) 

3.6 The Minister wrote to all local authorities to ask that a more flexible approach is taken 

to S106 agreements and negotiations on tenure mix. In this letter he notes that 
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following the announcement of rent reductions some approved or emerging 

schemes: 

“are not being built out at the anticipated rate. Delay risks planned homes not coming 

forward and  t he abi lity of c ouncils bei ng abl e t o dem onstrate a f ive-year s upply of  

deliverable housing land”.  

3.7 Whilst the ability to renegotiate S106 agreements is already in place, the Minister has 

used this letter to encourage local authorities to: 

“respond constructively, rapidly and positively to requests for such renegotiations and 

to take a pragmatic and proportionate approach to viability.”  

3.8 The letter specifically asks that local authorities expedite negotiations where simple 

adjustments to tenure mix are proposed, without the need for full open book viability 

appraisals. In circumstances whereby the overall amount of affordable housing is 

proposed, the Minister is encouraging the “minimum amount of  v iability information 

necessary” to be sought. The letter also indicates that CLG will produce guidance on 

cascade mechanisms for S106 agreements to encourage flexible arrangements.  

Greg Clark MP, Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government (5th 

October 2015) 

3.9 At the Conservative Party Conference Greg Clark spoke of the need to deliver more 

housing for those increasingly shut out of home ownership: 

“... the opportunities that our generation took for granted, have been slipping out of 

reach for the next generation. In the 20 y ears to 2012, the proportion of 25-34 year 

olds owning their own homes fell from 67% to 43%. The num ber of 20-34 year olds 

living with their parents increased by two thirds of a million.  

...  

Most people in our country want to own their ow n hom e. For years governments 

have talked about affordable homes but in my view, not enough of them have been 

affordable homes to buy. I  want us to put t hat right. I  want us  to bui ld many more 

homes and  I  w ant to b uild hom es t hat peopl e c an buy  as  well as  rent. S hared 

ownership ho mes, s tarter hom es f or y oung p eople. Now, homes f or rent w ill 
always have a role. But why should signing a tenancy agreement mean signing 
away your aspirations to become a homeowner?” 
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David Cameron MP, Prime Minister, Conservative Party Conference Speech (7 

October 2015) 

3.10 The Prime Minister in his conference speech said that he wants to turn ‘Generation 

Rent’ into ‘Generation Buy’: 

“But for me, there’s one big piece of unfinished business in our economy: housing. A 

Greater Britain m ust mean m ore families ow ning a hom e of  their own. ... If you’ve 

worked hard and saved, I don’t want you just to have a roof over your head – I want 

you to have a roof of your own.  

In the last 5 years, 600,000 new homes have been built. More than 150 people a day 

are m oving i n t hanks t o our  H elp t o B uy s cheme. ... 1.3 m illion t o be gi ven t he 

chance t o bec ome hom eowners. ... But t he challenge i s f ar, f ar bi gger. When a 

generation of hardworking men and women in their 20s and 30s are waking up each 

morning in their childhood bedrooms – that should be a wakeup call for us. We need 

a nat ional c rusade to get hom es bui lt. That means bank s l ending, gov ernment 

releasing land, and yes – planning being reformed.  

... Increasing home ownership means something else. For years, politicians have 

been talking about building what they call “affordable homes” – but the phrase was 

deceptive. It b asically m eant hom es that w ere o nly av ailable t o r ent. What peopl e 

want are homes they can actually own. ...  

So today, I can announce a dramatic shift in housing policy in our country. Those old 

rules w hich s aid t o dev elopers: y ou c an bui ld on t his s ite, but  onl y i f you build 

affordable homes for rent, we’re replacing them with new rules: you can bui ld here, 

and those affordable homes can be available to buy. Yes, from Generation Rent to 
Generation Buy” 

Brandon Lewis MP, Housing Minister 

3.11 In oral evidence delivered to the CLG Select Committee on 9th November 2015, the 

Housing Minister emphasised the Government’s aim to increase access to home 

ownership, “whether it is rent-to-buy schemes” or other avenues; “all these avenues 

will play an important part”. 

3.12 On 15th December the Housing Minister answered two questions posed by Solihull 

MP Julian Knight on affordable rent to buy housing. The first of which asked if the 

Government would make rent to buy housing exempt from pay to stay proposals for 

higher income social tenants. The Minister responded: 
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“Higher income social tenants in a Rent to Buy scheme will not  face increased rent 

under proposals for pay to stay. This is because the rent they pay is an intermediate 

rent which is excluded from social rent policy.” 

3.13 A further question on whether the Government will include rent to buy housing as 

part of the Housing and Planning Bill’s proposed general duty on local authorities to 

promote the supply of Starter Homes. The Minister referred to rent to buy: 

“The H ousing and P lanning Bill w ill s upport our  m anifesto c ommitment t o bui ld 

200,000 Starter Homes to help more young people into home ownership. Like other 
valuable products which suppor t access t o home ownership, af fordable rent-
to-buy, can be considered by councils as part of their wider affordable housing 
requirements for their area.”  

Housing and Planning Bill: Committee Stage 

3.14 The Housing and Planning Bill includes a number of proposed reforms to both the 

planning system and the way in which affordable housing is managed. One of the 

proposed reforms is to phase out ‘tenancies for life’, removing security of tenancy by 

changing to fixed terms of 2 to 5 years which will not automatically be removed. 

Should the proposed clauses be accepted as part of the Bill, the availability of fixed 

term tenancies will be much reduced. 

3.15 The Bill is currently at report stage; further amendments to the Bill were first 

considered in the House of Commons on 5th January 2016. Amongst these Greg 

Clark tabled a series of amendments confirming that private registered providers of 

affordable housing will not be required to charge high income social tenants specific 

rents, confirming that ‘pay to stay’ will not be mandatory. Consideration of the Bill 

continues. 

Other Publications 

Laying the Foundations – A Housing Strategy for England (CLG, 2011) 

3.16 This document sets out an intention to ‘unblock’ the housing market and tackle the 

social and economic consequences of the failure to develop sufficient high quality 

homes over recent decades. 

3.17 The problems noted in this Strategy and the methods to achieve the ‘unblocking’ 

include the following: 
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• A thriving, active but stable housing market that offers choice, flexibility and 

affordable housing - this is critical to England’s economic and social wellbeing; 

• “The problems we face are stark” and have been compounded by the impact of 

the credit crunch; 

• “Urgent action to build new homes” is necessary as children will grow up without 

the opportunities to live near their family; 

• “Housing is crucial for our social mobility, health and wellbeing”; 

• “Housing is inextricably linked to the wider health of the economy”; and 

• Fundamental to the whole approach of the strategy is communities (including 

prospective owners and tenants), landlords and developers working together. 

3.18 The Strategy proposed an increase in the estimated output of affordable homes 

between 2011 and 2015 to 170,000 dwellings (from the 150,000 dwellings proposed 

by the previous Government). 

3.19 The Strategy also sets out the support needed to deliver new homes and ‘support 

aspiration’, including “including encouraging new private entrants into the social 
housing market, and considering innovative new approaches to funding 
affordable housing in the medium term”. This Strategy gives explicit support for 

the entry of for-profit providers into the affordable housing market. The ability to 

charge rents at up to 80% of market levels is encouraged to provide additional 

financial capacity to: 

“deliver more housing than would otherwise be possible ... reducing the pressure on 

funding f rom the t axpayer . .. Thi s m eans t hat we can . .. help a gr eater num ber o f 

households experience the benefits of an affordable rented home”.  

3.20 The Strategy further states that the entry of for-profit providers adds to the affordable 

housing sector’s diversity and potential financial capacity, as raised by the 

investment opportunity presented to institutional investors such as pension funds. 

Fixing the Foundations: Creating a More Prosperous Nation 

3.21 Planning reforms were announced in this document, itself following on from Laying 

the Foundations. These reforms are aimed at driving up living standards and 

providing a better quality of life in Britain. At paragraph 9.23 the report commits the 

Government to delivering affordable homes to buy, confirming this Government’s 
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support for models of extending opportunities for affordable home ownership to many 

more households. 

Building the Homes We Need (KPMG and Shelter, 2014) 

3.22 This report is the result of a year-long project by KPMG and Shelter to understand 

the housing shortage and provide advice to the Government on the housing crisis 

following the 2008 recession. The report starts by setting out: 

“Everyone now accepts that we have a desperate housing shortage in England. 

Each year we build 100,000 fewer homes than we need, adding to a shortage that 

has been gr owing f or decades. What’s m ore, our  c urrent hous e bui lding s ystem 

seems incapable of delivering growth on the scale required. Growing demand means 

that without a step change in s upply we will be l ocked into a spiral of increasing 

house prices and rents – making the current housing crisis worse”. 

3.23 The report highlights that if firm action is not taken to build more homes there will be 

significant adverse consequences for the UK economy and society, including rising 

homelessness, stalled social mobility, declining pension saving and an ever-rising 

benefit bill.  

3.24 The report includes the graph shown on the following page, displaying the levels of 

house building in England since 1946.  
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Figure 3.1: House building since 1946 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Source: Shelter and KPMG, 2014 
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3.25 This shows four interrelated trends: 

• An overall decline in house building since 1946, including two recessionary 

declines after 1980 and 2007; 

• High levels of social housing provision by local authorities until the mid-1970s;  

• The growing contribution to affordable housing provision by housing associations 

since the late 1980s; providing most of the new affordable housing stock but not 

matching anything like the previous local authority contribution; and 

• The gradual increase in the nominal house price through until about 1985 which 

then grows significantly over the subsequent 30 years. 

Home Truths 2014/15: Broken Market Broken Dreams (NHF, 2014) 

3.26 The report sets out that England is suffering a catastrophic housing crisis that has 

been more than a generation in the making. The number of new homes built each 

year is not nearly enough – to keep pace with demand another 245,000 homes per 

year are needed in England; currently only around half of this is built each year. 

3.27 The report illustrates that house prices and private sector rents are rising ever higher, 

locking more people out of home ownership, as demand has outstripped supply for 

many years. It notes that a rising number of people are now private renters and face 

high costs. As well as impacting on day-to-day living, high housing costs have also 

previously increased the benefit bill. The number of people who claim housing benefit 

but are also in employment has doubled over the last six years. Increasingly, 

earnings do not cover all living costs and so households need assistance from the 

Government and the taxpayer.  

3.28 The report offers alarm bells: people struggling with rent, needing housing benefit to 

keep a roof over their heads, being unable to be near family, unable to buy their own 

home or downsize to suitable and more affordable homes. This would be mitigated if 

more homes of all types were built at different price points in the market to meet 

more needs. 

3.29 Demand for housing - through increasing population, decreased household size and 

other factors is outstripping a chronic undersupply of housing. Estimates show 

around 245,000 new homes are required each year to keep up with demand, and 

even more would be needed to clear the backlog of demand. As a result, house 

prices have more than doubled (after accounting for inflation) in 40 years, as 

illustrated by Figure 3.2, overleaf. 
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Figure 3.2: Nominal House Prices in the UK 

 

Source: Home Truths 2014/15: Broken Market Broken Dreams (2014) 
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3.30 In the 1960s, a home was four and a half times the average salary and within the 

realms of being attainable with a reasonable deposit. As house prices have risen, 

wages have not been able to keep up; across the UK the average home now costs 

almost seven times the average salary, making home ownership largely unattainable 

for most young people.  

Housing Britain: Building New Homes for Growth (CBI, 2014) 

3.31 This report states that the UK’s housing market has not functioned healthily for 

decades, with an imbalance between the supply of new homes relative to demand 

being at the centre of this problem. This has created the current situation whereby 

half the number of houses needed every year has been built over the last decade. 

3.32 The report notes that UK house prices have increased 54% since 2004. Housing 

shortages are also pushing up market rent at a time when forecasts for disposable 

income remain weak, putting severe strain on household finances and limiting 

housing choice. This demand gap has inflated the cost of buying or renting a house, 

making it more difficult for people to join and move within the housing market. 

Following the 2008 recession, from 2011 UK house prices once more began rising. 

3.33 The report notes that the 1.8 million people on local authority waiting lists for social 

rented properties clearly demonstrate the strong demand for affordable housing from 

families up and down the country3. 

3.34 Figure 3.3 (overleaf) shows the upward trend in levels of housing benefit paid out in 

recent years, compared to increasingly low levels of capital investment in boosting 

the housing stock. In 2013 over £24bn was spent on housing benefit in total, whilst 

just under £6.5bn was used for capital development4. Rising government spending 

on housing benefits is symptomatic of a housing market unaffordable for many 

people.  

 

 

 

 

 

 
                                                           
3 Improving the Rented Housing Sector, Department for Communities and Local Government 
4 It should be noted that the Government has implemented rent reductions for housing associations; this may 
impact overall supply of affordable housing from the sector due to financial capacity being limited. 
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Figure 3.3: Housing Benefit and Capital Spend Comparison 2008/09 to 2012/13 

 
Source: Housing Britain: Building New Homes for Growth (2014) 

In the Mix: The Need for a Diverse Supply of New Homes (Shelter, 2014) 

3.35 In this briefing, Shelter set out the need for a balance of tenures across the housing 

growth in England, following on from the KPMG and Shelter report described above, 

at paragraph 3.10. It emphasises the need for a balanced mix of tenures, from a 

diverse range of funding sources and delivery models “involving both the private and 

public sectors” in order to achieve a more resilient housing stock: 

“...this di versity makes the hous ing s ystem m ore pr oductive ov er t he l ong t erm b y 

making i t more r esilient t o fluctuations i n hous e pr ices and  l ess p rone t o cyclical 

shocks. Diversity of supply will not only help us to increase supply to 250,000 homes 

a year, but will help ensure that high levels of output can be sustained over time.” 

3.36 The benefits of this diversity will not only provide longer-term benefits to the 

economy, but also have wider social benefits: 

“England’s hous ing c risis has  i mpacted di fferent peopl e in di fferent ways, and  no 

single tenure can offer the best solution for everyone. Each different type of housing 

plays a different role in the English housing system, catering for different preferences 

and needs  – and we n eed m ore o f all of  t hem. J ust as  n ot e veryone needs  a n 

intermediate or social rented home, not everyone will be able to afford to buy, even if 

total housing output is dramatically increased and house prices stabilised.” 

3.37 Shelter note that by building a mix of housing, including intermediate homes, more 

people’s aspirations to home ownership can be met; a “better alternative to private 
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renting” may be provided and the “steady rise of in-work housing benef it c laimants” 

can be halted. To achieve the upswing in delivery required (as set out in the earlier 

KPMG and Shelter report) to achieve a more balanced housing market, the briefing 

states that there should be a boost to public and private investment in affordable 

housing. Of the 6 recommendations set out in this briefing, one is for the Government 

to “explore new forms of intermediate tenure to widen access to intermediate homes, 

including low share shared ownership and affordable rent-to-buy homes.”  

3.38 The briefing notes the national preference for home ownership, as set out in a prior 

Shelter report5, for reasons such as greater stability and control over the home. It 

also recognises that achieving a significant boost in housing supply is likely to 

achieve political legitimacy by “the majority of new homes offering a route to some 

form of ownership”. Research6 has shown that: 

“66% of private rented are unable to save anything towards a deposit for purchasing 

their own home ... [the] net result is that fewer people can cross the widening 

financial gap between renting ... and m arket homeownership in one leap: if 

ownership i s to be e xtended t o m ore peop le a s ubstantial i ncrease i n t he 

intermediate options for people who can’t afford to buy a suitable home is needed.”  

3.39 Without intervention, many families will continue to be trapped in the ‘insecure’ 

private rented sector, spending significant proportions of household income on rent. 

To meet the needs of those households currently priced out of accessing home 

ownership, Shelter suggest more affordable, intermediate homeownership solutions 

to be vital to helping those out of private renting and a commensurate reduction in in-

work housing benefit claimants. Rent-to-buy offers one solution to these problems. 

NatWest Millennials Home Buying Survey (NatWest, June 2015) 

3.40 This Survey has shown that of those polled, 69% of young adults (aged 22-30 years 

old) currently either renting or living with parents believe they will not save enough for 

a house deposit within 5 years. 44% considered their prospects of buying a home to 

be more optimistic as a result of the Help to Buy scheme.  

 

 

                                                           
5 Homes for Forgotten Families (Shelter, 2013) 
6 England’s ‘rent-trap’: just another reason housing is now a top 5 issue for voters (YouGov for Shelter, 2014) 
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Build to Rent: Funding Britain’s Rental Revolution (Addleshaw Goddard and 

BPF, July 2015) 

3.41 This report sets out an overview of the ‘transformation’ of the housing market in 

Britain over the past 15 years, in which time homeownership has steadily declined 

from a peak of 69% in 2001. The private rented sector has grown significantly over 

the same period, overtaking the social rented sector in providing homes and forecast 

to provide homes to one in four households by 2020: 

“Growing demand for rented accommodation and t he response to this demand from 

professional investors looks set to change the market, perhaps permanently.  

... businesses are looking to create new clusters of homes for rent, as long-term 

investment opportunities. The result has been dubbed Build to Rent”. 

3.42 The report references research which estimates that Build to Rent could generate 

over £30 billion of new investment in Britain over the next five years, delivering over 

150,000 homes. The report notes the ‘dire’ need for affordable housing, “but this 

must not  di minish t he n eed f or qual ity m arket-rented hous ing or  housing f or sale 

either”.  

UK Economic Outlook – UK housing market outlook: the continuing rise of 

Generation Rent (PwC, July 2015) 

3.43 This report notes: 

“As hous e pr ices ha ve risen and s ocial housing s upply r emains c onstrained, the 

number of  hous eholds i n t he private r ented s ector has  m ore t han doubled s ince 

2001, rising from 2.3 million to 5.4 million by 2014, around 20% of the total. We 

project that t his trend w ill c ontinue w ith an addi tional 1. 8 m illion households 

becoming private renters by 2025. This would take the total to 7.2 million households 

– almost one in four of the UK total. The trend is particularly strong in the 20-39 age 

group where more than half will be renting privately by 2025. The rise of ‘Generation 

Rent’ will continue.”  

3.44 The report also notes the fall in households who own a home with a mortgage (from 

almost 45% in 2001 to under 30%), linking this with a limited housing supply, 

affordability of the housing market and poor mortgage availability. This is shown in 

the graph, overleaf: 
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Figure 3.4: UK share of households by tenure type (%) 

 

3.45 It adds:  

“A significant rise in the supply of affordable housing might change this in the long 

run, but  s eems unl ikely t o oc cur f ast enough t o s tem t he r ise i n G eneration R ent 

between now and 2025. 

... the ability of people to use the mortgage market to make the transition from renting 

to owning appears to be diminishing, with younger generations having to wait longer 

to buy in many cases.”  

3.46 The report notes that this affordability crisis, and inaccessibility for many to 

mortgages, stems from the “combined effect of rising house prices and lenders 

withdrawing higher Loan-to-Value mortgages”. This point is highlighted in the graph, 

overleaf. Average first time buyer deposits have increased almost five-fold, an 

increase much greater than the growth in average earnings over the same period.  
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Figure 3.5: House price to earnings ratio and average first time buyer deposit, 1988-

2013 

 

3.47 The report summarises: “This trend threatens to lock large segments of society out of 

the hous ing market, es pecially t hose on middle or  low i ncomes, and who l ive i n 

higher pr iced ar eas”. Forward projections for housing tenure in this report suggest 

that current trends will continue (see Figure 3.6, below). 

Figure 3.6: Projections for UK housing tenure, share of households 

 

3.48 The report also sets out house price projections for the UK regions, indicating that 

the current difficulties of affordability across the country will continue (see overleaf). 
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Figure 3.7: Regional average house price to individual full-time earnings ratios 
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National Housing Federation Statement (NHF, 20 August 2015) 

3.49 The National Housing Federation’s Assistant Director of Campaigns commented on 

the May-July 2015 quarter housing statistics released by CLG: 

“Britain is in the grips of a housing crisis, and at the centre of this huge national issue 

is the fact that we’ve failed to build enough homes for a generation or more. 

Today’s f igures ar e encouraging as  t hey show housebuilding i s at  i ts highest l evel 

since 2008. However, we need to continue to increase our efforts as a nation to build 

the homes that are desperately needed. Last year alone we built less than half of the 

homes needed, pushing house prices and home ownership further out of reach for 

millions of families and young people. 

... We want to work together to end the housing crisis and provide quality affordable 

homes to everyone who needs them.” 

Summary 

3.50 The Chancellor of the Exchequer in his first Autumn Statement of this Parliament and 

the Prime Minister during PMQs announced explicit support for the development of 

affordable homes to buy. The recognition of affordable housing to buy in helping to 

resolve the nation’s housing crisis follows on from a growing wealth of evidence that 

demonstrates a clear and pressing requirement to build more homes to meet a 

significant level of unmet need. The Minister for Housing and Planning, Brandon 

Lewis MP, has also recently expressed his support for local authorities taking a more 

flexible approach to negotiating tenure mix, expediting negotiations in order to speed 

up delivery of affordable housing. 

3.51 The need for affordable housing is not solely met by social rented homes, which only 

meet the needs of the poorest. The evidence in this section highlights the ability of 

more affordable homeownership solutions to help households out of private renting. 

Those who cannot yet afford to buy on the open market because they are either 

trapped by poor quality and expensive private rented accommodation, or have not 

yet been able to leave the parental home due to the inhibitive cost of buying have 

had their needs recognised by this Government. The Chancellor’s Statement clearly 

signals this Government’s intention to widen opportunities for home ownership by 

removing barriers to private for-profit providers entering the market to deliver more 

affordable homes – specifically including £200m to support delivery of 10,000 Rent to 

Buy homes – and add to the diversity of the sector.  
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Rentplus: The Model 

Section 4 

 

4.1 The Rentplus model is aimed at providing an affordable rented home to households 

until such time as the occupier can afford to purchase the property. In this way it aims 

to assist those households who cannot currently purchase a house on the open 

market but who would otherwise not be considered a priority, or qualify for social or 

affordable rented homes.  

4.2 The model is essentially one of rent to buy, with a five year renewable tenancy at an 

affordable rent, managed by a housing association. All dwellings are to be leased to 

Registered Providers at an affordable rent for up to 20 years; the housing association 

will be responsible for managing and maintaining the properties. Homes will be sold 

on a phased basis every 5 years; those homes not sold at year 5 will be re-let to 

tenants for a further 5 years. 

4.3 Upon registering interest in a scheme households are assessed on their suitability for 

a 5, 10, 15 or 20 year tenancy after which it is expected that the home will be 

purchased at market value. At the time of purchase, the occupier will be gifted 10% 

of the purchase price as a deposit towards a mortgage by Rentplus. 

4.4 Rental of the property before purchase will be at the lower of 80% open market rental 

(including service charge) or Local Housing Allowance (LHA).The household will be 

supported through the term of their tenancy by the managing housing association to 

save and increase the deposit to assist the mortgage application. The assured 

tenancy period also benefits from improving a tenant’s ability to prove credit-

worthiness. 

4.5 The Rentplus model aims to improve the ability of purchasers to build a suitable 

deposit, as well as improving, or creating a good credit rating, by paying a reduced 

(affordable) rent rather than a private market rent for the duration of the tenancy (as 

set out at paragraph 4.4, above).  

4.6 During the period of rental tenancy occupiers can serve notice to vacate a Rentplus 

unit on one month’s notice. Assistance may be sought from the managing housing 

association to assist in re-housing. 
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4.7 The Rentplus model permits tenants to swap with other tenants who are able to bring 

forward an early purchase of the unit, to assist those who are unable to purchase the 

property at the programmed time.  

4.8 If the property is sold within 2 years of the original occupier purchase then all or a 

part of the gifted deposit will be repayable to Rentplus on such disposal, subject to a 

maximum cap of the original sum gifted.  

4.9 All Rentplus homes are sold after 20 years. If the occupier does not purchase the 

property then the housing association has the option to acquire the unit, with 

Rentplus providing a 10% discount on open market value to the housing association. 

The future use of the unit as any other NPPF compliant affordable property can then 

be determined by the housing association. 

4.10 In the circumstances of neither the tenant nor housing association purchasing the 

property after 20 years, the property is sold on the open market and 7.5% of the net 

sales proceeds are paid to the Local Authority to reinvest in new affordable housing 

provision.  

4.11 A Memorandum of Understanding may be entered into with each individual LPA to 

seek to replenish the stock of Rentplus homes on a one for one basis, retaining a 

proportion of the affordable housing stock in the local area.  
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Considering the Definition 

Section 5 

 

5.1 This section discusses the model’s compliance with the planning definition of 

affordable housing as in Annex 2 of the NPPF, set out below for ease of reference:  

 “Social r ented, a ffordable r ented and i ntermediate hous ing, pr ovided t o el igible 

households w hose need s ar e no t m et by  the market. E ligibility i s det ermined w ith 

regard to l ocal i ncomes and l ocal hous e pr ices. A ffordable hous ing s hould i nclude 

provisions t o r emain at  an af fordable pr ice f or future el igible households or  f or the 

subsidy to be recycled for alternative affordable housing provision.” 

5.2 Affordable rent and intermediate affordable are defined in the Annex as: 

“Affordable rented housing is let by local authorities or private registered providers of 

social hous ing to households who are el igible for social rented hous ing. A ffordable 

Rent is subject to rent controls that require a r ent of no m ore than 80% of the local 

market rent (including service charges, where applicable). 

“Intermediate housing is homes for sale and rent provided at a cost above social rent, 

but bel ow market l evels s ubject t o t he c riteria i n t he A ffordable H ousing def inition 

above. These can include shared equity (shared ownership and equi ty loans), other 

low cost homes for sale and intermediate rent, but not affordable rented housing.” 

5.3 The Rentplus model is unusual in that it conforms to two of the three definitions of 

affordable housing, falling under the remit of affordable rent and intermediate for sale 

at different points of its lifetime. It cannot be considered a social rent product due to 

the rent falling outside the guideline level of the national rent regime. The definitions 

set out within the Annex are not prescriptive, but offer a number of different terms 

within which to describe various affordable tenures and products. The Rentplus 

model is not unique in this aspect of diverging from the more traditional social rented 

/ intermediate affordable tenures, as there are other models of affordable tenure 

being delivered by private registered providers across the UK. 

5.4 The Rentplus model is considered to be a hybrid form of affordable housing. Unlike 

widely understood shared ownership or shared equity products, in which an initial 

percentage of the home’s value is purchased and rent is paid on the remaining 

share, Rentplus households have the opportunity to save towards the deposit before 

purchase of that same home. This is achieved by paying a reduced, affordable rent 
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during the agreed period of tenancy which is fixed (and secure) for a period of 5 

years, the same as currently offered by housing associations for affordable rent units. 

5.5 As set out in Section 4, the model fixes the rent at an affordable level, being the 

lower of either 80% below market rent or the Local Housing Allowance (LHA), 

including service charge. This is strictly in accordance with the definition of affordable 

rent as defined in the NPPF Annex. The model will be managed by a registered 

provider to households who are allocated according to local authority priorities 

through the local housing register or other local mechanisms (such as choice based 

lettings or Help to Buy agents), further bringing this into compliance with the NPPF 

definition of affordable rent.  

5.6 As defined by the Annex, the sale of Rentplus properties will be in line with other 

intermediate affordable homes, at a cost above social rent. The purchase price will 

be at the level of open market value, but will effectively be discounted by 10% by the 

‘gifted’ deposit from Rentplus. The model should also therefore be considered a low 

cost home for sale under the definition of intermediate affordable. This is also 

comparable with rented properties on which tenants can exercise the Right to Buy 

through existing legislation.  

5.7 The NPPF definition includes the provision that affordable housing should “include 

provisions t o r emain at  an af fordable pr ice f or future el igible households or  f or the 

subsidy to be recycled for alternative affordable housing provision.” Such provisions 

are secured by the Rentplus model by direct subsidy (in the form of a 10% discount 

to the Housing Association and 7.5% of net proceeds payable to the local authority 

upon sale) for future affordable housing.  

5.8 Where a Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) has been agreed Rentplus will, upon 

the sale of homes, use its best endeavours to invest in new units on a one-for-one 

basis. Each MoU is to be negotiated on an individual basis with each local planning 

authority, but is considered an integral part of the product, comparable with the 

recycling of receipts from shared equity units by housing associations. The recycling 

of funds by housing associations is not guaranteed to be reinvested within the same 

local authority area as the original units, whereas the Rentplus MoU provides a best 

endeavours commitment to deliver further affordable units on a one-for-one basis in 

that local authority area. This thereby raises the overall level of affordable housing 

that is delivered, whilst reducing the numbers on housing registers and increasing the 

financial investment in the creation of sustainable communities in that area. 
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5.9 Each subsequent unit delivered by Rentplus would be on the same affordable rent 

basis. Where a property is not purchased by the occupier, the managing housing 

association has the opportunity to purchase instead, retaining this as part of its stock 

of affordable units. Whether through direct reinvestment by Rentplus or recycling by 

the managing housing association, where an MoU has been agreed, this ensures the 

affordable housing subsidy is reinvested for the benefit of local people. 
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Recommendations 

Section 6 

 

We Are the Builders: Generation Rent to Generation Buy 

6.1 The Government has announced its full, explicit support for private investors to 

deliver affordable Rent to Buy homes in order to extend the opportunities for home 

ownership to back families “who aspire to buy their own home”. The Chancellor of the 

Exchequer, George Osborne MP, in his Autumn Statement pledged to deliver 

“10,000 hom es t hat will al low a t enant t o s ave f or a depos it w hile t hey r ent”, 

“removing constraints that prevent pr ivate sector organisations f rom par ticipating in 

delivery”. The Prime Minister also announced in his Party Conference speech to turn 

Generation Rent into Generation Buy; this Government is explicit in its support for 

affordable homes available as rent to buy. 

6.2 Rentplus seeks to fulfil that role to extend a hand to those households currently 

unable to save for and access the open market to purchase their own home whose 

needs are not met by the current affordable housing sector and other home 

ownership initiatives. 

Moving In: The Benefits of Rentplus  

6.3 The purpose and practical detail of the Rentplus model, as described in Section 3, 

demonstrates that Rentplus has been developed as an investment product that will 

enable a rolling stock of homes for rent and eventual sale to complement other 

affordable housing products. As set out in Section 2, the delivery of a large quantity 

of affordable housing is considered highly beneficial in areas of high need. As 

Rentplus homes are sold on a phased basis every 5 years the model also creates its 

own mixed tenure development over the lifetime of the scheme.  As Rentplus is a 

fully funded model and does not require any public subsidy to deliver homes, it will 

result in significant additional investment that would not otherwise be available.  

6.4 As noted in Section 3, the current problems with the housing market do not meet the 

diverse needs of all, but are instead forcing greater welfare dependency through an 

increasing reliance on the private rented sector. This includes those who are in-work 

housing benefit claimants, for whom rent costs take up such a proportion of income 

that it is very difficult to save towards a house deposit. There is considerable 
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aspiration towards home ownership; this is recognised in Government policy and 

encouragement towards intermediate affordable housing delivery.  

6.5 This is also supported by planning decisions; as set out in the Secretary of State 

appeal decision referred to in Section 2, it is important to recognise that affordable 

housing delivery should not be restricted to meet a narrow definition of need, 

providing homes only for those households with ‘Reasonable Preference’. This is 

regarded as  ‘unduly restrictive’, failing to recognise the needs of ‘hard pressed’ 

households for appropriate affordable housing which meets the Government’s 

intention to enable households to “‘climb’ to full owner occupation”. Households 

entering a scheme with a mix of house types and with the ability to save towards 

accessing home ownership at a flexible point in time will create a full mix of social 

and economic groups. 

6.6 Those reports referenced in Section 3 demonstrate that current affordable housing 

tenures do not meet the full needs of all those aspiring to ownership, principally as 

these rely on ready availability of savings to access shared ownership mortgages. 

Equally, this product will be a realistic alternative for those households who are not 

able to purchase their home through the Government’s Starter Home Initiative, as 

acknowledged in the Autumn Statement. As a great number of those households 

would not be considered eligible for social rented homes, access to any affordable 

product is significantly constrained. The Rentplus model will diversify the affordable 

housing stock available to those households, and enable a greater number of 

households to access affordable housing without recourse to welfare support. This 

diversity of supply is a crucial factor in solving the nation’s significant housing crisis. 

6.7 The Rentplus product offers the security of rental at an affordable level whilst 

allowing households aspiring to home ownership the opportunity to save towards and 

purchase with a gifted deposit. The basis for setting and charging rent levels is 

guaranteed through an assured shorthold tenancy, giving added certainty to those 

households who may otherwise be subject to private rent level fluctuations (typically 

rent rises) and insecure tenancy agreements. This is a significant benefit of the 

model which is likely to be very attractive to those not able or desiring to access other 

forms of affordable housing before obtaining a mortgage. This will also remove 

households from the housing register, allowing local housing authorities the ability to 

focus greater resources on those most in need.  

6.8 The product also offers the flexibility to alter the point of purchase on a phased basis 

at five year intervals, as well as the benefit of a property being managed and 
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maintained by a housing association throughout the period of it being a Rentplus 

property. 

6.9 The product is new, and therefore not previously considered within either housing 

evidence documents such as SHMA or in Local Plan policies. Section 4 has set out 

the model’s compliance with the NPPF definition of affordable housing. The NPPF 

seeks to encourage LPAs to plan for a range of housing to meet all needs, across 

market and affordable tenures, whilst the Government has made it clear that 

encouraging home ownership is central to the country’s economic stability and social 

justice7. It is clear that mixed, sustainable communities are at the heart of planning 

and that planning should not seek to threaten the ambition of business, or to prevent 

viable schemes from bringing forward social, economic and environmental benefits.  

6.10 By providing a rental product at the lower of 80% below market rent or at Local 

Housing Allowance (LHA), households are also given a hitherto-unavailable 

opportunity to save towards a deposit without the need to revert to parental 

handouts,  remain living with parents in their teenage bedrooms, or possibly to live in 

poor quality cramped rental conditions. Not only does the Rentplus model offer 

households the opportunity to be able to afford to save for a deposit and the costs 

associated with purchasing a property, but the gifted 10% deposit effectively offers 

the property for sale at below-market rate at the point of purchase. 

6.11 Certainty is also offered to local planning authorities as units are managed and 

maintained by a housing association, with the product only being offered to eligible 

households on the local housing register. Those households may otherwise fail to be 

offered an affordable property due to not being categorised as a high priority 

household. As described in Section 3, this situation traps a considerable number of 

the non-home owner population, and in particular what has become known as 

Generation Rent, in a hard to escape cycle of renting at private market rates. Unable 

to save any significant sum for a deposit this generation is struggling to obtain a 

mortgage; this has contributed to the ever-rising age at which Britons enter home 

ownership.  

6.12 A further point to note is the potential for delivery on rural exception sites where a 

small quantity of market housing is already accepted to improve scheme viability. In 

rural areas affected by poor affordability the existing supply of affordable housing 

products would be complemented by Rentplus homes. These would further support 

                                                           
7 Here’s how to build a homeowning Britain (David Cameron and George Osborne, The Times, 4 July 2015) and 
the Autumn Statement (HM Treasury, 25 November 2015) 
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the diversity of housing delivered in rural areas, contributing to the ongoing 

sustainability of those communities and assist those trapped by being unable to 

afford market housing but not high priority enough to receive social or affordable 

rented homes. 

Plan-Making to include Rentplus 

6.13 Local Planning Authorities are encouraged by the NPPF to significantly boost the 

supply of housing, including through the provision of affordable housing which is a 

material planning consideration, and an inherent part of planning for housing through 

a proper, full objective assessment of housing need. By including a proportion of 

Rentplus units within the mix of any scheme, the local planning authority is also given 

the opportunity to increase the diversity of homes on offer. Together with open 

market, social rented, affordable rent, and intermediate affordable units local 

authorities have the ability to approve schemes that fully accord with the NPPF’s aim 

to create mixed and sustainable communities.  

6.14 People also aspire to home ownership. This provides households with a financial 

stake in the local community. The specific Rentplus model, together with other forms 

of affordable housing, also widens local housing choice adding to a more mixed, 

balanced local community.  

6.15 It is the intention of the Rentplus model to be delivered alongside other forms of 

affordable housing, acting as a complementary product as part of the housing mix to 

meet the needs of those households whose aspirations towards home ownership are 

not currently achievable through other intermediate affordable tenures. This can also 

deliver the benefit of enhancing the overall affordable housing offer and increasing 

the certainty of deliverability on sites where viability may be an issue. Early delivery 

of Rentplus homes, in volume, is a further benefit of this diversity of tenure offer. 

6.16 Whilst the transitional nature of the product (from affordable rent to ownership) may 

present a difficulty for local planning authorities in defining it for the purposes of 

determining applications or counting for housing land supply, it should be considered 

a suitable method of diversifying local affordable housing offer without recourse to 

public funding. This also enables a greater overall level of affordable housing to be 

delivered both in the short term on individual sites, and in the longer term, as 

Rentplus stock is replaced.  
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6.17 We recommend that to incorporate the Rentplus model into the local plan, that the 

below text is included within an affordable housing policy. This will enable a degree 

of flexibility to be employed when negotiating the tenure mix on individual sites. 

“The Council will seek a developer contribution of X% towards the provision of 

affordable housing on residential developments of X dwellings or more. The mix of 

affordable dwellings may be negot iated, taking into account site specific issues and 

viability. The mix should take i nto account l ocal need f or social rented and 

intermediate affordable tenures, including Rent to Buy models, such as Rentplus.  

There will be a s trong presumption i n f avour o f t he af fordable ho mes being f ully 

integrated within proposed development. However the Council may consider off site 

provision, for i nstance t o enable ot her pol icy o bjectives t o be met, subject t o a n 

equivalent l evel of  dev eloper c ontribution bei ng provided. There w ill be a 

presumption i n f avour o f c ross-subsidy to enabl e a hi gher pr oportion of  af fordable 

housing t o be provided, preferably t hrough an el ement of affordable Rent to Buy, 

such as  R entplus, or m arket housing. Off s ite provision c ould be by  w ay of direct 

affordable housing pr ovision on an a lternative site, or  by  a f inancial c ontribution 

which would enable provision elsewhere in the local authority area.” 

Incorporating Rentplus: S106 Sites and Current Developments 

6.18 Rentplus has been established as a specialist provider of affordable housing in the 

private sector. The model as described in Section 3 is specifically designed to 

provide housing which is affordable to local people aspiring to home ownership. The 

involvement of a housing association should give the security and assurance that 

such homes are to be properly managed, whilst the sale of the homes provides 

Rentplus with a capital sum return. This enables replacement affordable housing 

delivery in the local authority area by Rentplus as well as a return to the local 

authority in the case of sale on the open market to reinvest in local affordable 

housing. The ability for the managing housing association to purchase the unit at a 

10% discount if the occupier does not wish to purchase offers a further method of 

retaining an affordable unit within the local stock.  

6.19 Other social benefits which are a material consideration in decision making include 

the ability of households to integrate with neighbours over a longer period before 

purchasing the property; the ability to renew tenancies; and swapping with other 

tenants at the time of purchase which offers flexibility to those not ready to purchase 

at the previously envisaged date.  
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6.20 As noted in Sections 4 and 5, upon the sale of each Rentplus property a 

Memorandum of Understanding, where agreed with each individual LA, will set out 

the basis for the replacement of those units on a one-for-one basis in that local 

authority area. Other forms of affordable tenure result in a loss of housing stock, such 

as with shared ownership in which households can ‘staircase out’; where a LA has 

agreed a MoU, the Rentplus model would secure the replacement of units in 

accordance with the terms of the MoU in order to continue meeting local needs over 

the longer term through continued housing stock replenishment. This is an important 

consideration at a time when Right to Buy is being further encouraged, and 

established rented tenures no longer have permanence.  

6.21 The availability of funding for the product also makes this model potentially attractive 

on stalled developments where this model could improve scheme viability. As the 

model has readily available private funding, it is also easily translated to high volume 

output which could assist in areas of particular need or where housing land supply 

could benefit from being boosted. 

Conclusions and Recommendations 

6.22 There is a significant shortfall in affordable housing nationwide and the availability of 

grant funding has steadily declined over the past decade. The Rentplus product has 

a wide pool of prospective households for whom saving towards a home purchase is 

not currently possible due to falling outside eligibility for current affordable housing 

stock. The private rented sector offers no security, and security of tenure for 

traditional affordable housing looks likely to be removed by changes in the Housing 

Bill. The fixed period of tenancy at affordable rents in Rentplus dwellings before the 

point of purchase offers a significant benefit to households who will have the ability to 

save for a deposit - on the home they have rented - for the first time. Rentplus homes 

will be excluded from Pay to Stay policy, offering further certainty to those 

households wishing to save for home ownership. 

6.23 Rentplus therefore offers a new product to those households whose needs are not 

already met by the market, whilst also diversifying local housing stock and 

contributing to the development of mixed and balanced communities.  

6.24 In order for Local Planning Authorities to enable those households for whom access 

to social rented housing is not suitable, and whose needs are not otherwise met by 

affordable and intermediate tenures to enter the housing market it may be necessary 

to review affordable housing policies in the Local Plan, or to consider revising model 

conditions and clauses for S106 agreements. 
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6.25 The Government has pledged to significantly raise the numbers of affordable homes 

being delivered during this Parliamentary session, and to meet the diverse needs of 

those in need. This includes a significant drive towards meeting families’ aspirations 

to home ownership. The Autumn Statement included a commitment to remove 

constraints that prevent private sector organisations from delivering affordable homes 

to deliver this promise. CLG has had its housing budget doubled and will over the 

period of this Parliament be focused on the delivery of at least 400,000 affordable 

homes, including 10,000 Rent to Buy homes. As supported by the Government, the 

Rentplus model would make a valuable, NPPF-compliant contribution towards 

significantly boosting housing supply, and most importantly in meeting need for 

affordable housing without further recourse to public funding. 

 

 

 



	  

	  

BRIEFING NOTE on Rentplus – a new model of Affordable Housing 

	  

1. Background	  
	  

1.1 There	  is	  a	  severe	  shortage	  of	  affordable	  housing.	  	  The	  grants	  from	  central	  Government	  for	  
affordable	  homes	  have	  been	  steadily	  reduced.	  	  The	  Homes	  and	  Communities	  Agency	  have	  
responsibility	  for	  the	  affordable	  homes	  programme	  and	  are	  encouraging	  registered	  
providers	  of	  affordable	  housing	  to	  explore	  new	  models	  of	  funding.	  
	  

1.2	   The	  national	  affordable	  rent	  programme	  2011-‐2015	  has	  introduced	  5	  yearly	  tenancies	  and	  
allows	  registered	  providers	  to	  charge	  an	  affordable	  rent	  of	  up	  to	  80%	  of	  open	  market	  rents.	  	  
Many	  people	  on	  housing	  waiting	  lists	  aspire	  to	  own	  their	  own	  home	  but	  are	  unable	  to	  save	  
for	  a	  deposit	  whilst	  paying	  expensive	  open-‐market	  rents.	  

1.3	   The	  Housing	  Strategy	  for	  England	  identifies	  the	  need	  to	  introduce	  pension	  fund	  and	  private	  
investment	  capital	  into	  affordable	  housing	  provision.	  	  Recent	  guidance	  to	  local	  authorities	  
emphasises	  the	  need	  to	  widen	  access	  to	  affordable	  housing	  to	  hard	  working	  families	  on	  
modest	  incomes,	  people	  in	  training	  and	  apprenticeships,	  and	  members	  of	  our	  armed	  
services.	  

1.4	   Rentplus	  was	  devised	  in	  the	  South	  West	  by	  a	  Plymouth-‐based	  development	  company	  	  (Pillar	  
Land	  Securities	  Limited)	  working	  with	  a	  local	  housing	  association	  (Tamar	  Housing	  Society).	  	  
This	  new	  affordable	  housing	  product	  was	  fully	  endorsed	  by	  the	  Rt	  Hon	  Grant	  Shapps	  MP,	  
then	  Minister	  of	  State	  for	  Housing	  and	  Planning,	  at	  a	  personal	  meeting	  in	  the	  Houses	  of	  
Parliament.	  Subsequently	  the	  Homes	  and	  Communities	  Agency	  has	  supported	  the	  Rentplus	  
model	  through	  a	  short	  form	  agreement.	  	  

	  
1.5	   A	  number	  of	  Local	  Authorities	  across	  the	  south	  west	  have	  formally	  endorsed	  Rentplus	  as	  an	  

affordable	  housing	  product	  meeting	  their	  requirements	  under	  Section	  106	  of	  the	  Town	  and	  
Country	  Planning	  Act	  1990.	  	  They	  have	  signed	  a	  Memorandum	  of	  Understanding	  with	  
Rentplus-‐UK	  Limited	  (the	  company	  formed	  to	  deliver	  Rentplus	  homes)	  for	  500	  homes	  to	  be	  
built	  under	  the	  Rentplus	  model	  in	  Plymouth	  over	  the	  next	  five	  years,	  and	  to	  be	  replaced	  by	  
new	  Rentplus	  homes	  as	  they	  are	  sold	  to	  tenants.	  

	  
1.6	   Substantial	  socially-‐responsible	  funds	  have	  been	  identified	  for	  investment	  in	  Rentplus	  

homes.	  

	  

2.	   THE	  Rentplus	  Model	  

2.1	  	  	   The	  key	  features	  of	  the	  Rentplus	  model	  are	  summarised	  below:	  

2.1.1	   Rentplus	  homes	  will	  be	  new	  homes	  delivered	  to	  Homes	  and	  Communities	  Agency	  
standards	  and	  acquired	  by	  Rentplus-‐UK	  Limited	  for	  pension	  funds	  or	  socially	  
responsible	  investors,	  without	  any	  public	  grant.	  	  Rentplus-‐UK	  will	  lease	  the	  homes	  to	  
a	  local	  housing	  association	  partner.	  	  

	  



	  

	  

2.1.2	   The	  housing	  association	  partner	  will	  lease	  the	  homes	  to	  tenants	  aspiring	  to	  home	  
ownership	  for	  a	  series	  of	  5	  year	  tenancies	  at	  an	  affordable	  rent	  (within	  the	  local	  
housing	  allowance).	  	  Tenants	  on	  the	  housing	  list	  will	  apply	  for	  a	  Rentplus	  home	  
through	  Devon	  Home	  Choice.	  

	  
2.1.3	   On	  a	  phased	  basis,	  beginning	  at	  the	  end	  of	  the	  first	  5	  year	  tenancy,	  a	  proportion	  of	  

the	  Rentplus	  affordable	  rented	  homes	  will	  be	  released	  for	  purchase	  by	  tenants,	  who	  
will	  have	  been	  supported	  to	  move	  from	  tenancy	  to	  home	  ownership.	  Tenants	  will	  be	  
gifted	  a	  10%	  deposit	  by	  Rentplus-‐UK	  upon	  purchase	  (against	  an	  independent	  open	  
market	  valuation),	  to	  aid	  purchase.	  	  

	  
2.1.4	   Those	  homes	  which	  are	  not	  sold	  at	  year	  5	  will	  be	  re-‐let	  to	  tenants	  for	  a	  further	  5	  year	  

period,	  at	  the	  end	  of	  which	  a	  second	  batch	  of	  homes	  will	  be	  sold.	  This	  process	  
repeats	  at	  years	  15	  and	  20,	  at	  which	  time	  all	  homes	  will	  have	  been	  sold.	  	  

	  
2.1.5	   In	  the	  circumstances	  where	  the	  tenant,	  another	  Rentplus	  tenant	  or	  the	  registered	  

provider	  managing	  the	  Rentplus	  home,	  does	  not	  purchase	  and	  the	  home	  is	  sold	  on	  
the	  open	  market,	  then	  a	  proportion	  of	  the	  sale	  price	  is	  gifted	  to	  the	  Authority.	  

2.1.6	   New	  Rentplus	  homes	  will	  be	  energy	  efficient,	  leading	  to	  a	  considerable	  saving	  of	  
family	  expenditure	  on	  fuel	  costs	  and	  this	  saving,	  alongside	  the	  costs	  saved	  by	  
affordable	  rent	  compared	  to	  private	  rent,	  will	  enable	  the	  tenant	  to	  save	  to	  augment	  
the	  deposit	  gifted	  at	  the	  time	  of	  purchase.	  

2.1.7	   The	  rental	  tenancy	  period	  provides	  an	  opportunity	  to	  demonstrate	  creditworthiness	  
through	  regular	  rent	  payments	  to	  further	  aid	  mortgage	  application;	  

2.2	   The	  substantial	  investment	  funding	  identified	  for	  Rentplus	  homes	  which,	  is	  not	  dependent	  
upon	  the	  availability	  of	  public	  grant,	  provides	  an	  opportunity	  to	  significantly	  increase	  the	  
number	  of	  new	  homes	  available	  at	  affordable	  rents.	  	  The	  Authority	  will	  receive	  payment	  of	  a	  
New	  Homes	  Bonus	  augmented	  by	  the	  affordable	  supplement	  for	  each	  new	  home.	  

	  
2.3	   Ready	  funding	  for	  the	  affordable	  component	  of	  developments	  can	  provide	  an	  impetus	  to	  

developments	  with	  existing	  approvals,	  which	  may	  have	  stalled	  due	  to	  the	  economic	  climate.	  	  	  
	  
2.4	   Rentplus	  provides	  a	  new	  and	  complementary	  option	  for	  affordable	  housing.	  	  There	  is	  no	  

intent	  to	  compromise	  traditional	  social	  housing,	  which	  is	  necessary	  for	  people	  in	  severe	  
housing	  need	  and	  those	  with	  disability.	  	  However,	  Rentplus	  provides	  a	  new	  opportunity	  for	  
many	  on	  the	  housing	  list	  who,	  with	  support,	  could	  achieve	  home	  ownership	  rather	  than	  a	  life	  
in	  expensive	  and	  insecure	  private-‐rented	  accommodation.	  Rentplus	  homes	  promote	  and	  
achieve	  a	  further	  step	  to	  mixed	  tenure	  developments.	  

	  

	  

Rentplus-‐UK	  Limited	   	   	   	   	     	  















	  

	  

BRIEFING NOTE on Rentplus – a new model of Affordable Housing 

	  

1. Background	  
	  

1.1 There	  is	  a	  severe	  shortage	  of	  affordable	  housing.	  	  The	  grants	  from	  central	  Government	  for	  
affordable	  homes	  have	  been	  steadily	  reduced.	  	  The	  Homes	  and	  Communities	  Agency	  have	  
responsibility	  for	  the	  affordable	  homes	  programme	  and	  are	  encouraging	  registered	  
providers	  of	  affordable	  housing	  to	  explore	  new	  models	  of	  funding.	  
	  

1.2	   The	  national	  affordable	  rent	  programme	  2011-‐2015	  has	  introduced	  5	  yearly	  tenancies	  and	  
allows	  registered	  providers	  to	  charge	  an	  affordable	  rent	  of	  up	  to	  80%	  of	  open	  market	  rents.	  	  
Many	  people	  on	  housing	  waiting	  lists	  aspire	  to	  own	  their	  own	  home	  but	  are	  unable	  to	  save	  
for	  a	  deposit	  whilst	  paying	  expensive	  open-‐market	  rents.	  

1.3	   The	  Housing	  Strategy	  for	  England	  identifies	  the	  need	  to	  introduce	  pension	  fund	  and	  private	  
investment	  capital	  into	  affordable	  housing	  provision.	  	  Recent	  guidance	  to	  local	  authorities	  
emphasises	  the	  need	  to	  widen	  access	  to	  affordable	  housing	  to	  hard	  working	  families	  on	  
modest	  incomes,	  people	  in	  training	  and	  apprenticeships,	  and	  members	  of	  our	  armed	  
services.	  

1.4	   Rentplus	  was	  devised	  in	  the	  South	  West	  by	  a	  Plymouth-‐based	  development	  company	  	  (Pillar	  
Land	  Securities	  Limited)	  working	  with	  a	  local	  housing	  association	  (Tamar	  Housing	  Society).	  	  
This	  new	  affordable	  housing	  product	  was	  fully	  endorsed	  by	  the	  Rt	  Hon	  Grant	  Shapps	  MP,	  
then	  Minister	  of	  State	  for	  Housing	  and	  Planning,	  at	  a	  personal	  meeting	  in	  the	  Houses	  of	  
Parliament.	  Subsequently	  the	  Homes	  and	  Communities	  Agency	  has	  supported	  the	  Rentplus	  
model	  through	  a	  short	  form	  agreement.	  	  

	  
1.5	   A	  number	  of	  Local	  Authorities	  across	  the	  south	  west	  have	  formally	  endorsed	  Rentplus	  as	  an	  

affordable	  housing	  product	  meeting	  their	  requirements	  under	  Section	  106	  of	  the	  Town	  and	  
Country	  Planning	  Act	  1990.	  	  They	  have	  signed	  a	  Memorandum	  of	  Understanding	  with	  
Rentplus-‐UK	  Limited	  (the	  company	  formed	  to	  deliver	  Rentplus	  homes)	  for	  500	  homes	  to	  be	  
built	  under	  the	  Rentplus	  model	  in	  Plymouth	  over	  the	  next	  five	  years,	  and	  to	  be	  replaced	  by	  
new	  Rentplus	  homes	  as	  they	  are	  sold	  to	  tenants.	  

	  
1.6	   Substantial	  socially-‐responsible	  funds	  have	  been	  identified	  for	  investment	  in	  Rentplus	  

homes.	  

	  

2.	   THE	  Rentplus	  Model	  

2.1	  	  	   The	  key	  features	  of	  the	  Rentplus	  model	  are	  summarised	  below:	  

2.1.1	   Rentplus	  homes	  will	  be	  new	  homes	  delivered	  to	  Homes	  and	  Communities	  Agency	  
standards	  and	  acquired	  by	  Rentplus-‐UK	  Limited	  for	  pension	  funds	  or	  socially	  
responsible	  investors,	  without	  any	  public	  grant.	  	  Rentplus-‐UK	  will	  lease	  the	  homes	  to	  
a	  local	  housing	  association	  partner.	  	  

	  



	  

	  

2.1.2	   The	  housing	  association	  partner	  will	  lease	  the	  homes	  to	  tenants	  aspiring	  to	  home	  
ownership	  for	  a	  series	  of	  5	  year	  tenancies	  at	  an	  affordable	  rent	  (within	  the	  local	  
housing	  allowance).	  	  Tenants	  on	  the	  housing	  list	  will	  apply	  for	  a	  Rentplus	  home	  
through	  Devon	  Home	  Choice.	  

	  
2.1.3	   On	  a	  phased	  basis,	  beginning	  at	  the	  end	  of	  the	  first	  5	  year	  tenancy,	  a	  proportion	  of	  

the	  Rentplus	  affordable	  rented	  homes	  will	  be	  released	  for	  purchase	  by	  tenants,	  who	  
will	  have	  been	  supported	  to	  move	  from	  tenancy	  to	  home	  ownership.	  Tenants	  will	  be	  
gifted	  a	  10%	  deposit	  by	  Rentplus-‐UK	  upon	  purchase	  (against	  an	  independent	  open	  
market	  valuation),	  to	  aid	  purchase.	  	  

	  
2.1.4	   Those	  homes	  which	  are	  not	  sold	  at	  year	  5	  will	  be	  re-‐let	  to	  tenants	  for	  a	  further	  5	  year	  

period,	  at	  the	  end	  of	  which	  a	  second	  batch	  of	  homes	  will	  be	  sold.	  This	  process	  
repeats	  at	  years	  15	  and	  20,	  at	  which	  time	  all	  homes	  will	  have	  been	  sold.	  	  

	  
2.1.5	   In	  the	  circumstances	  where	  the	  tenant,	  another	  Rentplus	  tenant	  or	  the	  registered	  

provider	  managing	  the	  Rentplus	  home,	  does	  not	  purchase	  and	  the	  home	  is	  sold	  on	  
the	  open	  market,	  then	  a	  proportion	  of	  the	  sale	  price	  is	  gifted	  to	  the	  Authority.	  

2.1.6	   New	  Rentplus	  homes	  will	  be	  energy	  efficient,	  leading	  to	  a	  considerable	  saving	  of	  
family	  expenditure	  on	  fuel	  costs	  and	  this	  saving,	  alongside	  the	  costs	  saved	  by	  
affordable	  rent	  compared	  to	  private	  rent,	  will	  enable	  the	  tenant	  to	  save	  to	  augment	  
the	  deposit	  gifted	  at	  the	  time	  of	  purchase.	  

2.1.7	   The	  rental	  tenancy	  period	  provides	  an	  opportunity	  to	  demonstrate	  creditworthiness	  
through	  regular	  rent	  payments	  to	  further	  aid	  mortgage	  application;	  

2.2	   The	  substantial	  investment	  funding	  identified	  for	  Rentplus	  homes	  which,	  is	  not	  dependent	  
upon	  the	  availability	  of	  public	  grant,	  provides	  an	  opportunity	  to	  significantly	  increase	  the	  
number	  of	  new	  homes	  available	  at	  affordable	  rents.	  	  The	  Authority	  will	  receive	  payment	  of	  a	  
New	  Homes	  Bonus	  augmented	  by	  the	  affordable	  supplement	  for	  each	  new	  home.	  

	  
2.3	   Ready	  funding	  for	  the	  affordable	  component	  of	  developments	  can	  provide	  an	  impetus	  to	  

developments	  with	  existing	  approvals,	  which	  may	  have	  stalled	  due	  to	  the	  economic	  climate.	  	  	  
	  
2.4	   Rentplus	  provides	  a	  new	  and	  complementary	  option	  for	  affordable	  housing.	  	  There	  is	  no	  

intent	  to	  compromise	  traditional	  social	  housing,	  which	  is	  necessary	  for	  people	  in	  severe	  
housing	  need	  and	  those	  with	  disability.	  	  However,	  Rentplus	  provides	  a	  new	  opportunity	  for	  
many	  on	  the	  housing	  list	  who,	  with	  support,	  could	  achieve	  home	  ownership	  rather	  than	  a	  life	  
in	  expensive	  and	  insecure	  private-‐rented	  accommodation.	  Rentplus	  homes	  promote	  and	  
achieve	  a	  further	  step	  to	  mixed	  tenure	  developments.	  

	  

	  

Rentplus-‐UK	  Limited	   	   	   	   	     	  





From: casey.de@sky.com
To: Planning.policy
Subject: Re: Tendring District Council: New event available
Date: 17 June 2017 14:51:30

PLEASE ACCEPTT HIS AS A COMMENT ON THE TENDRING COLCHESTER
GARDEN COMMUNITY PLAN – I OBJECT TO THE PLAN

Thank you for the email with the enclosed documents but sadly to
navigate the system is actually very difficult when wanting to give
comment. One thing that is clear that the Tendring Colchester Border
Garden Community map has no key which does not help and
unfortunately the name Garden Community or any other is not
recognised when entered into the comments portal!

As far as I can see from your draft plan for this location, you are still
planning to effectively desecrate the Salary Brook Valley which is one of
North Essex’s most important wildlife sites and if current proposals were
accepted key areas within this landscape would be lost forever.

As stated previously, this valley has a delightful character of its own
and it is a natural beauty spot with views of the valley ridges that are
arguably, the best hillside views within this area. The valley still has an
air of tranquility, with an important wildlife population, including
protected species, plus ancient woodland and scarce wetland habitat.
Such available areas of green open countryside are becoming
increasingly scarcer in North Essex which makes the protection of this
highly valued vale even more essential.

There are sufficient fields and other locations behind the valley which
could still be utilised for building. The whole of this area is a high quality
green belt locality and should, in conjunction with CBC be turned into a
Country Park to be protected in perpetuity for the people of Colchester
and North Essex.

DE Casey MBE

On Friday, 16 June 2017, 9:00, "consult@objective.co.uk" <consult@objective.co.uk> wrote:

Dear Major David Casey
Tendring District Local Plan - Publication Draft - Section 1 will be available for you
to view and comment between the following dates:
Start date: 16/06/17 09:00
End date: 28/07/17 17:00
Please select the following link to view this event:
http://tendring-consult.objective.co.uk/portal/pp/tdlppd/tdlppd
If the link appears to be broken, please try copying the entire link into the address

mailto:casey.de@sky.com
mailto:Planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk
http://tendring-consult.objective.co.uk/portal/pp/tdlppd/tdlppd


bar on your web browser.
This e-mail has been automatically generated by the Consultation software.
The information contained in this e-mail or in any attachments is confidential and
is intended solely for the named addressee only. Access to this e-mail by anyone
else is unauthorised. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify the
administrator and do not read, use or disseminate the information. Opinions
expressed in this e-mail are those of the sender and not necessarily the company.
Although an active anti-virus policy is operated, the company accepts no liability
for any damage caused by any virus transmitted by this e-mail, including any
attachments.
To unsubscribe please click on the link below or paste it into your browser:
http://tendring-consult.objective.co.uk/common/unsubscribe.jsp?guid=92282A48-A462-A305-8938-
E039963A8CEA

http://tendring-consult.objective.co.uk/common/unsubscribe.jsp?guid=92282A48-A462-A305-8938-E039963A8CEA
http://tendring-consult.objective.co.uk/common/unsubscribe.jsp?guid=92282A48-A462-A305-8938-E039963A8CEA








GUIDANCE NOTES 
& RESPONSE FORM 
to accompany the Publication Draft Local Plan (2017) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Please read these guidance notes before completing the response form 
 

Introduction 
Braintree District Council, Tendring District 
Council and Colchester Borough Council, have 
each published their own Publication Draft Local 
Plan for consultation. Section 1 is common to 
each plan. This response form can be used to 
respond to any part of the 3 Plans. It is important 
to specify which. 

The 3 Plans have been published in order for 
representations to be made prior to submission 
of the documents to the Planning Inspectorate 
for examination. All representations will be 
examined by a Planning Inspector. The purpose 
of the examination is to consider whether the Plan 
complies with the legal requirements, the duty to 
co-operate and is sound. 

Each Local Plan has two parts: 

Publication Draft Local Plan Section 1 - A set 
of strategic policies constructed in partnership 
between the three authorities and Essex 

County Council. This means that the Section 1 
policies are intended to apply across all three 
Local Authorities. These policies include those 
relating to Garden Communities, housing supply, 
employment, shopping and the environment. 
You can send your response to any one of the 
authorities as all responses to Section 1 will be 
collated. Only 1 response to the 3 authorities is 
required. 

Publication Draft Local Plan Section 2 - relates 
to the specific district, contains more detailed 
policies and is used to determine planning 
applications. If you wish to comment on the 
Tendring Publication Draft Local Plan Section 
2 you should send your comments to Tendring 
District Council. 

If you would like assistance in completing your 
representation or have any other questions 
about the Publication Draft Local Plan please 
contact the Planning Policy Team by email 
planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk or by phone 
on 01255686177 and ask for Planning Policy. 

 
 
 

    

mailto:planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk


Part A - Personal Details 
Please note that it is not possible for 
representations to be considered anonymously. 
Representations will be published on the 
Council’s websites and included as part of the 
Publication Draft Local Plan submissions to 
the Inspector. Address and contact details will 
removed from published responses. (Village/town 
shown). 

The Council reserves the right not to publish or 
take into account any representations which it 
considers offensive or defamatory. 

Please supply an email address if you have one 
as it will allow us to contact you electronically. 
Everyone who submits a representation will be 
added to the relevant consultation database (if 
not already included) so that we can keep you 
up to date with the plan. If you do not wish to be 
contacted in this way please state this clearly on 
the form. 

If an agent or consultant has been engaged to act 
on your behalf please fill in both sets of details in 
full. Correspondence will be sent to the agent. If 
you are a landowner with an agent acting on your 
behalf, please ensure that your agent knows the 
site name and reference number which your site 
has been given. 

 
Part B - Representation 
Please specify which section of the Publication 
Draft Local Plan your comments relate to, by 
choosing one of the following; 

Section 1 A response to this section will be 
reported to all 3 authorities. 

Legal Compliance and Duty 
to Co-operate 
If commenting on how the Publication Draft 
Local Plan has been prepared, it is likely that 
your comments will relate to a matter of legal 
compliance. 

The Inspector will check that the Plan meets the 
legal requirements 

You should consider the following before making 
a representation on legal compliance: 

• The Plan should be included in the current 
Local Development Scheme (LDS) and the 
key stages should have been followed. 

• The process of community involvement 
for the Plan in question should be in general 
accordance with the Statement of 
Community Involvement (SCI). 

• The Plan should comply with the Town 
and County Planning (Local Planning) 
(England) Regulations 2012 (the Regulations). 
On publication, the LPA must publish the 
documents prescribed in the Regulations; 
making them available on its website and at 
its principal offices. It must also notify the 
Local Plan bodies (as set out in the 
Regulations) and any persons who have 
requested to be notified. 

• The LPA must provide a Sustainability 
Appraisal Report. This should identify 
the process by which it has been carried out, 
baseline information used to inform the 
process and the outcomes of that  process. 

• LPAs will be expected to provide evidence of 
how they have complied with the Duty  to 

Section 2 Colchester 
Section 2 Tendring 
Section 2 Braintree 

These plans are 
specific to each 
authority. 

Co-operate. 

• Non-compliance with the duty to cooperate 
cannot be rectified after the Plan’s

Which part of the plan are you responding to 
(please use one form per submission): 

Paragraph:  for a representation on wording or 
paragraph content 

Policy: for a representation on the wording 
or inclusion or omission of a policy 

Other: for example a map inset number, 
site reference or the wording or 
content of tables or  appendices 

submission. Therefore the Inspector has no 
power to recommend modifications in this 
regard. Where the duty has not been 
complied with, the Inspector has no choice 
but to recommend non-adoption of the  Plan. 

} 



Soundness 
Soundness is explained in National Planning 
Policy Framework (NPPF) paragraph 182. The 
Inspector has to be satisfied that the Plan is 
positively prepared, justified, effective and 
consistent with national policy. 

More details and further guidance on what is 
meant by the term ‘soundness’ can be found 
below and at; www.planningportal.gov.uk 

Positively prepared 
This means that 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 reasonable alternatives, 
based on a proportionate, robust and credible 
evidence base. 

Effective 
The Plan should be deliverable over its period and 
based on effective joint working on cross- 
boundary strategic priorities, sound infrastructure 
delivery planning and no regulatory or national 
planning barriers. It should be flexible to changing 
circumstances 

Consistent with national policy 
The Plan should be consistent with national 
policy. Departure must be clearly justified. 

If you think the content of the Plan is not sound 
because it does not include a policy where it 
should do, you should go through the following 
steps before making representations: 

• Is the issue with which you are concerned 
already covered specifically by national 
planning policy? If so it does not need to be 
included? 

• Is what you are concerned with covered by 
any other policies in the Plan on which you 
are seeking to make representations or in any 
other Plan? 

• If the policy is not covered, how is the Plan 
unsound without the policy? 

• If the Plan is unsound without the policy, what 
should the policy say? 

Using the spaces provided please give details of 
why you think the Publication Draft Local Plan is 
not ‘sound having regard to the legal compliance, 
duty to cooperate and the four  requirements 
set out above. You should try to support your 
representation by evidence showing why the Plan 
should be modified. If your representation is 
over 100 words please include a summary of 
its main points in the box provided. 

It will be helpful if you also say precisely 
how you think the Plan should be modified. 
Representations should cover succinctly all 
information, evidence and supporting information 
necessary to support/justify the representation 
and suggested modification, as there will not 
normally be a further opportunity to make 
submissions based on the original representation 
made at publication. 

Where there are groups who share a common 
view on how they wish to see a Plan modified, 
it would be very helpful for that group to send 
a single representation which represents the 
view. In such cases the group should indicate 
how many people it is representing and how 
the representation has been authorised. 

All the formal representations received during this 
stage will be submitted to and considered by the 
appointed independent Planning Inspector at the 
public examination on the Plan. The process is 
likely to include public hearings. The Inspector 
will determine the most appropriate procedure to 
adopt to hear those who choose to participate at 
this stage. If you would like to appear and speak 
at the hearings, please state this and explain 
in the space provided why you consider it is 
necessary that you participate. 

Representations can be sent: 

• Via the Council’s online consultation portal: 
http://tendring-
consult.objective.co.uk/portal  

• Via a representation form which can 
be downloaded from the website and 
returned via email to 
planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.
uk 

• or by post to: 
Planning Policy, 
Tendring District Council 
Thorpe Road 
Weeley 
Essex 
CO16 9AJ 

http://www.planningportal.gov.uk/
http://tendring-consult.objective.co.uk/portal
http://tendring-consult.objective.co.uk/portal
mailto:planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk
mailto:planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk


   
 

 

For internal Use only ID: 
 

Rep No: 
 

     

 

 

Responses are encouraged via the council’s online consultation system available on the website, 
see http://tendring-consult.objective.co.uk/portal  However, this form can be returned electronically 
to planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk or in hard copy if necessary to: 

Planning Policy, Tendring District Council, Thorpe Road, Weeley, Essex, CO16 9AJ 
The consultation runs from 9am Friday, 16th June to 5pm on Friday, 28th July 2017 

This form has two parts: 
Part A - Personal Details and Part B - Your comments 

 
 

  PART A  
 

1. Personal Details 

Title 

First Name 

Last Name 

Organisation 
(Where relevant) 

 
Address Line 1 

 
Address Line 2 

 
Address Line 3 

Post Code 

E-mail Address 
 

Telephone 
Number 

2. Agent’s Details (if applicable) 

Title 
 

First Name 

Last Name 

Organisation 

Address Line 1 

Address Line 2 
 

Address Line 3 

Post Code 

E-mail Address 
 

Telephone 
Number 

 
 

 

http://tendring-consult.objective.co.uk/portal
mailto:planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk


  PART B  

REPRESENTATION FORM 
Please Note: If your representation relates to Section One of the North Essex Strategic Plan / Garden 
Communities you only need to respond to one of the Local Authorities. All representations received by 
Braintree, Colchester and Tendring relating to Section One of the Plan(s) will be submitted together. 

You do not need to return this form if you have completed a response using any of the Council’s online 
systems for this consultation. Duplicates will not be  considered 

Please specify which section of the Publication Draft Local Plan your comments relate to by 
choosing one of the following: 

Section 1 Section 2 Colchester Section 2 Tendring Section 2 Braintree 

Which part of the section are you responding to? 
e.g. Paragraph/Policy/Map/Other 

 
Do you consider the Local Plan is Legally compliant? 

Yes No 
 
Does it comply with the Duty to Co-operate? 

Yes No 
 
Do you consider the Local Plan is Sound? 

Yes No 
 
If you do not consider the Local Plan is sound, please specify on what grounds: 

Positively prepared Justified Effective Consistent with National Policy 
 
Enter your full representation here: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Continue onto next page 



 
 

If your representation is more than 100 words, please provide a brief summary here: 



Please specify the changes needed to be made to make the Plan sound / legally compliant 
 

 
Do you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination? 

Yes No 
 

If Yes - you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you 
consider this to be necessary 

Please note the inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear 
those who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination. 

 
Did you raise the matter that is the subject of your representation with the LPA earlier 
in the process of the preparation of the Local Plan 

Yes No 
 

If yes which stage 
Issues and Options Preferred Options 

 
Do you wish to be notified? 

When the document is submitted for independent examination? 

When the Inspectors Report is published? 

When document is adopted? 
 

Braintree & Tendring: Return by 5pm 28th July 2017 
(responses to section 2 Braintree and Tendring will not be accepted after this date. After 

this date responses to Section 1 should be sent to Colchester Borough Council) 

Colchester: Return by 5pm 11th August 2017 
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Tendring District Council 
Planning Department 
Thorpe Road 
Weeley 
Clacton-on-Sea 
CO16 9AJ 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Our ref: AE/2006/000294/CS-
10/SB1-L01 
Your ref:  
 
Date:  28 July 2017 
 
 

 
Dear Sir/Madam 
 
Tendring District Local Plan – Publication Draft Final Consultation 
 
Section 1 of the Tendring Local Plan Pre-submission 
 
The comments relating to Section 1 largely mirror the comments we have already made 
in our response to Section 1 of the Braintree Local Plan. 
 
Vision for North Essex 
We are supportive of the thrust of the Vision. We are encouraged by the Vision 
advocating that Green and blue infrastructure, among other things, will be planned and 
provided along with other facilities to support the development of substantial new 
growth.  
 
Objective 4  
We are happy with the inclusion of references to ensuring that flood defence 
infrastructure and foul sewage infrastructure are considered by developers of future 
developments. 
 
Objective 9 
The words are good, but we currently have a problem with the Strategic Flood Risk 
Assessment’s methodology for assessing the zonal extents of flood risk areas as a 
consequence of climate change as a means to support this objective. 
 
Policy SP 1 Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development 
We are supportive of the thrust of this policy.  
 
Policy SP 2 Spatial Strategy for North Essex 
We are supportive of the thrust of this policy and that the three Garden Communities will 
be planned and developed drawing on Garden City principles, with necessary 
infrastructure and facilities provided and a high quality of place-making and urban 

http://www.gov.uk/environment-agency
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design. There may be merit in reinforcing the desire to follow Garden City principles by 
making reference to the principles reflecting the Garden City principles espoused by the 
Town and Country Planning Association. See for instance ‘The Art of Building a Garden 
city: Designing New Communities for the 21st Century’. 
 
Policy SPL3 Sustainable Design 
We are pleased to see references to the integration of sustainable drainage and 
aspirations for the reduction of flood risk included within the practical requirements 
section of this policy 
 
Policy SP5 Infrastructure and Connectivity 
Whilst we acknowledge that this policy currently focuses principally on transport and 
broadband, we would highlight that there is no similar overarching policy that addresses 
other ‘environmental’ infrastructure requirements. For example, there is no reference to 
the need to provide further waste water or flood risk infrastructure to help accommodate 
the proposed growth. We suggest that the need for similar overarching policy 
references are considered. This is particularly the case given that the sustainability, in 
particular, of low lying coastal communities, will be ever more dependent on 
replacement and/or enlarged flood defence infrastructure to address sea level rises as a 
consequence of climate change over a development’s lifetime and that Tendring District 
Council or developers will need to help with Partnership funding to secure new flood 
defence infrastructure. 
 
Policy SP 6 Place Shaping Principles 
We are supportive of the thrust of this policy, in particular we are pleased to see that all 
new development should reflect place shaping principles that will, among other things: 
 

 Provide an integrated network of multi-functional public open space and green 
and blue infrastructure that connects with existing green infrastructure where 
possible; 

 Include measures to promote environmental sustainability including addressing 
energy and water efficiency, and provision of appropriate wastewater and flood 
mitigation measures. 

 
The supporting text makes reference to the ecological benefits of open space in 
paragraph 1.88, but there is no reference to the benefits of open space to sustainable 
drainage. It is noted though that the policy makes reference to “multifunctional” open 
space and identifies the provision of flood mitigation and wastewater measures as a 
principle requirement in place shaping. 
 
We recommend that point 11 should include a reference to the promotion of sustainable 
drainage systems along the following lines:  
 
‘Include measures to promote environmental sustainability including addressing energy 
and water efficiency, and provision of appropriate wastewater and flood mitigation 
measures, including use of open space for sustainable drainage systems’. 
 
Policy SP 7 Development & Delivery of New Garden Communities in North Essex 
We are supportive of this overarching policy. It is encouraging to see in relation to 
development and delivery, the Council’s intention under part xi of Policy SP 7 to secure, 
among other matters, water efficiency with the aim of being water neutral in areas of 
serious water stress. We do however consider that the supporting text in chapter 8 
should provide further elaboration or perhaps more ambitious wording in relation to 
compliance with the optional Building Regulation water efficiency standard of 110 litres 
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per occupier per day. Similar water efficiency measures should be adopted for non-
residential development.  
 

Furthermore, given the work done on the Integrated Water Management Strategy, it 
would be useful to explain, briefly, what water neutral actually means and how it can be 
met in terms of various techniques.  
 
Paragraph 154 in the National Planning Policy Framework advises that Local Plans 
should be aspirational. With this in mind, we recommend that short supporting text 
should be inserted under Chapter 8 as a replacement for the existing paragraph 8.7 
along the following lines: 
 

8.7 Water efficiency – in order to promote water efficiency in new residential 
developments in the Garden Communities, the optional Building Regulation water 
efficiency standard of 110 litres per occupier per day will be applied. Non-residential 
development should adopt BREEAM or similar standard for the application of water 
efficiency components and water recycling. 
 
The existing paragraphs from 8.7 onwards should be re-numbered such that the current 
wording in paragraph 8.7 becomes 8.8 et seq. 
 

The Local Plan does not arguably follow a strategy that is justified. To a large extent, 
given the Garden Communities are located in a water stressed area, we consider that 
the most appropriate strategy is for the optional Building Regulation water efficiency to 
be sought in new residential developments. Although we do not consider that the issue 
is significant enough to tip it into a soundness matter, we do consider that the Local 
Plan should show greater ambition. 
 
Policy SP 8 Tendring/Colchester Borders Garden Community 
We are largely supportive of the thrust of this Policy and its various components. 
However, we consider that it is important item 17 under sub-heading F. Other 
Requirements – this is concerned with an upgrade to Colchester Waste Water 
incorporates – includes a reference to the expected timetable/programme included 
under Table 13.1 in the Braintree Infrastructure Delivery Plan (BIDP). As matters stand 
there is, on the face of things, no reference to any requirement for essential waste water 
infrastructure to be delivered ahead of residential development. Delivery of 
infrastructure is an important component of the master planning process for the Garden 
Community.  
 
Item 17 should be re-worded along the following lines: 
 
‘Provision of improvements, ahead of development, to waste water treatment including 
an upgrade to the Colchester Waste Water Treatment Plan in accordance with the 
programme set out in the Braintree Infrastructure Delivery Plan and off-site drainage 
improvements’. 
 
The purpose here is to set out a clear signposting of infrastructure delivery requirements 
as evaluated under the BIDP. It should be noted that the priority for this infrastructure is 
described as ‘critical’ under Table 13.1 which is presumably a reflection of its 
importance. 
 
Policy SP 9 Colchester/Braintree Boarders Garden Community. 
We are largely supportive of the thrust of this Policy and its various components. 
However, as above we consider that it is important item 18 under sub-heading F. Other 
Requirements – this is concerned with an upgrade to Colchester Waste Water 
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incorporates – includes a reference to the expected timetable/programme included 
under Table 13.1 in the BIDP. As matters stand there is, on the face of things, no 
reference to any requirement for essential waste water infrastructure to be delivered 
ahead of residential development. Delivery of infrastructure is an important component 
of the master planning process for the Garden Community.  
 
Item 18 should be re-worded along the following lines: 
 
‘Provision of improvements, ahead of development, to waste water treatment including 
an upgrade to the Colchester Waste Water Treatment Plan in accordance with the 
programme set out in the Braintree Infrastructure Delivery Plan and off-site drainage 
improvements’. 
 
The purpose here is to set out a clear signposting of infrastructure delivery requirements 
as evaluated under the BIDP. It should be noted that the priority for this infrastructure 
type is described as ‘critical’ under Table 13.1, which is presumably a reflection of its 
importance. 
 
Policy SP 10 West of Braintree Garden Community 
We are largely supportive of the thrust of this Policy and its various components. With 
regard to item 17 under sub-heading F. Other Requirements, we note there is a 
reference to provision of improvements to waste water treatments. As with Policies SP 9 
and SP 10, there is, on the face of things, no reference to any requirement for essential 
waste water infrastructure to be delivered ahead of residential development. Delivery of 
infrastructure is an important component of the master planning process for the Garden 
Community.  
 
Item 17 should be re-worded along the following lines: 
 
‘Provision of improvements, ahead of development, to waste water treatment including 
an upgrade to the Colchester Waste Water Treatment Plan in accordance with the 
programme set out in the Braintree Infrastructure Delivery Plan and off-site drainage 
improvements’. 
 
The purpose here is to set out a clear signposting of infrastructure delivery requirements 
as evaluated under the BIDP. It should be noted that the priority for this infrastructure 
type is described as ‘critical’ under Table 13.1, which is presumably a reflection of its 
importance. 
 
We have been working with AECOM and Anglian Water on the preparation of an 
Integrated Water Management Strategy (IWMS) for the Garden Communities. We 
understand a draft IWMS stage 2 report is expected to be made available to us and 
Anglian Water in August 2017.  
 
The executive summary of the Stage 1 Report highlighted that the scale and location of 
development across the Garden Communities poses significant challenges around 
provision of water supply, wastewater services and management of flood risk. It goes on 
to add that the full potential quantum of growth that the garden communities could 
deliver does not have identified solutions for the treatment of wastewater, provision of 
water supply and assessment of impact and compliance with water based 
environmental legislation.  
 
The purpose of the strategy is to identify solutions which we consider should as a matter 
of course be sustainable. We understand the IWMS Stage 2 will develop a range of 



  

Cont/d.. 
 

5 

delivery option strategies for each garden community based on a series of potential 
wastewater, water supply, and surface water and flood risk measures. Our expectation 
is that work on the IWMS Stage 2 will be completed and agreed sufficiently in advance 
of the submission of the respective local plans to the Planning Inspectorate for the 
examination in public. Ideally the IWMS Stage 2, and where considered necessary, an 
IWMS Stage 3 will provide the necessary evidence to support the development of the 
respective garden communities without impacting on the environment. 
 
We understand the Tendring Infrastructure Delivery Plan has already been published 
and whilst it does show a programme for water infrastructure, this appears to have been 
based on the water cycle studies carried out at the individual local planning authority 
level. Given this, it might be preferable for a standalone detailed IWMS delivery plan for 
the preferred strategy for the Garden Communities to be provided for evidence 
purposes in support of the water infrastructure requirements for Section 1 of the Local 
Plan. 
 
Section 2 of the Tendring Local Plan Pre-submission 
 
Vision 
We are largely supportive of the thrust of the Vision. Because of Tendring’s coastal 
aspects which are, to a degree, at the forefront of climate change (rising sea level, 
eroding shoreline), we would recommend that the Vision should make include a 
reference to adapting and mitigating against climate change through positive measures. 
Although there is already a reference under Rural Heartland to climate change and 
therefore recognition by the Council of this fundamental environmental issue, we 
consider the overarching Vision should also address the issue. The following wording 
should be added: 
 
Tendring District’s coastal area places economic, social and environmental 
considerations at the forefront of climate change and therefore there will be a need to 
place adaptation and mitigation against climate change at the centre of sustainable 
development. 
 
Policy SPL 3 SUSTAINABLE DESIGN 
We are supportive of the thrust of this policy. We particularly welcome under Part B: 
Practical Requirements, item d, which is concerned with minimising greenhouse gases 
and impact on climate change and item f which is concerned with reducing flood risk 
and integrating sustainable drainage.  
 
Policy HP3 Green Infrastructure 
We are pleased to see references to the functional benefits of green infrastructure for 
the purposes of flood mitigation. 
 
Policy LP9 Traveller sites 
We support the inclusion of point a) within this policy. With regards to flood risk, 
caravans, mobile homes and park homes intended for permanent residential use are 
considered to be ‘highly vulnerable’ land uses by table 2 of the Planning Practice 
Guidance document which supports the NPPF. Table 3 of this document advises this 
type of development is inappropriate in Flood Zone 3 and should therefore not be 
permitted. This is reinforced in paragraph 11 g) in Planning policy for traveller sites 
which should be read in conjunction with the NPPF. 
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It may well be appropriate to include a reference, possibly under the supporting text, to 
drainage aspects for sites, which are often rural in nature. This could be along the 
following lines: 
 

‘The provision for foul water drainage should be that the first presumption is to provide a 
system of foul drainage discharging into a public sewer for treatment at a public sewage 
treatment works. A private means of foul effluent disposal is only acceptable when foul 
mains drainage is not feasible (in terms of cost and/or practicality). An environmental 
permit may, depending on flow quantities and any adjacent sensitive area, be required 
from the Environment Agency.’ 
 
Policy PP10 Camping and Touring Caravan Sites 
This Policy states that ‘if the necessary tests are met in regard to any known flood risk, 
the Council will support proposals for..’  However, we note that there is little in planning 
policy that is prescriptive of season of operation for camping and touring caravan sites, 
but reference to sites proposed in recognised flood risk areas having to have availability 
of advance flood warning services in their locality and to have flood evacuation and 
response plans would have been useful additions to this policy. 
 
This policy does not have any detail about what may/may not be acceptable from a 
flood risk point of view. Land used for camping is particular vulnerable to flood risk, so 
this would be a useful opportunity for the council to highlight the risk and set out how 
future applications will take account of it. The final paragraph does not hint at what 
season the potential occupancy may be limited to. 
 
The previous local plan (adopted December 2007) contained a policy relating to 
caravan and camping sites which included the following: 
 
“The occupation of all types of holiday units, including chalets and caravans, will not be 
permitted between 14 January and 1 March in any year. Occupancy may be further 
restricted to the period 1 March to 31 October where the site: 
i. lacks the necessary and appropriate infrastructure and services for longer 

occupation; or 
ii. is located in an area of flood risk, or adjacent to a site designated for reasons of 

nature conservation.” 
 

This level of detail is not provided within this pre-submission document. Policy PP10 
does reference the council imposing holiday occupancy conditions but it is not specific 
on when and it is not with regards to flood risk. A generic mention of flood risk is 
included but is fairly ambiguous (“…if the necessary tests are met in regard to any 
known flood risk…”). 
 
The NPPF Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) classifies ‘sites used for holiday or short-
let caravans and camping’ as ‘more vulnerable’ and potentially appropriate development 
in Flood Zones 2 and 3a if the Sequential and Exception Tests are passed. The PPG 
also specifies that this type of development must be subject to an appropriate flood 
warning and evacuation plan. However the PPG classifies ‘caravans, mobile homes and 
park homes intended for permanent residential use’ as ‘highly vulnerable’ and considers 
them to be an in-appropriate land use within flood zone 3a and 3b.  
 
The Local Plan presents an opportunity for the Council to present a clear position on 
how this type of development should be considered in areas at risk of flooding. You 
should consider, in terms of the Test of Soundness covering consistency with national 
policy, whether the current text is sufficient in this respect, and whether further detail is 
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required? For example what is the council’s position on caravan parks showing a 
progression to all year round habitation? How should sites in locations at risk of flooding 
be managed? What level of flood risk might be considered acceptable on a caravan 
site? Will you require the site to be evacuated on receipt of a flood warning? 
 
Paragraph 6.7.5 
We strongly support the Council on the need for robust use of planning conditions and 
legal agreements to ensure that holiday accommodation is not displaced by permanent 
residential use, with our focus being on those sites in the high risk (flood zone 3) where 
park homes and static caravans for permanent residential use are deemed to be 
“inappropriate” land uses on the basis of their vulnerability to the impacts of flooding. 
 
Policy PP11 Holiday Parks 
Please see the comments we have made to Policy PP10 which also apply to this Policy.  
 
We are pleased to note that the supporting text references the need to restrict 
occupancy in winter months where a site is at risk of flooding, though it is disappointing 
that it is not specifically reaffirmed in the policy wording. However, we do support the 
recognition that holiday parks should not become home to permanent residential 
accommodation due in part to the possible flood risk implications.  
 
Policy PP 14 Priority Areas for Regeneration 
Our earlier letter dated 8 September 2017 written in response to the Local Plan 
Preferred Options consultation provided comments on certain Priority Areas. As matters 
stand, our comments on the application of the Sequential Test remain outstanding. 
Therefore, pending the finalisation of the updated Tendring Strategic Flood Risk 
Assessment and Sequential Test assessment report, our comments are repeated 
below.  
 
Brooklands, Grasslands and ‘The Village’ areas of Jaywick 
 
These areas include Flood Zone 3 extents, so any redevelopment (in common with any 
allocated development within Flood Zone 2 or 3) will need to pass the Sequential and 
Exception Tests as appropriate. We’ve not seen any evidence that the council have 
applied these Tests to the emerging plan. This evidence will need to support the 
submission version of the Plan. If this is not provided we will need to raise it as a 
soundness issue.  
 
We would also take this opportunity to highlight that regeneration of this area is likely to 
reduce the deprivation index. This will have the consequential effect of reducing the 
proportion of future flood defence infrastructure funding (when measured against the 
current day baseline), that central government can provide through Flood Defence 
Grant-in Aid.  
 
Furthermore, any plot level rebuilds may be considered as new developments. ‘New’ 
development in flood risk areas (post 2012) cannot be taken into account when the 
benefits of new flood defences for an area are calculated. This could mean that the bulk 
of funding for any new flood defence infrastructure would have to be met by local and 
partnership funding sources. Dependence on frontline flood defences and the 
affordability of that infrastructure (which will be required to be upgraded in due course), 
is a key issue for long-term sustainability of this community. The long-term infrastructure 
costs, affordability, sustainability and the lesser proportion of central government 
funding towards replacement  flood defence infrastructure through Flood Defence 
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Grant-in Aid should be carefully weighed up when considering short-term improvements 
to reduce the scale of deprivation through re-build initiatives.   
 
Harwich Old Town 
 
The Old Town all lies within Flood Zone 3 so any redevelopment will need to pass the 
Sequential and Exception Tests as appropriate. As above, we have not seen any 
evidence that the Council have applied these Tests to the emerging plan. This evidence 
will need to support the submission version of the Plan.  
 
Walton-on-the Naze 
 
The area for regeneration appears to lies mainly in Flood Zone 1, though there is a 
small area of the site to the south that is Flood Zone 2 and 3. A sequential approach to 
redevelopment of this area should therefore be taken, with the most vulnerable aspects 
of the proposal being located in the areas of Flood Zone 1. As mentioned above, the 
Sequential and Exception Test will also need to be applied, and evidence submitted 
alongside this Plan that they have been passed.  
 
At the time of writing this response we had received a further version of the SRFA and 
Sequential Test assessment report for our consideration and agreement. A formal 
response will be provided to the Council once we have completed our review, which is 
likely to happen within the course of the next week or so following the issue of this letter. 
 
Section 7.1 Development and Flood Risk 
With regard to paragraphs 7.1.1 and 7.1.2, we have recently advised the Council that 
the update addendum to the SFRA is currently not capable of providing an appropriate 
assessment of the impacts of climate change on flood risk zones. This means it is 
therefore at odds with the Local Plan’s strategic objective for Water and Climate 
Change which is “To reduce the risk of flooding by securing the appropriate location and 
design of new development, having regard to the likely impact of climate change.” 
 
Paragraph 7.1.3 
No reference has been included as to how a Sequential approach or the Sequential 
Test will be applied to new development at “Jaywick Sands”. 
 
Policy PPL1: Development and Flood Risk 
The Policy does not, in our view, fully engage with National Policy and the National 
Planning Practice Guidance. We consider it is not consistent with the National Policy 
position and is therefore unsound. We consider this unsoundness could be overcome 
by adding the following wording to the policy. 
 
All new development within Flood Zones 2 and 3 must not result in a net loss of flood 
storage capacity. 
 
New development in Flood Zone 3 must provide adequate flood storage and not result 
in a net loss of flood storage unless there is compensation on site or, rarely if not 
possible, adjacent off site capacity.  
 
Where possible opportunities must be sought to achieve an increase in floodplain 
storage. 
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All more Vulnerable and Highly Vulnerable development within Flood Zone 2 and 3 
should set finished floor levels 300mm above the known or modelled 1 in 100 annual 
probability (1% AEP) flood level including an allowance for climate change. 
 
As the Policy stands, it would have been better if both parts of the Exception test were 
referred to i.e. “safe” as well as meeting the wider “sustainability needs”. We 
recommend this part of the Policy be re-worded to read as follows: 
 
Where new development cannot be located in an area of lower flood risk and is 
otherwise sustainable, the Exception Test will be applied in accordance with the 
National Planning Policy Framework so that it is safe and meets wider sustainability 
needs. 
 
We would also recommend that the second sentence of the first paragraph of the Policy 
be deleted and replaced with the wording given below in order to highlight the 
requirement for more vulnerable development in particular to not be subject to internal 
flooding and the provision of refuge. 
 
It must be ensured that for new more vulnerable development (for example residential); 
there will be no internal flooding in the design event, refuge will be available above flood 
levels in excess of the design flood, or levels that could occur at the site in the event of 
a breach or failure of flood defence infrastructure, and that a means of escape is 
possible from first floor level. 
 
We consider that the following supporting text covering the provision of an emergency 
flood plan, as discussed in our earlier letter dated 8 September 2017 written in response 
to the Local Plan Preferred Options consultation, is included as a new paragraph 7.1.4. 
Where safe access cannot be achieved, or if the development would be at residual risk 
of flooding in a breach, an emergency flood plan that deals with matters of evacuation 
and refuge should demonstrate that people will not be exposed to flood hazards. The 
emergency flood plan should be submitted as part of a FRA and will need to be agreed 
with yourselves. Refuge should ideally be located 300mm above the 0.1% (1 in 1000) 
annual probability event flood level including allowances for climate change.  
 

This supporting text presents a good opportunity for you to set out your requirements for 
evacuation and refuge. 
 
We consider the following wording should be added as supporting text as a new 
paragraph 7.1.5. 
 
New development proposals should: 

- retain at least an 8m wide undeveloped buffer strip alongside Main Rivers and 
explore opportunities for riverside restoration. Any proposed development within 
8m of a main river will require an environmental permit from the Environment 
Agency. 

 
- retain at least a 3m buffer strip on at least one side of an Ordinary watercourse. 

Any development that could impact the flow within and ordinary watercourse will 
require consent from Essex County Council (as LLFA). 

 
Please note that the recommended additional supporting text items are not considered 
to be soundness matters. 
 
Policy PPL2: Coastal Protection Belt 
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As advised in our letter dated 8 September 2017 written in response to the Preferred 
Options consultation, this policy provides the Council with an opportunity to be more 
prescriptive about what type of development you consider would be acceptable in an 
area affected by coastal change.  
 
For example, paragraph 7-073-20140306 of the Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) 
provides guidance on what sort of development is appropriate in a Coastal Change 
Management Area. You could consider embedding the intention of this guidance into 
Policy PPL 2, or perhaps as supporting text along the following lines: 
 
‘National Planning Practice Guidance provides guidance on what sort of development is 
appropriate in a Coastal Change Management Area. This guidance is considered to 
have relevance to development proposals within the Tendring Coastal Protection Belt’. 
 
In addition, paragraph 7-076-20140306 states that formally allocating land in Local 
Plans for relocation of development and habitat affected by coastal change may be 
appropriate in some instances. Tendring may wish to consider this in order to help 
future decision making.  
 
Policy PPL 4 Biodiversity and Geodiversity 
We are largely supportive of the thrust of this Policy and supporting text. However, we 
would highlight that ‘harm’ to biodiversity can also arise as a result of development 
causing invasive species to be introduced. 6% of the water bodies within the Anglian 
River Basin Management Plan are classified as failing due to invasive species.  
 
We recommend that a biosecurity protocol method statement is required for all 
development proposals to ensure that an adequate means of preventing the 
introduction of non-native species is considered and implemented. This should help to 
prevent the spread of invasive non-native species which have a negative impact on 
biodiversity and ecosystem functioning. We recommend that this aspect be addressed 
within the Local Plan by adding the wording below to the final paragraph of Policy PPL 
4. 
 
‘A biosecurity protocol method statement is required for all development proposals to 
ensure the introduction of non-native species is prevented.’ 
 
Policy PPL5 WATER CONSERVATION, DRAINAGE AND SEWERAGE 
We welcome the reference to SuDs and for adding the reference in the policy to the 
“water quality” benefits of SuDs. We would however make the point that SuDS 
techniques may not be appropriate for sites within Source Protection Zones, where 
there are known pollutants/contamination or the site history indicates pollutants/ 
contamination, or where groundwater is relatively shallow and dispersion may not occur 
in an adequate manner. As matters stand, the Policy does not make any reference to 
the unsuitability of SuDS techniques in certain instances. We recommend that the 
wording set out below is added to the existing wording, or if preferred provided as 
supporting text. 
 
‘SuDS techniques based on infiltration of surface water into the ground may not be 
appropriate, in accordance with Environment Agency policy on the protection of 
groundwater, for: (i) sites within Groundwater Source Protection Zones, which aim to 
protect groundwater from pollutants: (ii) sites with known pollutants/contamination or 
where historical usage indicates the potential presence of pollutants/contamination: (iii) 
sites where the depth to the water table is shallow and there is the risk of harm to an 
aquifer used for drinking water supplies. 

http://planningguidance.communities.gov.uk/blog/guidance/flood-risk-and-coastal-change/coastal-change-management-areas/what-development-will-be-appropriate-in-a-coastal-change-management-area/
http://planningguidance.communities.gov.uk/blog/guidance/flood-risk-and-coastal-change/coastal-change-management-areas/what-approach-should-be-taken-to-making-provision-for-the-relocation-of-development-away-from-coastal-change-management-areas/
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The Environment Agency’s Source Protection Zone maps should be checked to ensure 
there is no risk to groundwater quality and before infiltration to groundwater is permitted 
there should be some level of treatment before surface water is infiltrated. 
A risk assessment should be undertaken when using Infiltration components in areas of 
contaminated land.’ 
 
Chapter 10 Delivering Infrastructure  
There is the need for new or replacement flood defences to be supported with other 
sources of funding where these are important to the continued sustainability of key 
settlements and developments. Community Infrastructure Levy and section 106 
agreements are useful means of raising sums to support the Partnership Funding of 
required flood defences to address asset deterioration and replacement to counter the 
envisaged effects of climate change (sea level rise and peakier river flows). 
 
Paragraph 10.2 Design Briefs 
We are keen to assist Tendring District Council with Design Briefs for any site where 
flood risk may be a concern. 
 
Policy LPP 55 Layout and Design of Development 
We support the thrust of this Policy and we are encouraged to see that new 
development will incorporate items such as energy conservation, water efficiency, waste 
separation (internal and external), climate change, flood resilience and resistant 
construction. 
 
Policy LPP 70 Protection, Enhancement, Management and Monitoring of 
Biodiversity 
Our earlier letter dated 18 August 2017 recommended the inclusion of wording covering 
the provision of ecological buffer strips along river corridors and seeking opportunities 
for de-culverting. With this in mind we recommend that the wording given below should 
be inserted as a new final sentence for Policy LPP 70. 
 
‘Development proposals with river frontages should make provision for ecological buffer 
strips with a view to protecting and where appropriate enhancing water dependant 
habitats and species. Where development proposals will be carried out on land with 
watercourse currently culverted, opportunities for de-culverting and restoration to an 
open watercourse should be sought as a means of creating blue infrastructure and 
enhancing the development site.’ 
 
Policy LPP 73 Protecting and Enhancing Natural Resources, Minimising Pollution 
and Safeguarding from Hazards 
We are supportive of the thrust of this policy and its various components. 
 
Policy LPP 74 Climate Change 
We are supportive of the thrust of this policy. 
 
Policy LPP 75 Energy Efficiency 
We are largely supportive of the thrust of this policy. However, with regard to water 
efficiency we consider that this should aim to be more ambitious and include a 
reference to the optional Building Regulation water efficiency standard. With this in mind 
we recommend the following sentence should be inserted between the existing first and 
second sentences to the Policy. 
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‘Residential developments in the area should comply with the Building Regulation water 
efficiency standard of 110 litres per occupier per day’ 
 
Yours faithfully 

 
 
 
Andrew Hunter 
Sustainable Places - Planning Advisor 
 
Direct dial 020 302 58346 
Direct e-mail planning.ipswich@environment-agency.gov.uk 
 
 
 



 
 

 

 
 

 Historic England, Brooklands, 24 Brooklands Avenue, Cambridge CB2 8BU 
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Simon Meecham 
Tendring District Council 
Council Offices 
Thorpe Road 
Weeley 
Essex 
CO16 9AJ 

Our ref:  
Your ref: 
Date:  
 
Direct Dial:   

 
 
  
 
01223  582747 

 

By email only to planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk  
 
Dear Mr Meecham, 
 
Tendring Local Plan Publication Draft Consultation 
 
Thank you for consulting Historic England on Tendring’s publication draft local plan.  As the 
Government’s adviser on the historic environment Historic England is keen to ensure that 
the protection of the historic environment is fully taken into account at all stages and levels 
of the local planning process.  Therefore we welcome the opportunity to comment on the 
draft Plan. We have now had the opportunity to review the documents and can provide the 
following substantive comments.  

General comments 

Historic England has published a number of Good Practice Advice and Advice Notes which 
you may find useful in developing your local plan.  In particular:  

Good Practice Advice in Planning 1 - the historic environment in local plans: 
<https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/gpa1-historic-environment-
local-plans/>  

 

Good Practice Advice in Planning 3 - the setting of heritage assets: 
<https://content.historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/gpa3-setting-of-
heritage-assets/gpa3.pdf/>  

Advice Note 3 - site allocations in local plans: <https://historicengland.org.uk/images-

mailto:planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk
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books/publications/historic-environment-and-site-allocations-in-local-plans/>.  

We have made some brief comments on the Sustainability Appraisal Report. Please note 
that Historic England have produced advice entitled HE Advice Note 8 - Sustainability 
Appraisal and Strategic Environmental Assessment : https://historicengland.org.uk/images-
books/publications/sustainability-appraisal-and-strategic-environmental-assessment-
advice-note-8/ (01 Dec 2016) 

For the avoidance of doubt, we have not considered archaeological issues in this brief, desk 
based assessment but would refer you to the HER held by Essex County Council who should 
be able to advise in this regard. We have also not identified non-designated assets.  
 
General Comments 

Paragraph 126 of the NPPF requires Local Plans to set out a positive and clear strategy for 
the conservation, enjoyment and enhancement of the historic environment.  Ideally the 
strategy should offer a strategic overview including overarching heritage policies to deliver 
the conservation sand enhancement of the environment. 

A good strategy will offer a positive holistic approach throughout the whole plan whereby 
the historic environment is considered not just as a stand-alone topic but as an integral part 
of every aspect of the plan, being interwoven within the entire document.  So policies for 
housing, retail, and transport for example may need to be tailored to achieve the positive 
improvements that paragraph 8 of the NPPF demands.  Site allocations may need to refer 
to the historic environment, identifying opportunities to conserve and enhance the historic 
environment, avoid harming heritage assets and their settings and may also be able to 
positively address heritage assets at risk. The plan may need to include areas identified as 
being inappropriate for certain types of development due to the impact they would have on 
the historic environment.  

A good strategy will also be spatially specific, unique to the area, describing the local 
characteristics of the borough and responding accordingly with policies that address the 
local situation.  We would expect references to the historic environment in the local plan 
vision, the inclusion of a policy/ies for the historic environment and character of the 
landscape and built environment, and various other references to the historic environment 
through the plan relating to the unique characteristics of the area.  
 

Further opportunity should be sought to address the historic environment in every aspect of 
the Plan and to make the strategy more spatially specific and unique to Braintree.  
 
Specific Comments 
 

https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/sustainability-appraisal-and-strategic-environmental-assessment-advice-note-8/
https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/sustainability-appraisal-and-strategic-environmental-assessment-advice-note-8/
https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/sustainability-appraisal-and-strategic-environmental-assessment-advice-note-8/
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Section 1 – Shared Strategic Plan 
 
Para 1.31 - Strategic Objectives  
This paragraph contains objectives to support the development of the strategy for the 
North Essex area.  It is disappointing that there remains no reference to require 
development to respond to the distinctive character of North Essex and that there is no 
reference to protecting heritage assets and the character of existing settlements. Historic 
England’s comments on the June 2016 Draft Local Plan suggested that the Strategic 
Objectives could require    “developments to respond to the distinctive character of North 
Essex as part of providing sufficient new homes and ensuring high quality outcomes.” 
Historic England request that the Strategic Objectives be amended to include a 
requirement for new development to have regard to the historic environment, to reflect 
paragraph 7 of the NPPF (the three dimensions to sustainable development). 
 
Policy SP2: Spatial Strategy for North Essex 
The policy refers to Map 3.3 – but this is not apparent in the published documents.  
 
Paragraph 2 of the policy refers to maintaining distinctive character and role of settlements. 
However, the policy does not refer to the importance of the historic built environment in 
North Essex.  It is requested that the second paragraph is amended to ensure that reference 
is made to settlements maintaining their distinctive and historic character. It is also noted 
that the Policy no longer seeks to avoid coalescence between settlements.  This is a 
significant change from the June 2016 draft Local Plan and has potentially serious 
implications for the conservation and setting of heritage assets, especially the character of 
conservation areas. 
 
Historic England requests that the first sentence of paragraph 2 of the Policy is amended as 
follows:  
“Future growth will be planned to ensure settlements maintain their distinctive character 
and role, and to avoid coalescence between them.” 
 
Our comments on the June 2016 draft Local Plan suggested that the supporting text should 
set out what the policy means for North Essex in respect of high quality of built and urban 
design.  While the wording of the policy has been amended slightly, we remain of the view 
that the supporting text (paras 3.1 to 3.5) should be set out what this means for North Essex. 
 
SP4 Infrastructure and Connectivity 
We note the comments in respect of the A120 route improvements referred to in 
paragraphs 6.9 and 6.10 and the strategic priority for a dualled A120 between the A12 and 
Braintree.  Highways England were invited to participate in the Highways England 
Environmental Forum for the A12 & A120 improvements and we reiterate that the A120 is a 
historic route through Essex and as such there is great archaeological potential, alongside 
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the potential impacts on heritage assets, which may vary, depending on the options 
developed.  
 
Our comments on the August 2016 consultation, in respect of broadband provision, sought 
reference in what are now paragraphs 6.29 and 6.30, though not a hyperlink, to the Cabinet 
Siting and Pole Siting Code of Practice: 
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/205744/Fin
al_Cabinet_and_Pole_Siting_COP_Issue_1_2_.pdf  
We reiterate that comment in respect of the pre-submission draft local plan. 
 
Policy SP6 – Place Shaping Principles 
Historic England welcomes the reference to protecting and enhancing the historic assets.  
Our comments on Policy SP6 of the June 2016 draft local plan suggested that the first bullet 
point of the policy is clarified to read: “…enhance the quality of existing places”  rather than 
“communities.”  This bullet point has not been amended and we repeat our comment in this 
respect.  
 
In relation to the principle to “enhance the public realm….through additional street 
furniture….” there will need to be some caution in implementing the policy as worded to 
guard against the unmanaged and indiscriminate use of street furniture such as signs, 
benches, bins etc in the historic environment. Without careful control, there can be a 
detrimental impact on the setting of historic buildings and the character of conservation 
areas. 
 
Garden Communities 
Our concerns raised in the July 2016 consultation remain.   As far as we can see, there has 
not been a demonstrable consideration of the impact of any such policy on the historic 
environment. Whilst the local plan sets out that the proposed developments will follow 
TCPA Garden City Principles, there is no specific consideration for the historic environment 
within these principles. The Draft Sustainability Appraisal (SA): Environmental Report - June 
2017 (page 180) acknowledges that “it can be expected that Garden Communities and New 
Towns will have a greater possibility of impacting on a larger number of assets due to their 
scale.”  For this reason, it is essential that the local plan should contain a framework to 
guide how the boundaries and extent of the garden communities are determined in the 
subsequent development plan documents. Historic Impact  Assessments should be 
undertaken  in accordance with our advice note ‘Site allocations in Local Plans’ for each of 
the proposed broad locations to determine the  appropriateness or otherwise of the 
locations for development, the extent of the development and therefore potential capacity 
of the sites, the impacts upon the historic environment (considering each asset and its 
setting and its significance), impacts of development upon the asset and any potential 
mitigation measures necessary to accompany the proposals.  Appropriate criteria for the 

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/205744/Final_Cabinet_and_Pole_Siting_COP_Issue_1_2_.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/205744/Final_Cabinet_and_Pole_Siting_COP_Issue_1_2_.pdf
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protection of heritage assets and their settings need to be included in each of the policies 
and supporting text for the Garden Communities.  
 
Paras 8.11 and 8.14 
The first sentence of each of these paragraphs are the same. 
 
Paras 8.2 to 8.6 – These paragraphs do not refer to the potential for detrimental impacts 
on heritage assets despite the statement in para 5.8 of the Sustainability Appraisal Main 
Report (page 49) that identifies that the garden communities option could this option could 
“lead to negative effects on the settings of these assets, or the assets themselves, resulting 
in negative effects on SA Objective 10: ‘Historic environment’.”  Given the presence of 
heritage assets within or in the vicinity of the identified areas for garden communities it is 
considered that reference should be made in these paragraphs of the Plan to the need to 
have appropriate regard to the existence of heritage assets in the areas and the need for 
proposals to have no unacceptable impact on them.  It is considered that the location and 
design of garden communities should be informed in the first place by the potential to 
assimilate the proposals into the landscape without unacceptable detrimental impacts on 
designated historic and natural assets. See our comments regarding HIA for Garden 
Communities above. 
 
Policy SP7 - Development and Delivery of New Garden Communities in Essex 
The policy contains nothing about how the extent of the garden communities will be 
determined. It states that the garden communities will deliver a certain number of homes 
signaling that the new settlements will be housing led rather than considering the 
landscape and heritage assets and delivering development that has regard to these assets 
and which would not allow development in certain constrained areas.  As such the 
development plan documents for each settlement should be required, through inclusion of 
an additional criterion in Policy SP7, to undertake a Heritage Impact Assessment in 
accordance with our advice note 3 Site Allocations in Local Plans in order to assess impact 
of the proposed allocation upon the historic environment, to inform the appropriate extent 
of the development and establish any mitigation measures necessary.  This might include 
appropriate safeguarding buffers around heritage assets such as historic parks and gardens, 
scheduled monuments, conservation areas and listed buildings and identify how the historic 
environment and heritage assets can form part of the development of successful schemes. 
See our comments regarding HIA for Garden Communities above. 
 
Policy SP8 – Tendring/Colchester Borders Garden Community 
The policy contains no indication as to how the extent of the garden communities will be 
determined. It states that the garden communities will deliver a certain number of homes 
signaling that the new settlements will be housing led rather than considering the 
landscape and heritage assets and delivering development that has regard to these assets 
and which would not allow development in certain constrained areas.  As such the 
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development plan documents for each settlement should be required, through inclusion of 
an additional criterion in Policy SP8 to undertake a Heritage Impact Assessment in 
accordance with our advice note 3 Site Allocations in Local Plans in order to assess impact 
of the proposed allocation upon the historic environment, to inform the appropriate extent 
of the development and establish any mitigation measures necessary.  This might include 
appropriate safeguarding buffers around heritage assets such as historic parks and gardens, 
scheduled monuments, conservation areas and listed buildings and identify how the historic 
environment and heritage assets can form part of the development of successful schemes. 
See our comments regarding HIA for Garden Communities above. 
 
The site illustrated in Map 10.4A and Map 10.5 contains a number of listed buildings. The 
proposed garden community could have a significant detrimental impact on the setting of 
these heritage assets.  Part F (para 20) should be strengthened and amended to include 
reference to the heritage assets and the need to have regard to their setting when 
preparing more detailed planning frameworks for the site. 
 
 
Policy SP9 – Colchester / Braintree Borders Garden Community 
The policy contains no indication as to how the extent of the garden communities will be 
determined. It states that the garden communities will deliver a certain number of homes 
signaling that the new settlements will be housing led rather than considering the 
landscape and heritage assets and delivering development that has regard to these assets 
and which would not allow development in certain constrained areas.  As such the 
development plan documents for each settlement should be required, through inclusion of 
an additional criterion in Policy SP9, to undertake a Heritage Impact Assessment in 
accordance with our advice note 3 Site Allocations in Local Plans in order to assess impact 
of the proposed allocation upon the historic environment, to inform the appropriate extent 
of the development and establish any mitigation measures necessary.  This might include 
appropriate safeguarding buffers around heritage assets such as historic parks and gardens, 
scheduled monuments, conservation areas and listed buildings and identify how the historic 
environment and heritage assets can form part of the development of successful schemes. 
See our comments regarding HIA for Garden Communities above. 
 
The area identified for the garden community includes the A120, a Roman road known as 
Stane Street and the A12, also a Roman road.  As a consequence, there is the potential for 
significant archaeological interests in the vicinity of these roads. In addition, there are a 
number of listed buildings in the area, including Grade I listed buildings at Feering and Little 
Tey. 
 
Policy SP10 – West of Braintree Garden Community 
The site illustrated in Map 10.2A contains a number of listed buildings including groups of 
listed buildings in clusters of development within the area.  It also verges on the Registered 
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Park and Garden at Salling Grove. The proposed garden community could have a significant 
detrimental impact on the setting of these heritage assets.  Part F (para 20) should be 
strengthened and amended to include reference to the heritage assets and the need to 
have regard to their setting when preparing more detailed planning frameworks for the site. 
 
The policy contains no indication as to how the extent of the garden communities will be 
determined. It states that the garden communities will deliver a certain number of homes 
signaling that the new settlements will be housing led rather than considering the 
landscape and heritage assets and delivering development that has regard to these assets 
and which would not allow development in certain constrained areas.  As such the 
development plan documents for each settlement should be required, through inclusion of 
an additional criterion in Policy SP9, to define appropriate safeguarding buffers around 
heritage assets such as registered parks and gardens, scheduled monuments, conservation 
areas and listed buildings and identify how the historic environment and heritage assets can 
form part of the development of successful schemes.   
 
   
Section 2 
 
The incorporation of many of our comments submitted in response to the Preferred 
Options Draft Local Plan July 2016 are welcome and address many of our concerns about 
the overall balance of the Plan.  Some concerns have not been addressed and the 
comments below will highlight and reiterate the changes to the Plan that we feel necessary 
to ensure that the Plan has appropriate regard to the heritage assets of the district. 
 
As an overall comment on the draft Local Plan, it is impossible to link the allocations and 
designations in the Plan to the Local Maps as the latter do not contain links to relevant 
policies in the key and/or on the sites. For the reader unfamiliar with the area it makes it 
almost impossible to know which sites the Plan refers to. 
 
Local Plan Introduction 
We repeat our comment to the Preferred Options Draft Local Plan July 2016 that we are 
encouraged to see that the introduction to the local plan recognises that the district 
benefits from attractive landscapes, coastline and maritime heritage. However, we remain 
of the opinion that the districts diverse and distinctive historic environment should be 
acknowledged in paragraph 1.1.1. 
 
2. Vision & Objectives 
We welcome the amendments made to the Vision statement following our comments on 
the Preferred Options Draft Local Plan July 2016.  However, there are some recommended 
amendments that we made at the time that have not been picked up.  We therefore repeat 
those comments and ask that the Vision is amended as follows: 
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 In the second paragraph of the Vision, we suggest that “tidy coast” be reviewed to 
better reflect Tendring’s historic natural coastline. 

 Under Seaside towns, we request that there is an aspiration to preserve and enhance 
the special historic character of Clacton-on-Sea, particularly given the designated 
Clacton Seafront Conservation Area. 

 In the Rural Hinterland section, we request that bullet point 3 is amended to 
“historic” rather than “historical”.  

 
3. Sustainable Places 
 
Heritage Characteristics 
We note that most of our comments on this section in the Preferred Options Draft Local 
Plan July 2016 have been included in the Publication Plan.  However, we suggest that the 
following amendments are made: 
 
Para 3.1.5.2 – “Outside of these designated areas, the district’s largely rural character and 
long history of occupation results in many areas of high archaeological importance as well 
as a range of listed buildings, conservation areas and scheduled monuments.” 
 
Para 3.1.5.3 – We reiterate our comments on the Preferred Options Draft Local Plan July 
2016 in that, to avoid any later lack of clarity and any misunderstanding regarding the 
importance of St Osyth, the following changes to the paragraph should be made: 
 
These include the St Osyth Prior Gatehouse (Scheduled Monument, Grade 1 I listed 
building) an important example of monastic building of the Augustinian order whose façade 
is which has one of the best preserved examples of knapped flint and stone flushwork in 
East Anglia England. 
 
Policy SPL3 – Sustainable Design 
We support the amendment that has been made to Part A criterion d. of the policy that has 
replaced “incorporates” with “maintains”. 
 
5. Living Places 
 
Policy LP1 – Housing Supply 
We note that the table preceding this policy identifies a number of local plan housing 
allocations.  However, we can find no policy that specifically allocates some of the smaller 
housing sites referred to in this policy and, as previously highlighted, they are not 
referenced on the Policies Map.  It is also unclear as to whether some of these sites already 
have planning consent. These sites might have the potential to impact on heritage assets 
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either directly or due to their location within the setting of heritage assets.  Without further 
details of these sites it is impossible to confirm whether the allocations are acceptable to 
Historic England.  
 
Partly due to the difficulty in identifying allocations of the Proposals Map but also due to 
our own capacity constraints, we have not been able to check each and every site allocation.  
However, we include the following general advice re site allocations.  
 
Assessing sites 
Our advice note 3 on site allocations in local plans sets out a suggested approach to 
assessing sites and their impact on heritage assets.  It advocates a number of steps, 
including understanding what contribution a site, in its current form, makes to the 
significance of the heritage asset/s, and identifying what impact the allocation might have 
on significance.  This could be applied to the assessment and selecting of sites within a plan. 
 
In essence, it is important that you 
 

a) Identify any heritage assets that may be affected by the potential site allocation.  
 
b) Understand what contribution the site makes to the significance of the asset 
 
c) Identify what impact the allocation might have on that significance 
 
d) Consider maximising enhancements and avoiding harm 
 
e) Determine whether the proposed allocation is appropriate in light of the NPPFs 

tests of soundness 
 

In assessing sites it is important to identify those sites which are inappropriate for 
development and also to assess the potential capacity of the site in the light of any historic 
environment (and other) factors.  
 
If a site is allocated, we would expect to see reference in the policy and supporting text to 
the need to conserve and seek opportunities to enhance the on-site or nearby heritage 
assets and their setting, the need for high quality design and any other factors relevant to 
the historic environment and the site in question. 
  
Paragraph 157 of the National Planning Policy Framework requires Local Plans to provide  
detail with site allocations where appropriate (fifth bullet point), with the Planning Practice 
Guidance stating “where sites are proposed for allocation, sufficient detail should be given 
to provide clarity to developers, local communities and other interests about the nature and 
scale of development (addressing the ‘what, where, when and how’ questions)” (PPG 
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Reference ID: 12-010-20140306 (last revised 06/03/2014).  Paragraph 154 of the NPPF also 
states that only policies that provide a clear indication of how a decision maker should react 
to a development proposal should be included in the plan.  Conservation of the historic 
environment is a core planning principle (Paragraph 17) and Local Plans should set out a 
positive strategy in this respect (Paragraph 126). 
 
Assessment criteria 
 
Many authorities include a distance based criteria to assess impact on the historic 
environment.  It is important to understand the significance of any heritage assets, and their 
settings, that would be affected by a potential site allocation.  This involves more than 
identifying known heritage assets within a given distance, but rather a more holistic process 
which seeks to understand their significance and value.  Whilst a useful starting point, a 
focus on distance or visibility alone as a gauge is not appropriate.  Site allocations which 
include a heritage asset (for example a site within a Conservation Area) may offer 
opportunities for enhancement and tackling heritage at risk, while conversely, an allocation 
at a considerable distance away from a heritage asset may cause harm to its significance, 
reducing the suitability of the site allocation in sustainable development terms. 
 
Policy LP4 – Housing Layout 
We propose that criterion f should be amended as follows: 
 
f. respect the historical local historic character and settlement hierarchy of Tendring 
District by delivering housing development at densities in keeping with the character and 
densities of the local area and the urban nature of parts of the District including town 
centres. 
 
Policy LP6 – Rural Exception Sites 
We reiterate our comments on the Preferred Options Draft Local Plan July 2016 in that, in 
respect of the Location and Environmental Considerations, as well as the considerations 
listed there should be reference to having no significant material adverse impact on the 
historic environment. 
 
6. Prosperous Places 
 
Policy PP5 – Town Centre Uses 
We suggest that the current criterion g. should be a standalone sentence within the policy? 
 
Policy PP8 – Tourism 
We support the recognition that heritage can make a contribution to supporting tourism. 
We would additionally welcome particular emphasis of the historic environment and the 
wider social, cultural and economic benefit that heritage related tourism can bring. 
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Policy PP13 – The Rural Economy 
We support the wording of criterion a. and reference to the historic environment. 
 
Policy PP14 – Priority Areas for Regeneration 
We welcome reference to the need to preserve or enhance the historic environment as well 
as reference to conservation areas at risk.  We suggest that the term historic assets is 
replaced by either historic environment or heritage assets.  
 
7. Protected Places 
 
Policy PPL2 
We welcome the changes made to policy PPL2 in respect of the historic environment.  
 
 
 
Policy PPL3 – The Rural Landscape 
We welcome the amendments that have been made to the policy since the Preferred 
Options consultation but would expect to see the policy or supporting text acknowledge 
that the historic landscape is an integral part of the character of rural parts of the district 
that regard should be had to when considering development proposals.  
 
7.7 The Historic Environment 
We welcome the amendments that have been made to this section of the Plan since the 
Preferred Options consultation.  However, some concerns remain as detailed below. 
 
We request that an appropriate policy or policies are included in the Plan that address all 
elements of the historic environment including a local list of undesignated heritage assets, 
registered parks and gardens and wider definitions of the historic environment. As such we 
would like to highlight that the following elements of the historic environment are not 
adequately addressed in the Plan and should be given specific provision within the policies. 
 

• Non-designated heritage assets. 
• Provision for the allocation and management of non-designated heritage assets 

through a local list. 
• Heritage at Risk 
• Registered Parks and Gardens 

 
Scheduled Monuments should also be specifically mentioned in a policy.  
  
This would help to demonstrate that the Plan is based on an overall strategy for the Historic 
Environment in accordance with paragraph 126 of the NPPF. 
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Para. 7.7.5 We reiterate our comments on the Preferred Options Draft Local Plan July 2016. 
We request the deletion of the words “on occasion” with reference to when contemporary 
approaches to design might be appropriate.  However, we welcome the Council’s 
commitment to prepare new Conservation Area Management Plans as well as updates to 
the existing Conservation Area Character Appraisals.  
 
Policy PPL8 – Conservation Areas 
We support the amendments to the final paragraph of this policy to refer to demolitions in a 
conservation area and the need to demonstrate how the proposal would impact on the 
Conservation Area.  
However, we consider that this policy requires amendment in order to addresses the 
designation of new conservation areas over the plan period and the preparation of 
conservation area management plans, appraisals or other relevant document which defines 
the character of individual conservation areas 
 
Policy PPL11 – The Avenues Area of Special Character, Frinton-on-Sea 
We note that this policy is conservation area specific, similar to an adopted appraisal. 
Provided that the character of a conservation area is defined and the definition is given 
statutory weight (eg: adopted), we support any format preferred by the Council.  To make 
this section of the proposed policy clearer, we suggest that you re-order the policy so that it 
follows with Policy PPL8 (Conservation Areas). 
 
Policy PPL12 – The Gardens Area of Special Character, Clacton-on-Sea 
We note that this policy is conservation area specific, similar to an adopted appraisal. 
Provided that the character of a conservation area is defined and the definition is given 
statutory weight (eg: adopted), we support any format preferred by the Council.  To make 
this section of the proposed policy clearer, we suggest that you re-order the policy so that it 
follows with Policy PPL8 (Conservation Areas). 
 
Para 7.9 – Enabling Development 
We are pleased to note that this policy and supporting text has been removed from the 
Plan.  However, the heading remains and is clearly a typographical error. 
 
9. Delivering Places 
 
Policy SAMU1 – Development at Edme Maltings, Mistley 
We support the requirement in paragraph 9.1.4 for the emphasis to be placed on high 
quality of design and the integration of any development with the existing character and 
appearance of the village. 
Similarly, we support criterion i) of the Policy. 
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Policy SAMU2 – Development at Hartley Gardens, Clacton 
The proposed allocation is large and, without careful design, will significantly reduce the 
sense of Little Clacton as a settlement separate from Clacton and will potentially have a 
significant impact on the landscape setting of these settlements. If fully developed, 
remnants of open space would likely remain as artificial buffers rather than open 
countryside. 
 
There are a number of heritage assets in the vicinity of the site that proposals on this site 
will need to give careful consideration to.  Specifically, these are: 

• the Grade II listed farms or former farmhouses of Earls Hall Lodge and Duchess 
Farmhouse to the south and west of the site; 

• the Grade II listed buildings and archaeological remains centred around Bovill’s 
Hall to the north. These are agricultural in nature and have a setting that relates 
to the wider open landscape; 

• the Grade II listed Bluehouse Farm south of the site, which has been surrounded 
by twentieth century development. It would be expected that development would 
respect and reflect the materials, form and setting of this heritage asset, 
preferably improving its appreciation and setting. 

 
Reference should be made in the supporting text (para 9.2) to the proximity of these 
features and the need to take them into account in working up development proposals. 
 
In respect of the overall development, proposals would be expected to demonstrate how 
they relate to the setting and significance of these listed buildings and their wider landscape 
context.  
 
We propose a re-ordering and amendment to the policy as follows: 
“lk. Opportunities to preserve and enhance due regard should be given to the setting and 
significance of other heritage assets in the locality; 
kl. where an archaeological evaluation (trial trenching where necessary) identifies surviving 
archaeological deposits, an appropriate mitigation strategy for preservation in situ or by 
excavation should be submitted;” 
 
Policy SAMU3 – Development at Oakwood Park, Clacton 
The site is in close proximity to listed buildings including Grade II listed Oak House and 
Redhouse Farms to the west and the Grade II listed Sladbury’s Old House, Sladbury’s 
Cartlodge and Treasure Holt Farmhouse. These structures to the east are set a greater 
distance from the site allocation but are positioned across open farmland and are 
agricultural in origin, with a relationship to the wider landscape. Reference should be made 
in the supporting text (para 9.3) to the proximity of these features and the need to take 
them into account in working up development proposals. 
 



 
 

 Historic England, Brooklands, 24 Brooklands Avenue, Cambridge CB2 8BU 

Telephone 01223 58 2749  HistoricEngland.org.uk 

Please note that Historic England operates an access to information policy. 

Correspondence or information which you send us may therefore become publicly available.  
 

The site also includes a bridleway across it. These routes can represent historic movement 
patterns in the area and can have a long history. We support criterion k. of the policy but 
need to be reassured that the rural character of the bridleway would not be lost because of 
the development to the east and west of it. 
 
Policy SAMU4 – Development at Rouses Farm, Jaywick Lane, Clacton 
The proposed allocation is large and, without careful design, will significantly reduce the 
sense of Jaywick as a settlement separate from Clacton and will potentially have a 
significant impact on the landscape setting of these settlements and result in the 
coalescence of the two. 
 
The Council should be aware that a Grade II listed building, Duchess Farmhouse, is located 
to the north of the site, on St John’s Road.  Proposals on this site will therefore need to have 
regard to the setting of this heritage asset. 
 
The site itself has been noted to support archaeological remains. We would expect 
archaeological assessment to be applied to developments within this site. 
 
Reference should be made in the supporting text (para 9.4) to the proximity of these 
features and the need to take them into account in working up development proposals. 
 
Policy SAMU5 – Development south of Thorpe Road, Weeley 
We are reassured to note that the larger expansion of  Weeley as proposed in the Preferred 
Options Draft Local Plan July 2016 have been scaled down to the allocation of this site.   
 
In the context of the site that is allocated in SAMU5, the site includes within it the Grade II 
Listed Ash Farmhouse at the north-west of the site adjoining Thorpe Road. Proposals on 
this site will therefore need to have specific regard to the preservation and, where necessary 
improvement of this heritage asset and its setting 
 
Reference should be made in the supporting text (para 9.5) to the presence of this feature 
on site and the need to take it into account in working up development proposals. 
 
Policy SAH1 – Development at Greenfield Farm, Dovercourt 
The Council should be aware that a Grade II listed building, Vicarage Farmhouse, is located 
adjacent to the south-west boundary of the site.  Therefore, proposals on this site will need 
to have regard to the setting of this heritage asset. We require a modification to this policy 
to include the an additional criterion as follows: 
 
delivery of opportunities for the protection and enhancement of the historic environment 
features and settings including the built and archaeological environment; 
 



 
 

 Historic England, Brooklands, 24 Brooklands Avenue, Cambridge CB2 8BU 

Telephone 01223 58 2749  HistoricEngland.org.uk 

Please note that Historic England operates an access to information policy. 

Correspondence or information which you send us may therefore become publicly available.  
 

Reference should also be included in the supporting paragraph to the need to protect the 
setting of Vicarage Farmhouse.  
 
Policy SAE2 – Land south of Long Road, Mistley 
This site is located in an open flat landscape and will be visible from some distance in many 
directions.  There is therefore the potential for development on this site to have a 
detrimental impact on the landscape and heritage assets.  As such, proposals on this site 
will need to have regard to the presence of the Grade II Listed Buildings at Mistley Hall to 
the north-east of the site.   
 
We request that Policy SAE2 is amended to require proposals to have regard to the historic 
environment and not harm the character and setting of nearby listed buildings. 
 
10. Delivering Infrastructure 
 
We reiterate our request that references to Heritage England are corrected to Historic 
England in this section and anywhere else within the document. 
 
 

Conclusion 
 
Finally, we should like to stress that this opinion is based on the information provided by the 
Council in its consultation. To avoid any doubt, this does not affect our obligation to provide 
further advice and, potentially, object to specific proposals, which may subsequently arise 
where we consider that these would have an adverse effect upon the historic environment.  
 
We hope that the above comments of assistance.  Please let me know of you have any 
queries.  We look forward to further engagement on the Local Plan review. 
 
Yours sincerely, 

 
Dr Natalie Gates 
Principal, Historic Places Team 
e-mail: natalie.gates@HistoricEngland.org.uk 
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Sent by email to: planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk 
           24/07/2017 
 
 
Dear Sir/ Madam 
 
Response by the House Builders Federation to the Tendring Draft Local Plan 
 
Thank you for consulting the Home Builders Federation (HBF) on the Tendring Draft 
Local Plan. The HBF is the principal representative body of the housebuilding industry 
in England and Wales and our representations reflect the views of discussions with our 
membership of national and multinational corporations through to regional developers 
and small local housebuilders. Our members account for over 80% of all new housing 
built in England and Wales in any one year. 
 
Duty to Co-operate 

It is clear that Tendring, Braintree and Colchester have been working closely in the 
preparation of their Local Plans. The shared approach to meet housing need across the 
Housing Market Area (HMA) set out in ‘Part 1’ of each Local Plan shows a real 
commitment from to addressing the strategic and cross boundary issues facing the 
housing market area. However, we are disappointed that Chelmsford, despite being 
mentioned in paragraph 1.8 of the draft Local Plan as being part of the HMA, are not 
part of this shared policy framework. A strategic framework covering all four authorities 
would provide an even more appropriate approach to delivering much needed housing 
and the infrastructure required to support that growth. As Braintree, Tendring and 
Colchester have looked to meet housing need at a strategic level we have considered 
the evidence on housing needs and the Garden Communities under the strategic Part 1 
of the draft Local Plan that is shared across each authority. Consequently we comment 
on the needs of each authority in this representation. 

Local Plan Part 1 
 
Meeting Housing needs in the North Essex HMA 
 
Policy SP3 is not sound as it is unjustified 
 
Policy SP3 sets out the housing requirement for each of the Councils in the HMA which 
would deliver a total of 43,720 new homes. Whilst we would agree with the use of the 
2014 Sub National Population Projections (SNPP) as a robust demographic starting 
point we are concerned that this level of delivery underestimates housing needs. In 
particular we are concerned that this figure does not: 

 Adequately consider increased in migration from London  
 Effectively assess key market signals in relation to Braintree and Colchester 

http://www.hbf.co.uk/
mailto:planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk
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 Use ONS data as the starting point for Tendring’s Objectively Assessed Housing 
Need (OAHN). 

London migration 
 
It is essential that Council’s across the East and South East of England consider the 
impact of expected changes in migration between the three authorities and London. 
The Mayor of London’s alternative ‘Central Variant’ migration assumptions in his SHMA 
of 2013 sets out the expectation that more people will move out of London, and fewer 
will move in from the rest of England than had been projected by the DCLG in its 2011-
interim household projections. The Mayor is expecting that there will be 12,000 fewer 
households a year in London compared to the official DCLG projections. In this respect, 
we are pleased to see that Section 4 of the 2016 update to Objectively Assessed 
Housing Need Study (OAHNS) considers the impact of increased migration from 
London on the HMA. The potential impact is assessed by comparing the GLA’s central 
scenario against the 2012 Sub National Population Projections and this analysis 
indicates that across the HMA there is likely to be a small increase in housing needs 
based on current GLA demographic models.  
 
However, we do not agree with the final assessment that due to the annualised impact 
being relatively small it should not be considered. 64 homes per year over the plan 
period equates to 1,280 homes. This is a significant amount of housing need and 
should not be ignored. We would therefore suggest that even a minor uplift as indicated 
at paragraph 4.10 of the 2016 OAHNS should be considered. The changes in migration 
patterns between capital and the HMA also reflect the difficulties that London Boroughs 
are having in meeting their housing needs and concerns that the amount of unmet need 
arising from the capital in future will increase. As part of the evidence supporting the 
Further Amendments to the London Plan the GLA indicated a land supply to realistically 
deliver 42,000 dwellings per annum against an needs assessment of between 49,000 
and 62,000 per annum depending on whether unmet needs are delivered over the next 
five or twenty years. Therefore as a minimum there is likely to be an unmet housing 
need of at least 7,000 dwellings. The table below sets out the delivery expectations of 
those 17 London Boroughs with an adopted or emerging Local Plan that reflects the 
housing requirements from the Further Amendments to the London Plan which were 
adopted in 2013 and clearly illustrates our concerns. 
 

London Borough FALP requirement Delivery Difference 
Bromley 641 641 0 
Camden 1,120 889 231 
Croydon 1,592 1,435 157 
Enfield 798 798 0 
Hackney 1,599 1,599 0 
Hammersmith & Fulham 1,100 1,031 69 
Haringey 1,502 1,502 0 
Havering 1,170 1,170 0 
Hounslow 822 822 0 
Lambeth 1,195 1,559 -364 
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Redbridge 1,252 1,123 129 
Richmond Upon Thames 315 315 0 
RBKC 733 733 0 
Southwark 2,000 2,736 -736 
Sutton 427 363 64 
Tower Hamlets 3,931 3,931 0 
Wandsworth 1,812 1,812 0 
Total 22,009 22,459 -450 

 
This table shows there is an undersupply of 450 dpa compared to the housing targets in 
the London Plan. Although there are still 16 London boroughs who have yet to produce 
up-to-date plans that adopt the new London Plan housing targets, the evidence at the 
moment suggests that the London boroughs are struggling to produce local plans that 
will meet the London Plan minimum figure of 42,000 dpa let alone increase supply to 
achieve the London (lower end of the range) OAN of 49,000.  
 
The evidence indicates the starting point should be increased, as a minimum, within 
both Colchester and Braintree based on GLA scenarios. Further consideration will need 
to be given to uplifting Tendring’s starting point in future depending on London’s ability 
to meet its housing needs. Tendring has in the past seen relatively high net in-migration 
from London. This is shown in the Edge Analytics report Greater Essex Demographic 
Forecasts 2013-2037 Phase 7 May 2015. Figure 2 of this report shows that Tendring 
experienced similar levels of net in migration from London to those authorities in Essex 
that border the Capital. 
 
Market signals 
 
The 2016 OAHNS examines the issue of market signals and recommends an uplift of 
20% for Chelmsford, 15% for Braintree and Tendring and no uplift for Colchester.  We 
disagree with some of this assessment and suggest the evidence points towards a 
higher uplift for Braintree and Colchester given the affordability ratios and rising house 
prices seen across the area.  
 
With regard to Braintree there are clear affordability issues that are not dissimilar to 
those found in Chelmsford. Affordability ratios based on work place earnings in 
Chelmsford are 10.9 compared to 9.7 for Braintree. Despite a steeper fall in house 
prices during the recession the study shows that values have grown in line with the rest 
of Essex with Figure 5.17 showing a worsening trend with regard to affordability ratios 
since 2013. Therefore whilst we would agree that there has been no long term historical 
under supply of homes in Braintree a high, and worsening, affordability ratio and steeply 
increasing house prices indicates that a 20% uplift in line with Chelmsford is warranted. 
 
The study sets out that it does not consider there to be sufficient evidence to support an 
uplift for Colchester. The reasons given are that affordability is “slightly above the 
national average” with “house prices and rents well below national averages”. Whilst 
helpful in providing context studies should be careful when considering affordability 
ratios and house prices against other authorities as well as national and local averages. 



 

4 
 

The affordability of housing is a national concern and the affordability ratio for England 
reflects this issue. Just because affordability is close to the national position should not 
be sufficient justification for not applying a market signals uplift. The same applies to 
local benchmarking. House prices could be lower within one area of an HMA but if 
incomes are also disproportionately lower there would still be significant affordability 
concerns that would support an uplift in the OAHN. The issue of using comparisons to 
assess market signals was considered at the examination into the Mid Sussex District 
Plan. On page three of his interim conclusions on the Council’s housing requirement 
2017 the inspector stated: 
 
“The Council places much reliance on the relative position of Mid Sussex vis- à-vis 
other districts in the HMA and in Sussex. It believes that if house price trends and 
related signals in Mid Sussex are broadly aligned with those in nearby authorities, 
which by and large they are, it should not be necessary to make a significant uplift to its 
OAHN to reflect market signals. The flaw with this is that if each authority simply had 
regard to similar trends in neighbouring authorities, and each plan were to replicate the 
OAHN approach of its neighbours, the cycle would be perpetuated and there would be 
no adequate response to continually worsening affordability.” 
 
It is also worth remembering that despite lower than average house prices and rents it 
would still require someone on lower quartile earnings working in Colchester to borrow 
8.7 times their salary to afford a home within this area. We would therefore suggest that 
based on the affordability ratios a minimum 10% uplift is applied on the basis of market 
signals. However, it should be noted that the Local Plan Expert Group advised that 
where affordability ratios were at this level uplifts of 20% should be considered. 
Therefore, to suggest, as the report does in paragraph 5.101, that there is no strong 
evidence for a market signal uplift would seem absurd. 
 
Future jobs 
 
We are pleased to see the consideration of jobs growth on the basis of whether there 
are sufficient homes, once the starting point and market uplifts have been considered, 
to meet the employment expectations of the area. Only where OAHN based on the 
demographic starting point and market uplifts indicate this would below the jobs growth 
expected in the area should an additional uplift be applied. The approach taken in the 
2016 OAHNS would appear to be reasonable and given the uncertainties around 
economic forecasts we are pleased to see that a range of forecasts are considered. 
 
Tendring and UPC 
 
We fundamentally disagree with the decision to reduce the starting point for Tendring 
on the basis of UPC. In doing so the Council appears to be seeking to base future 
needs on past housing delivery rather than rely on the Government’s published 
projections. We do not consider such a scenario to be appropriate and we consider 
Tendring’s starting point for their OAHN should be 675 dpa as set out in table 1 of the 
Tendring note. This starting point is derived from the most up to date projections, the 
2014 based Sub-National Population Projections that were published in May 2016. 
Given that this is a 20 year plan and planning policy requires regular reviews of this 
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plan it will be possible to consider future iterations arising from ONS demographic 
projections should this be required. By using the 2014 estimates as a starting point 
ensures consistency not only with other authorities in the HMA but will also allow for 
effective strategic reviews in future across all three local planning authorities. 
 
Conclusion on OAHN 
 
Based on both increased migration from London and concerns regarding affordability 
we would suggest the following OANs for each of the three Councils forming part of the 
“North Essex” area: 

 Braintree – 762 dpa (623 starting point plus 12 units for London migration 
scenario and a 20% uplift) 

 Colchester – 1002 dpa (866 starting point plus 45 units for London migration 
scenario and a 10% uplift) 

 Tendring – 776 dpa (675 plus 15% uplift) 
 
This level of delivery would require the North Essex HMA to deliver 2540 homes per 
annum, a total of 50,800 new homes between 2013 and 2033. 
 
Garden communities 
 
Part 3 of SP8, SP9 and SP10 are unsound as they are not consistent with national 
policy 
 
We welcome the identification of three new settlements across the North Essex HMA. 
This shows not only a commitment to delivering housing for this plan period but beyond. 
However, we do have a point of consistency to raise regarding the target for affordable 
housing in each new settlement. In SP7 the absolute target of 30% is clearly set out in 
part v. However, in Policy SP8 and Policy SP9 these targets are set out is minimums. 
An essential part of the local plan is to provide certainty to the applicants and to 
decision makers with regard to new development. Placing a minimum on the affordable 
housing requirement suggests that a higher proportion may be applicable and is purely 
a starting point for negotiation. The local plan must be clear as to the target it is seeking 
in order provide a clear pricing signal to the market. This can then be factored into the 
price of land by developers when seeking to acquire land in these areas. To make 
these policies sound the affordable housing requirement in SP8, SP9 and SP10 should 
not be set as minimums. 
 
Local Plan Part 2 
 
LP1 – Housing Supply 
 
Policy LP1 is not sound as it is not justified 
 
The information set out in Tables LP1 and A2 appear to have not considered delivery 
for the 2017/18 period. Table LP1 sets out net completions up to 2016/17 but the Local 
Plan housing allocations in Table A2 begins from 2018/19. In order to effectively assess 
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the Council’s housing supply and the effectiveness of policy LP1 it is essential that clear 
information is provided. On the basis of the most recent Authority Monitoring Report 
(AMR) it would appear that for this period delivery is expected to be just over 400 
dwellings1. This would be a shortfall against the annual housing requirement and as 
such would increase the shortfall set out in table LP1 to over 950 units.  
 
If this is the case then our assessments indicate the Council would still be able to show 
a 5 year land supply for the period 2017/18 to 2021/22 on the basis of the Liverpool 
methodology, with either the 5% or the 20% buffer required by the NPPF being 
implemented. However, Planning Practice Guidance is clear that “Local Planning 
Authorities should deal with any backlog in the first five of the plan period where 
possible” and not across the whole plan period as would be the case if the Liverpool 
methodology were used. In addition paragraph 47 of the NPPF states that a 20% buffer 
should be applied where there has been persistent under delivery of housing.  
 
The Objectively Assessed Housing Study 2016 shows that in the 19 year period 
between 1996/97 and 2014/15 Tendring failed to deliver their housing target in ten of 
those years and failed to meet their structure plan housing target. Over the last ten 
years this situation has been much worse with the Borough failing to deliver its housing 
requirement between 2008/09 and 2015/16. Of particular concern is the degree to 
which the Council has under delivered. Between 2010/11 and 2015/16 the Council 
delivered less than 300 homes per annum against their RSS Target of 425. Whilst an 
improvement has been seen in 2016/17 it is clear from the Council’s own monitoring 
that there has been persistent under delivery of housing. We would therefore argue that 
a 20% buffer is required. It would also appear that the Council agrees with this position 
as they have applied a 20% buffer to their housing land supply in the latest AMR for 
2015/16 (see Table 6 at paragraph 6.18).  
 
If the housing shortfall is considered across the first five years of the Local Plan and the 
2017/18 period is included as 400 dwellings2 in the five year assessment we estimate 
that the Council has housing land supply of 4.9 years for the 2017/18 to 2021/22 period. 
This is set out in table 1 below. 
  

Liverpool 
method 
with 5% 
buffer 

Liverpool 
with 20% 
buffer 

Sedgefield 
with 5% 

Sedgefield 
with 20% 

Basic five year 
requirement 2017/18 
to 2021/22  

2750 2750 2750 2750 

Backlog 2013/14 to 
2017/18 

258 258 826 826 
 

total 5 year 
requirement 2017 - 
2022 

3008 3008 3576 3576 

                                                           
1 & 2 Estimate based graph 2 on page 22 of the AMR 2015/16 (Feb 2017) 
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Buffer applied 
(5%/20%) 

3159 3610 3755 4441 

Supply 2017/18 to 
2021/22 

4236 4236 4261 4261 

surplus/shortfall 1077 626 506 -180 
Number of years 
supply in first five 
years 

6.7 5.9 5.7 4.9 

 
We have one final concern with the Council’s housing land supply and that is the level 
of windfall being proposed in Table A2. Paragraph 48 of the NPPF sets out in 
paragraph 48 that the Council should have compelling evidence to include windfall sites 
in the five-year land supply. Whilst there is evidence to support the inclusion of windfall 
in the first five years of the plan we would suggest that it is much lower than the 864 
dwellings include in table A2. For the period 2018/19 the Council expect 864 dwellings 
to come forward on such sites. However, the latest AMR projects in Table 3 on page 19 
that for the same period 591 dwellings can be expected on small sites of 9 or fewer 
dwellings. In fact the AMR goes further by applying a discount of 20%, we assume to 
reflect lapse rates on such sites. This cautious approach is one that is supported by the 
PPG which states at paragraph 025 (Ref ID: 3-025-20140306) that “An overall risk 
assessment should be made as to whether sites will come forward as anticipated.” 
 
We would suggest that evidence on windfall set out in the Council’s latest AMR for the 
2015/16 period, which recommends a figure of around 500 units, provides a more 
robust assessment of windfall. This would also be reflective of the Council’s policies 
such as LP8 Backland Residential Development. Such policies are likely to constrain 
small windfall sites rather than increase their delivery and point to adopting a 
significantly reduced estimate of delivery from small windfall sites.  
 
This evidence suggests that the Council does not have a robust 5 year land supply. In 
particular we are concerned that supply in the first five years is overly reliant on windfall 
estimates that are not fully justified and fails to take into account the potential for 
permissions to lapse. Even if this level of windfall were to be secured the five year 
supply is still marginal if the Council, as required by national policy, seeks to meet its 
backlog within five years. To secure more robust delivery in the first five years of the 
plan we would suggest further small sites are allocated in the plan if it is not to be 
considered out of date on adoption in line with paragraph 48 of the NPPF.  
 
When allocating sites the Council should be mindful that to maximize housing supply 
the widest possible range of sites, by size and market location are required so that 
house builders of all types and sizes have access to suitable land in order to offer the 
widest possible range of products. The key to increased housing supply is the number 
of sales outlets. The maximum delivery is achieved not just because there are more 
sales outlets but because the widest possible range of products and locations are 
available to meet the widest possible range of demand. 
 
LP 5: Affordable housing 
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The Council will need to address an inconsistency in the plan relating to  paragraph 
5.1.4 and the Councils actual policy set out in LP5. Paragraph 5.1.4  of the supporting 
text sets out the intention to consider a 30% affordable housing requirement yet in the 
policy sets this target as 25%. To avoid confusion the Council must be clear as to its 
intentions and paragraph 5.1.4 must be amended to reflect the approach set out in 
policy LP5.  
 
LP3 Housing design and standards and LP4 Housing Layout 
 
These policies are unsound as they are unjustified 
 
In policies LP3 and LP4 the Council are seeking to introduce optional technical 
standards in relation to minimum space standards. However, whilst this optional 
standard has been tested, as required, against viability, Planning Practice Guidance is 
also clear that evidence of need is also required to support implementation.  
 
“evidence should be provided on the size and type of dwellings currently being built in 
the area, to ensure the impacts of adopting space standards can be properly assessed, 
for example, to consider any potential impact on meeting demand for starter homes.” 
 
The Local Plan, nor any of the evidence papers supporting the Plan, set out why 
minimum space standards are needed. No evidence has been provided on the size and 
type of dwelling being built in the area nor an assessment of the impacts of adopting the 
space standards. As such the Council are not able to justify the use of space standards 
in either of these polices. We would therefore suggest that any reference to space 
standards in both LP3 and LP4 are deleted. 
 
SPL3 Sustainable design  
 
This policy is unsound because they are ineffective. 
 
This policy will require housing developers to consider the use of renewable energy and 
the reduction of emissions. However, the Government have been clear through both the 
Written Ministerial Statement dated the 25th March 2015 and Planning Practice 
Guidance that it considers improvements in energy efficiency and carbon reduction will 
be achieved through Building Regulations with only a limited number of optional 
technical standards that can be required through a Local Plan where there is sufficient 
evidence to support their implementation. There is no need for the Council, through the 
Local Plan, to ask for consideration to be given to such measures. Such policies cannot 
be implemented or monitored and as such are ineffective and should be deleted. 
 
CP3 Improving the telecommunications network 
 
This policy in unsound as it is inconsistent with national policy and is unjustified. 
 
Whilst paragraphs 43 to 46 of the NPPF establishes that local planning authorities 
should seek support the expansion of electronic communications networks it does not 
seek to prevent development that does not have access to such networks. By stating 
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all, new dwellings must be served by super-fast broadband potentially allows the 
Council to refuse a development without such provision or impose a Grampian 
condition preventing a development from being occupied until such networks are 
provided. The provision of super-fast broadband is not in the control of the developer 
who requires a third party provider for such infrastructure. It is also the case that the 
house building industry is fully aware of the benefits of having their homes connected to 
super-fast broadband and what their customers will demand. 
 
We are also concerned that no additional costs have been included in the viability study 
for such provision. The study sets out in appendix 2 that these costs are incorporated 
into standard assumptions on development costs. However, we consider it essential 
that this policy is properly costed within the viability study. In particular the cost of such 
a policy on smaller developments in more rural communities could be significant and 
should be considered separately. Without this additional evidence there is clearly no 
justification to support this policy. In seeking to extend broadband to homes the Council 
should work proactively with telecommunications providers to extend provision and not 
rely on the development industry to provide for such infrastructure. 
 
The fourth bullet point following part d) of this policy should therefore be deleted. 
 
Conclusion 
 
For the Tendring Local Plan to be found sound it must pass the four tests set out in 
paragraph 182 of the NPPF. At present we consider the Publication Local Plan to be 
unsound due to: 

 Under-estimation of objectively assessed housing needs 
 Inconsistent application of affordable housing requirements on strategic sites 
 Lacking a robust five year housing land supply with significant overestimation of 

windfall allowances 
 Unjustified policies in relation to housing standards 

 
We hope these representations are of assistance in taking the plan forward to the next 
stage of plan preparation and examination. I would also like to express my interest in 
attending any relevant hearing sessions at the Examination in Public. Should you 
require any further clarification on the issues raised in this representation please 
contact me. 
 
I would also like to express my interest in attending any relevant hearing sessions at the 
Examination in Public. Should you require any further clarification on the issues raised 
in this representation please contact me. 
 
Yours faithfully 
 
 
Mark Behrendt 
Planning Manager – Local Plans 
Home Builders Federation 
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Email: mark.berhendt@hbf.org.uk 
Tel: 020 7960 1616  



Introduction
Braintree District Council, Tendring District 
Council and Colchester Borough Council, have 
each published their own Publication Draft Local 
Plan for consultation. Section 1 is common to 
each plan. This response form can be used to 
respond to any part of the 3 Plans. It is important 
to specify which.

The 3 Plans have been published in order for 
representations to be made prior to submission 
of the documents to the Planning Inspectorate 
for examination. All representations will be 
examined by a Planning Inspector. The purpose 
of the examination is to consider whether the Plan 
complies with the legal requirements, the duty to 
co-operate and is sound. 

Each Local Plan has two parts:

Publication Draft Local Plan Section 1 - A set 
of strategic policies constructed in partnership 
between the three authorities and Essex 

County Council. This means that the Section 1 
policies are intended to apply across all three 
Local Authorities. These policies include those 
relating to Garden Communities, housing supply, 
employment, shopping and the environment. 
You can send your response to any one of the 
authorities as all responses to Section 1 will be 
collated. Only 1 response to the 3 authorities is 
required.

Publication Draft Local Plan Section 2 - relates 
to the specific district, contains more detailed 
policies and is used to determine planning 
applications. If you wish to comment on the 
Braintree Publication Draft Local Plan Section 
2 you should send your comments to Braintree 
District Council.

If you would like assistance in completing your 
representation or have any other questions 
about the Publication Draft Local Plan please 
contact the Planning Policy Team by email 
planningpolicy@braintree.gov.uk or by phone on 
01376 552525 and ask for Planning Policy.

GUIDANCE NOTES 
& RESPONSE FORM 
to accompany the Publication Draft Local Plan (2017) 

Braintree 
D i s t r i c t  
Counc i l

LOCAL

Shape your district
 2017-33 PLAN

Please read these guidance notes before completing the response form



Part A - Personal Details
Please note that it is not possible for 
representations to be considered anonymously. 
Representations will be published on the 
Council’s websites and included as part of the 
Publication Draft Local Plan submissions to 
the Inspector. Address and contact details will 
removed from published responses. (Village/town 
shown). 

The Council reserves the right not to publish or 
take into account any representations which it 
considers offensive or defamatory.  

Please supply an email address if you have one 
as it will allow us to contact you electronically. 
Everyone who submits a representation will be 
added to the relevant consultation database (if 
not already included) so that we can keep you 
up to date with the plan. If you do not wish to be 
contacted in this way please state this clearly on 
the form.  

If an agent or consultant has been engaged to act 
on your behalf please fill in both sets of details in 
full. Correspondence will be sent to the agent. If 
you are a landowner with an agent acting on your 
behalf, please ensure that your agent knows the 
site name and reference number which your site 
has been given.  

Part B - Representation
Please specify which section of the Publication 
Draft Local Plan your comments relate to, by 
choosing one of the following;  

Section 1 A response to this section will be 
reported to all 3 authorities. 

Section 2 Colchester       
Section 2 Tendring          
Section 2 Braintree

Which part of the plan are you responding to 
(please use one form per submission):

Paragraph:  for a representation on wording or  
paragraph content    

Policy: for a representation on the wording  
or inclusion or omission of a policy       

Other: for example a map inset number, 
site reference  or the wording or  
content of tables or appendices

Legal Compliance and Duty 
to Co-operate
If commenting on how the Publication Draft 
Local Plan has been prepared, it is likely that 
your comments will relate to a matter of legal 
compliance.  

The Inspector will check that the Plan meets the 
legal requirements  

You should consider the following before making 
a representation on legal compliance:

• The Plan should be included in the current
Local Development Scheme (LDS) and the
key stages should have been followed.

• The process of community involvement
for the Plan in question should be in general
accordance with the Statement of
Community Involvement (SCI).

• The Plan should comply with the Town
and County Planning (Local Planning)
(England) Regulations 2012 (the Regulations).
On publication, the LPA must publish the
documents prescribed in the Regulations;
making them available on its website and at
its principal offices. It must also notify the
Local Plan bodies (as set out in the
Regulations) and any persons who have
requested to be notified.

• The LPA must provide a Sustainability
Appraisal Report. This should identify
the process by which it has been carried out,
baseline information used to inform the
process and the outcomes of that process.

• LPAs will be expected to provide evidence of
how they have complied with the Duty to
Co-operate.

• Non-compliance with the duty to cooperate
cannot be rectified after the Plan’s
submission. Therefore the Inspector has no
power to recommend modifications in this
regard. Where the duty has not been
complied with, the Inspector has no choice
but to recommend non-adoption of the Plan.

These plans are 
specific to each 
authority.

}



Soundness 
Soundness is explained in National Planning 
Policy Framework (NPPF) paragraph 182. The 
Inspector has to be satisfied that the Plan is 
positively prepared, justified, effective and 
consistent with national policy.  

More details and further guidance on what is 
meant by the term ‘soundness’ can be found 
below and at; www.planningportal.gov.uk

Positively prepared 
This means that 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 reasonable alternatives, 
based  on a proportionate, robust and credible 
evidence base. 

Effective
The Plan should be deliverable over its period 
and based on effective joint working on cross-
boundary strategic priorities, sound infrastructure 
delivery planning and no regulatory or national 
planning barriers. It should be flexible to changing 
circumstances 

Consistent with national policy 
The Plan should be consistent with national 
policy. Departure must be clearly justified. 

If you think the content of the Plan is not sound 
because it does not include a policy where it 
should do, you should go through the following 
steps before making representations:  

• Is the issue with which you are concerned
already covered specifically by national
planning policy? If so it does not need to be
included?

• Is what you are concerned with covered by
any other policies in the Plan on which you
are seeking to make representations or in any
other Plan?

• If the policy is not covered, how is the Plan
unsound without the policy?

• If the Plan is unsound without the policy, what
should the policy say?

Using the spaces provided please give details of 
why you think the Publication Draft Local Plan is 
not ‘sound having regard to the legal compliance, 
duty to cooperate and the four requirements 
set out above. You should try to support your 
representation by evidence showing why the Plan 
should be modified. If your representation is
over 100 words please include a summary of 
its main points in the box provided.

It will be helpful if you also say precisely 
how you think the Plan should be modified. 
Representations should cover succinctly all 
information, evidence and supporting information 
necessary to support/justify the representation 
and suggested modification, as there will not 
normally be a further opportunity to make 
submissions based on the original representation 
made at publication.    

Where there are groups who share a common 
view on how they wish to see a Plan modified, 
it would be very helpful for that group to send 
a single representation which represents the 
view. In such cases the group should indicate 
how many people it is representing and how the 
representation has been authorised.  

All the formal representations received during this 
stage will be submitted to and considered by the 
appointed independent Planning Inspector at the 
public examination on the Plan. The process is 
likely to include public hearings. The Inspector 
will determine the most appropriate procedure to 
adopt to hear those who choose to participate at 
this stage. If you would like to appear and speak 
at the hearings, please state this and explain 
in the space provided why you consider it is 
necessary that you participate.  

Representations can be sent:

• Via the Council’s online consultation portal: 
www.braintree.gov.uk/
publicationdraftLP

• Via a representation form which can
be downloaded from the website and 
returned via email to
localplan@braintree.gov.uk

• or by post to:
Planning Policy,
Braintree District Council
Causeway House
Braintree
CM7 9HB 



Responses are encouraged via the council’s online consultation system available on the website,  
see www.braintree.gov.uk/newlp  However, this form can be returned electronically to  
localplan@braintree.gov.uk or in hard copy if necessary to:

Planning Policy, Braintree district Council, Causeway House, Bocking End, braintree, CM7 9HB 
The consultation runs from 9am Friday, 16th June to 5pm on Friday, 28th July 2017

This form has two parts: 
Part A - Personal Details and Part B - Your comments

Draft Local Plan 

RESPONSE FORM

1. Personal Details  

Title

First Name

Last Name

Organisation  
(Where relevant) 

Address Line 1 

Address Line 2 

Address Line 3 

Post Code 

E-mail Address 

Telephone  
Number 

2. Agent’s Details (if applicable) 
Title 

First Name

Last Name

Organisation

Address Line 1 

Address Line 2 

Address Line 3 

Post Code 

E-mail Address 

Telephone  
Number

PART A

For internal Use only          ID:         Rep No: Braintree 
D i s t r i c t  
Counc i l

LOCAL

Shape your district
 2017-33    PLAN

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



REPRESENTATION FORM
Please Note: If your representation relates to Section One of the North Essex Strategic Plan / Garden 
Communities you only need to respond to one of the Local Authorities. All representations received by 
Braintree, Colchester and Tendring relating to Section One of the Plan(s) will be submitted together.

You do not need to return this form if you have completed a response using any of the Council’s online 
systems for this consultation. Duplicates will not be considered

Please specify which section of the Publication Draft Local Plan your comments relate to by 
choosing one of the following: 

  Section 1        Section 2 Colchester        Section 2 Tendring         Section 2 Braintree 

Which part of the section are you responding to? 

e.g. Paragraph/Policy/Map/Other

Do you consider the Local Plan is Legally compliant? 
  Yes        No

Does it comply with the Duty to Co-operate? 
  Yes        No

Do you consider the Local Plan is Sound? 
  Yes        No

If you do not consider the Local Plan is sound, please specify on what grounds: 
  Positively prepared        Justified        Effective        Consistent with National Policy

Enter your full representation here: 

PART B

Continue onto next page



If your representation is more than 100 words, please provide a brief summary here:



Please specify the changes needed to be made to make the Plan sound / legally compliant

Do you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination? 
  Yes        No

If Yes - you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you 
consider this to be necessary

Please note the inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear 
those who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

Did you raise the matter that is the subject of your representation with the LPA earlier  
in the process of the preparation of the Local Plan 

  Yes        No

If yes which stage 
  Issues and Options        Preferred Options

Do you wish to be notified? 

  When the document is submitted for independent examination? 

  When the Inspectors Report is published? 

  When document is adopted?

Braintree & Tendring: Return by 5pm 28th July 2017 
(responses to section 2 Braintree and Tendring will not be accepted after this date. After 

this date responses to Section 1 should be sent to Colchester Borough Council)

Colchester: Return by 5pm 11th August 2017
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                   PERSIMMON HOMES ESSEX 
10 Collingwood Road 

Witham  
Essex 

CM8 2EA 
Tel: 01376 518811 Fax: 01376 521145 
DX: 33421 Witham 

www.persimmonhomes.com Planning Policy Manager  Tendering District Council Council Offices  Thorpe Road  Weeley Clacton-On-Sea  Essex CO16 9AJ 28th July 2017  Dear Sir/ Madam 
 
Response by Persimmon Homes to the Tendring Draft Local Plan 
 
Thank you for consulting Persimmon Homes on the Tendring Draft Local Plan. We support the Local 
Plan and want to continue to work with the Borough to deliver their housing targets. 
 
 
Shared Strategic Plan: North Essex Authorities Strategic Part 1 for Local Plans 
 
Duty to Co-operate 
 
It is clear that Tendring, Braintree and Colchester have been working closely in the preparation of 
their Local Plans. The shared approach to meet housing need across the Housing Market Area (HMA) 
set out in ‘Part 1’ of each Local Plan shows a real commitment from to addressing the strategic and 
cross boundary issues facing the housing market area.  
 

1. Comment - Policy SP3 (Meeting Housing Needs) (p35) 
 
Persimmon Homes are a member of the House Builders Federation (HBF) and wish to refer you to 
their representations on the Draft Local Plan, partially with reference to their evidence on OAHN’s 
and the Council’s 5yr Housing Supply, we want you to consider those carefully before the next 
version of the Plan is produced with a view to ensuring that the plan going forward is sound.  
 
We note and welcome Policy SP3 commitment for each authority to maintain a five year housing 
land supply. This is especially important given the significant uncertainties and technical challenges 
that remain regarding the delivery of the three garden communities and the undesirable socio-
economic implications if delivery is delayed.  
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‘Each authority will maintain a sufficient supply of deliverable sites to provide for at least five 
years’ worth of housing and will work proactively with applicants to bring forward sites that 
accord with the overall spatial strategy and relevant policies in the plan’. 

 
The extract from draft Policy SP3 above does not mention that this should be judged against the 
housing requirement within the Local Plan or that there needs to be an appropriate buffer (i.e. 5% 
or 20%). The wording of SP3 should reflects para 47 of the NPPF and as such should be amended to 
read;  

 
‘Each authority will maintain a sufficient supply of deliverable sites sufficient to provide for 
at least five years’ worth of housing against their housing requirements with an additional 
buffer and will work proactively with applicants to bring forward sites that accord with the 
overall spatial strategy and relevant policies in the plan’. 

 
Notwithstanding this, it is not clear from Policy SP3 as to what actions the Council will take in the 
event of a persistent under delivery against housing requirements within the plan. As detailed 
above, the garden community is very ambitious and there remains significant risk that the 
timescales for delivery will slip. In the event of persistent under delivery, the Local Plan should set 
out what actions they shall take. Actions could include a partial review of the plan and allocation of 
additional housing sites.  
 
 

2. Objection - Policy SP5 Infrastructure and Connectivity (p44)  
 
Whilst it is agreed that development must be supported by the provision of infrastructure, services 
and facilities, a significant amount of the items identified rely upon third parties (including public 
and statutory bodies) or wider investment decisions (such as those made by Network Rail, Highways 
Agency, Broadband Providers). Policy SP5 should be amended to recognise the role the Council’s 
have in terms of influencing, co-ordinating and delivering infrastructure and connectivity. Policy SP5 
should also be amended to recognise the role that obligations through s106 or Cil should make in 
addressing infrastructure needs arising from the new development.  
 
It is important that the totality of costs to be borne by the proposed level of development is 
adequately assessed. In light of Para 173 of the NPPF, ‘the sites and the scale of development 
identified in the plan should not be subject to such a scale of obligations and policy burdens that 
their ability to be developed viably is threatened’.  
 
 

3. Objection - Policy SP6 – Place Shaping Principles (p39) 
 
The NPPF (para 8) recognises that ‘well-designed buildings and places can improve the lives of 
people and communities’. The NPPF Core Planning Principles (para 17) is to ‘always seek to secure 
high quality design’. Para 57 refers to ‘It is important to plan positively for the achievement of high 
quality and inclusive design for all development’.  
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The draft Policy SP6 requires ‘All new development must meet the highest standards of urban and 
architectural design’. This requires every development to achieve the ‘highest standard’, which 
would require the achievement of a constant escalation of standards to be the ‘highest’. The 
‘highest’ is a more onerous test than ‘high quality and inclusive design’ within the NPPF. It is 
considered that this constant escalation to achieve the ‘highest’ possible standard would be unduly 
onerous and could threaten development viability. In light of this, SP6 should be amended to read;  
 

‘All new development must be of a high standard of urban and architectural design.’  
 
It is considered that not all of the ‘principles’ stated would be applicable to every development. For 
instance;  

- ‘Where possible, provide a mix of land uses, services and densities…’. It may be possible but 
not desirable to provide a mix of uses in a development.  

- ‘Provide an integrated network of multi-functional public open space’ – a development may 
not be of a scale to achieve this or functionally require it in the event of existing adequate 
provision.  

In light of the above, SP6 should be amended to read;  
 
 ‘All new development should, where applicable, reflect the following principles;  
 
Garden communities 
 

4. Support – SP7 (Development & Delivery of New Garden Communities in North Essex) (p50)  
 
In terms of SP7, Persimmon Homes supports the creation of three new garden communities.  
 
Cross boundary new settlements will require significant degrees of co-operation and joint delivery 
arrangements.  Whilst acknowledging the work done to date, there remains a significant risk that 
the scale and complexity of the planning and the delivery of the Garden Communities will delay 
their anticipated delivery. It will be important that the Council appropriately resources and 
facilitates the timely delivery of the Development Plan Document for the Garden Community.  
 
 

5. Objection 4;   
 Policy SP8 (Tendring/Colchester Borders Garden Community) (p53)  

Policy SP 9 (Colchester/Braintree Boarders Garden Community)(p56) 
Policy SP 10 (West of Braintree Garden Community)(p60) 

 
Persimmon Homes support the creation of the Tendring / Colchester Garden Community.  
 
Policy SP7 (v) has an absolute target of 30% affordable housing. However, Policies SP8 Part B, SP9 
and SP10 states ‘including a minimum of 30% affordable housing’. Persimmon Homes object to 
Policies SP8 Part B, SP9 and SP10 reference to the affordable housing target being a ‘minimum’. The 
Local Plan must set out clearly the target it is seeking to achieve and, in line with Para 173 of the 
NPPF, assess the implications for development viability having regard to the scale of obligations and 
policy burdens of the development plan as a whole.  
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It is considered that an uncapped target does not provide certainty and could place a policy burden 
that would threaten viability. The market and purchasing decisions factor in policy requirements and 
not having clarity would give rise to significant uncertainty that would not assist delivery.  
 
Local Plan Part 2 
 

6. Support - Policy SPL1 (Managing Growth) (p91)  
 
Persimmon Homes supports the proposed settlement hierarchy and the inclusion of Clacton-on-Sea 
as a Strategic Urban Settlement.  
 

7. Support – Policy SPL2 (Settlement Development Boundaries)(p92) 
 
Persimmon Homes are promoting the land at Rouses Farm, west of Jaywick Lane and south of 
St.John’s Road, Clacton-on-Sea for a mix of residential development, community facilities and public 
open space. The settlement boundary as detailed on Map SAMU4 (p200) and the SE Tendring inset 
map is supported.  
 

8. Comment - Policy SPL3 Sustainable Design (p93)  
 
Part B: Practical Requirements 
 
Sub-section (a) – the policy refers to development ‘not lead to an unacceptable increase in 
congestion’. The Policy should refer to mitigation and the residual and cumulative impacts in line 
with NPPF Para 32 which states ‘improvements can be undertaken within the transport network 
that cost effectively limit the significant impacts of the development. Development should only be 
prevented or refused on transport grounds where the residual cumulative impacts of development 
are severe’. It is therefore recommended that part B(a) be amended to read;  
 

a. access to the site is practicable and the highway network, post mitigation, will be able to 
safely accommodate the additional traffic the proposal will generate and not lead to a 
severe residual cumulative impact on the highway network; 

 
Sub-section (s) ‘the applicant/developer can demonstrate how the proposal will minimise the 
production of greenhouse gases and impact on climate change as per the current regulations and 
policies in this plan’; 
 
It is not clear what regulations are referred to and as such this is too ambiguous.  
 
Notwithstanding the above, it is not clear whether the reference to ‘current’ refers to regulations in 
force at the time of adoption of the plan and any subsequent regulations coming into force during 
the plan period.   
 
In accordance with para 173 of the NPPF, ‘Pursuing sustainable development requires careful 
attention to viability and costs in plan-making and decision-taking. Plans should be deliverable. 
Therefore, the sites and the scale of development identified in the plan should not be subject to such 
a scale of obligations and policy burdens that their ability to be developed viably is threatened’. 
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Given that the plan cannot assess the burden arising from (unspecified) regulations, it is considered 
that the plan should (a) specify the regulations to which it seeks adherence and (b) consider the 
implications of existing regulations.  
 
In light of the above, Part B sub-section d should read;  
 

d. the applicant/developer can demonstrate how the proposal will minimise the production 
of greenhouse gases and impact on climate change as per the Building Regulations 
prevailing at the time and policies in this plan; 

 
The footnote to Part C of this policy will require housing developers to consider the use of 
renewable energy and the reduction of emissions. However, the Government have been clear 
through both the Written Ministerial Statement dated the 25th March 2015 and Planning Practice 
Guidance that it considers improvements in energy efficiency and carbon reduction will be achieved 
through Building Regulations with only a limited number of optional technical standards that can be 
required through a Local Plan where there is sufficient evidence to support their implementation. 
There is no need for the Council, through the Local Plan, to ask for consideration to be given to such 
measures. Such policies cannot be implemented or monitored and as such are ineffective and this 
element of the policy should be deleted. 
 
 

9. Support - Policy HP1 (Improving Health and Wellbeing) (p98)  
 
Persimmon Homes supports Policy HP1. We note that the policy seeks mitigation. Persimmon 
Homes are promoting the land at Rouses Farm, west of Jaywick Lane and south of St.John’s Road, 
Clacton-on-Sea for a mix of residential development, community facilities and public open space. As 
part of this development, Persimmon Homes are proposing that the site accommodate a local 
medical facility.  The exact disposition of the healthcare facility will be determined in consultation 
with the Council and the Clinical Commissioning Group as the planning process moves forwards. 
There is an opportunity for the health facility on this site to be of a scale to support the additional 
growth within this area and address the current shortfall in facilities (the area exceeds the 
recommended pupil to GP ratio).   
 

10. Support – Policy HP2 (Community Facilities) (p101)  
 
Persimmon Homes supports Policy HP2. We note that the policy seeks mitigation. Persimmon 
Homes are promoting the land at Rouses Farm, west of Jaywick Lane and south of St.John’s Road, 
Clacton-on-Sea for a mix of residential development, community facilities and public open space. As 
part of this development, Persimmon Homes are proposing that the site accommodate community 
facilities.   
 

11. Comment – Policy HP5 (Open Space, Sports and Recreation Facilities)(p106) 
 
It is useful that the Policy quantifies the percentage of gross site area that should be open space.  
 
It is considered that the threshold for the scale of ‘open space’ being no less than 0.15ha is not 
conducive to delivery or good site planning;  



 

Persimmon Homes Essex is a trading division of Persimmon Homes Limited Registered Office: Persimmon House, Fulford, York YO19 4FE 
Registered in England No. 4108747. A subsidiary of Persimmon plc Page 6 

(a) Major developments of less than 1.5ha would either not qualify to provide open space or 
would have to deliver a higher proportion of open space in order to meet the 0.15ha 
minimum, which may in tern threaten viability.  

(b) Under the Policy, a ‘usable’ open space would need to be 1500sq.m. The beyond six acre 
standards seek 100sq.m Local Areas of Play, 400sq.m for Local Equipped Areas of Play, 
800sq.m for Neighbourhood Areas of Play.  Therefore, if play space is provided within a 
development without the inclusion of a substantial proportion of associated open space, 
such play area(s) would count towards the ‘usable’ open space for the purposes of the 
policy. This is considered to be flawed as provision for children and young people should be 
encouraged and provided in accessible locations within a development.   

 
It is recommended that the Policy is amended to state;  
 

Based on trends and the 2007 Adopted Local Plan, Policy COM6, 10% of the gross site area 
should be open space. On sites over 1.5ha development should ensure that areas of open space 
are usable and seek to include open space parcel(s) not less than 0.15 hectares. 

 
12. Comment - Part 5 Living Places (p114)  

 
Table LP2 ‘Local Plan Housing Allocations’ details total housing numbers. In relation to Rouses Farm, 
the table states ‘850’. In the associated policy, this number is stated as a minimum. Persimmon 
Homes have undertaken public consultation, extensive technical studies and Master planning of the 
Rouses Farm site to support the emerging allocation. The Environmental Statement submitted to 
the Council alongside the proposals for Rouses Farm demonstrates that the site can satisfactorily 
accommodate 950 homes together with the associated education, health and community facilities. 
The quantum of development supports the total number of homes required within the plan. 
Furthermore, it would support ongoing delivery during the plan period, assisting the Council with 
maintaining a five year land supply and resisting development on sites not envisaged within the 
Development Plan.  This should also be seen in light of the present uncertainty regarding when the 
garden communities will begin to make a meaningful contribution and the potential for slippage 
given the ambitious nature of the Garden Community.  
 

13.  Objection –  
Policy LP3 (Housing Density and Standards) (p120) &  
LP4 (Housing Layout) 

 
Policies L3 & LP4 seek to adopt the new ‘National Technical Housing Standards’ to all new 
development.  
 
National Context 
 
In 2013, The Housing Standards Review (the Review) was launched which sought to simplify and 
rationalise the raft of housing standards which local authorities applied to development. At the 
heart of the Review was a desire to reduce developer costs and create attractive conditions to 
significantly boost housing delivery. The industry was heavily involved in the Review.  
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The outcome of the Review was the establishment via Building Regulations of mandatory baseline 
standards which apply nationwide to all developments. The Government also created a series of 
enhanced Optional Standards relating to access and water, along with a new optional national 
standard on internal space. All of these are implemented through planning but access and water are 
optional Building Regulations and Space Standards are planning only.  
 
Initially the industry had concerns that the enhanced standards would be applied by Local 
Authorities as their starting point. Application of the enhanced standards has the potential to have 
significant implications in terms of product range, build cost, affordability and consumer choice, 
cumulative policy burden, viability and ultimately housing delivery.  
 
In response, the Government confirmed that the enhanced standards were intended to be optional 
and that they would only be needed and viable in certain local circumstances. Otherwise, they 
would have been made mandatory in Building Regulations across the country.  
 
The enhanced standards were introduced on a ‘need to have’ rather than on a ‘nice to have’ basis 
and policy safeguards were put in place.  
 
The standards could only be introduced via a new Local Plan and to do so, clear evidence of need 
had to be demonstrated and impact upon viability had to be considered. It was recognised that EIP 
could be the only forum to properly debate whether development should be subject to such 
enhanced standards.  
 
New Regime and Policy Context  
 
The new regime was launched by a Ministerial Statement dated 25th March 2015 and the creation of 
a new section on optional technical standards in the National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG). 
This was also underpinned by existing policy within the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).  
 
Paragraphs 174 and 177 of the NPPF make it clear that via the Local Plan process LPAs should assess 
the cumulative impact of policy burden, including housing standards, to ensure that it does not put 
implementation of the plan at serious risk.  
 
The new Ministerial Statement stated the following: “The optional new national technical standards 
should only be required through any new Local Plan policies if they address a clearly evidenced need, 
and where their impact on viability has been considered, in accordance with the National Planning 
Policy Framework and Planning Guidance.” 
 
Accompanying this, Paragraph 001 Reference ID:56-001-20150327 of the NPPG made it clear that 
LPAs will need to gather evidence to determine whether there is a need for additional standards in 
their area and justify setting appropriate policies in their Local Plans. Paragraph 002 Reference ID 
56-002-20160519 of the NPPG confirms that LPAs should consider the impact of using these 
standards as part of their Local Plan viability assessment. 
 
The new NPPG section provided substantial guidance in terms of the implementation of the new 
regime including specific advice on the individual standards which are discussed below.  
 



 

Persimmon Homes Essex is a trading division of Persimmon Homes Limited Registered Office: Persimmon House, Fulford, York YO19 4FE 
Registered in England No. 4108747. A subsidiary of Persimmon plc Page 8 

As referred to above, via Policy LP3 and LP4, Tendring are seeking to apply the optional national 
space standard along with the optional accessibility and adaptability standards.  
 
Nationally Described Space Standards (NDSS) 
 
NPPG sets out clear criteria which Councils must satisfy in order to adopt optional NDSSs over and 
above the requirements of Building Regulations.  
Where a need for internal space standards is identified, local planning authorities should provide 
justification for requiring internal space policies. Local planning authorities should take account of 
the following areas: 

 need – evidence should be provided on the size and type of dwellings currently being built in 
the area, to ensure the impacts of adopting space standards can be properly assessed, for 
example, to consider any potential impact on meeting demand for starter homes. 

 viability – the impact of adopting the space standard should be considered as part of a plan’s 
viability assessment with account taken of the impact of potentially larger dwellings on land 
supply. Local planning authorities will also need to consider impacts on affordability where a 
space standard is to be adopted. 

 timing – there may need to be a reasonable transitional period following adoption of a new 
policy on space standards to enable developers to factor the cost of space standards into 
future land acquisitions. 

The guidance effectively sets out three stages which must be overcome to ensure the NDSSs are 
only applied where needed and impacts are fully considered. We have considered Policy LP37 below 
with these policy hurdles firmly in mind.  

 NEED  
First and foremost a local authority must demonstrate clearly evidenced needs to require the 
NDSSs. The Council have not presented sufficient evidence to demonstrate need for the optional 
enhanced housing standard above what is established as nationally suitable in Building Regulations.  
 
What is currently being built?  
 
The point to note here is that all new housing clearly must comply with Building Regulations which 
allows flexibility in terms of footprint, room size, circulation space etc. This can be considered 
carefully by the housing market in determining product choice to meet the needs and demands of 
customers. This in turn allows for build refinement in relation to internal fit out. Finally this results in 
whole range of supply chain and construction efficiencies which are crucial to reducing cost, driving 
affordability and reducing build time to increase production. None of this appears to have been 
considered by the Council.  
 
Current sales / Need for market intervention  
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The industry is firmly of the view that current sales rates confirm that current product range is fully 
suitable for those wanting to buy properties. The industry knows its customers and what they want. 
Sales rates in the district are strong.  
 
When establishing need, we would expect Tendring to consider market indicators such as quality of 
life impacts or reduced sales rates with consumer information sighting the inadequacy of housing 
stock in the local area. This does not appear to have been provided to justify application of the 
enhanced standard and market intervention. The Inspector should not endorse the policy without 
this being demonstrated.  
 
The Council must demonstrate why there is a need to impose the NDSS via Policy LP3 and LP4.  
 
Existing Stock / Second Hand Market  
 
Whilst not directly referenced in the NPPG, it is sensible to consider the existing stock. The borough 
has a wide range and choice of second hand properties, ranging from flats and terraced housing 
stock to larger suburban properties. New housing forms only a part of the overall housing market. 
Consumers can choose whether to buy new build or second hand. Those who want to buy 
properties of a larger size than the market is currently building can choose a different offer from the 
second hand market.  
 
Meeting Needs and Impacts on Affordability  
 
A key part of the national guidance is considering the affordability implications of adopting the 
enhanced national space standards. Delivering new housing to assist with affordability is an 
important consideration. It is clear from the emerging plan’s evidence base that affordability in 
Braintree is already a key issue. Indeed, the affordability gap is such that there is a need to boost 
overall housing numbers to seek to combat this. To adopt the enhanced standards we would have 
expected a clear need to have been identified by the SHMA. However, this has not been the case 
and conversely the main issue has been the need to address affordability pressures.  
 
The increase in size increases build cost. Increases in sales prices can have a very negative impact on 
the level of accessibility to market dwellings based upon mortgage rates. 
 
Clearly inclusion of the NDSS would have an adverse impact upon affordability and would be 
contrary to the plan’s own objectives. The implications of applying the NDSS is that it increases build 
cost, which in turn increases sales price and this undermines delivery of the plans objectives. We 
note that no assessment has been undertaken as to how many more families will be pushed into 
affordable need as they can no longer afford a NDSS compliant home.  
 
Strategic Housing Market Area  
 
Purchasers of new homes have a choice of where and what to buy. They make their choice based on 
a range of factors which includes what they can afford. Adoption of the standard will have an 
adverse impact on the affordability of new homes. Based on this impact, purchasers could choose or 
be forced to live elsewhere potentially having significant impacts on the assumptions and objectives 
of the plan. 
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VIABILITY  
Only once a clear need has been demonstrated should the local authority consider testing if the 
enhanced standards are viable, bearing in mind cumulative policy burden. It is not clear from the 
Councils evidence that it has suitably assessed the viability implications of applying the NDSS’s 
alongside all other policy requirements of the plan. The ‘Tendring Economic Viability Study,  
Three Dragons and Troy Planning + Design, July 2017’ seeks to factor in NDSS. However, this 
assessment uses low Benchmark Land Values (p65) as detailed in the table below that are far too 
low and are not representative of the market. In light of this, it is considered that the ‘Tendring 
Economic Viability Study’ is not a sound assessment of the viability implications of applying NDSS.  
 

 Efficient use of Land  
 
The Council should be ensuring that new development maximises the efficient use of land.   
 
Implications on Affordability   
 
Sales price increases would have a significant impact on affordability in an area where the gap is 
widening. Applying the NDSSs will increase the price of a starter home making it markedly harder for 
people to get on the housing ladder.  
 
Viability of Sites  
 
Adoption of the NDSS on 100% of housing will have a significant impact on the viability of sites. It is 
also not a case of simply increasing build cost - increased housing sizes will result in less efficient use 
of land and thus a relative increase in infrastructure burden per plot.  
 
Implications for Brown Field sites  
 
The space standard will have a disproportionate effect on sites in lower value areas and those which 
are brown field. These sites often have remediation costs associated with them + current use value 
which further compound issues with achieving minimum benchmark land values.  
 
TIMING  
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Based on the above, Persimmon Homes is expecting that the NDSS requirement will be dropped 
from Policy LP3 and LP4 however in the event that it is retained, transitional arrangements must be 
suitably addressed as required by NPPG. A transitional period would allow developers to factor in 
the additional cost associated with this policy into future land deals. 
 
The land deals which underpin the majority of identified sites for this plan period will have already 
been secured and as such the proposed transitional arrangements will not provide adequate time 
for the cost to be factored in to the contracts for those sites. Nevertheless, if Tendring is minded to 
retain the NDSS requirement then we recommend a transitional arrangement of a minimum of 3 
years to allow those sites to move through the planning system before the requirements are 
enforced. Therefore NDSS would apply to site to which permission is granted after 2020.  
 
Clarity should be included within the policy to ensure that NDSSs cannot be applied to any approval 
(outline or detailed) prior to the specified date and that where development is approved prior to 
this date all housing built pursuant to the approval under Reserved Matters applications will not be 
subject to the increased space standard. It also needs to be made clear that the cut-off date is based 
upon the time at which planning approval is secured, not when development commences as the 
implications of enhanced standards cannot be factored in so late in the development process.  
 
Taking the above into account and the consequential effect of the transitional policy, the removal of 
the NDSS requirement altogether would appear much more logical thus providing clarity for all.  
 
Housing White Paper – ‘Fixing our broken housing market’  
 
In the recently Housing White Paper the Government have confirmed their view that the 
fundamentals of the Building Regulations system remain sound and that important steps were taken 
in the last Parliament.  
 
In relation to Space Standards, paragraph 1.55 states that “the use of minimum space standards for 
new development is seen as an important tool in delivering quality family homes. However the 
Government is concerned that a one size fits all approach may not reflect the needs and aspirations 
of a wider range of households. For example, despite being highly desirable, many traditional mews 
houses could not be built under today’s standards. We also want to make sure the standards do not 
rule out new approaches to meeting demand, building on the high quality compact living model of 
developers such as Pocket Homes. The Government will review the Nationally Described Space 
Standard to ensure greater local housing choice, while ensuring we avoid a race to the bottom in the 
size of homes on offer.” 
 
The above confirms the Government’s intentions to review NDSSs. This does not have any 
immediate impact upon Tendring’s emerging plan. However, it does demonstrate the Government’s 
unease with a one size fits all approach and its desire to ensure greater local housing choice. 
Unfortunately, introduction of the NDSSs would narrow the choice available at the expense of 
affordability and viability.  
 

14. Comment - Policy LP4 (Housing Layout) 
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Persimmon supports the desire to create a sense of place. There seems to be a conflict between 
criteria (e) and (f) when it comes to the approach to density.  
 

15. Comment - Policy LP5 (Affordable and Council Housing) 
 
The draft version of the Plan considered by the Local Plan Committee on Monday 12th June 2017 is 
set out in the Committee Papers. The version of the Local Plan considered by Members specified a 
target of 25% affordable housing under Policy LP5 and clearly ‘struck through’ the reference to 30%. 
The report on item 7 ‘publication draft local plan’ makes no reference to affordable housing. The 
minute of the meeting does not detail any amendment to the plan in relation to the percentage of 
affordable housing.  
 
The report to the 15th June Council meeting to endorse the plan makes no reference to an 
amendment to the plan in relation to the percentage of affordable housing. The draft local plan 
appended as ‘A1 – Appendix A’ also specifies a target of 25% affordable housing. The draft minute of 
the meeting does not detail any amendment to the plan in relation to the percentage of affordable 
housing. Members endorsed the publication of the consultation draft which includes a target of 25% 
affordable housing. Notwithstanding this, the published consultation draft includes a target of 30%.  
 
In light of the above, the draft plan produced by Officers and considered by Members and to which 
they endorsed for consultation purposes includes a target of 25% affordable housing. The plan was 
drafted having regard to the evidence base. It is unclear why the consultation draft includes a higher 
percentage of affordable housing than endorsed by Members. It is important that the totality and 
scale of obligations and policy requirements within the plan does not threaten development 
viability. The ‘Tendring Economic Viability Study, Three Dragons and Troy Planning + Design, July 
2017’ seeks to factor in affordable housing. However, this assessment uses very low Benchmark 
Land Values (p65) that are far too low and are not representative of the market. In light of this, it is 
considered that the ‘Tendring Economic Viability Study’ is not a sound assessment of the viability 
implications of applying a requirement of 30% affordable housing alongside all the other 
requirements.  
 
There is a need to increase housing delivery within the Country as a whole and within the District. It 
is considered that this would be hampered if the Policy burdens placed upon developers are too 
great. It is considered that the Member endorsed 25% requirement would be more representative 
of what developments can viably achieve.  
 
The forward to the Policy should make clear what is meant by ‘Council Housing’ and the mechanism 
by which such properties are transferred to the Council.  
 
Para 5.5.1 implies that there is limited control upon occupations of Affordable Housing provided by 
Registered Providers. Registered Providers of social housing have a mandatory statutory and 
regulatory obligation to assist local authorities in the discharge of their duties under Part VII of the 
Housing Act 1996. Furthermore, many authorities when grant planning permission include within 
the associated legal agreement (s106) a requirement for the Registered Provider to enter into a 
Nominations Agreement with the Council. A Nominations Agreement is a contract under which 
Councils can place those in housing need into housing association homes as they become available. 
In areas where affordable housing is in short supply Councils usually seek the right to nominate all 
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new housing association tenants. Therefore, there is a mechanism so Tendring can ensure that new 
affordable housing provided by a Registered Provider can be prioritised to those who qualify and are 
in the greatest need based upon their own housing register.  
 
The draft Policy seeks either (i) 30% of new dwellings as affordable housing or as an alternative (ii) 
10% as Council Housing plus a commuted sum.  The Policy by virtue of the different percentages 
sought seeks to recognise the significant increase in costs to the developer associated with providing 
‘Council Housing’.  
 
The second paragraph should make it clear that the 30% referred to relates to Affordable Housing 
and not a (unspecified) proportion of affordable housing and a (unspecified) proportion of ‘Council 
Housing’.  The proposed change is detailed below;  
 

‘For development proposals outside of the Tendring Colchester Borders Garden Community, 
involving the creation of 11 or more (net) homes, the Council will expect 30% of new 
dwellings, (including conversions) to be made available to Tendring District Council (subject 
to viability testing) or its nominated partner(s) to acquire at a proportionate discounted 
value for use as affordable or council housing.  
Places 
As an alternative, the Council will accept a minimum 10% of new dwellings, (including 
conversions) to be made available to Tendring District Council or its nominated partner(s) to 
acquire at a proportionate discounted value for use as council housing alongside a financial 
contribution towards the construction or acquisition of property for use as council housing 
equivalent to delivering the remainder of the 30% requirement’. 

 
Paragraph 5 states that the ‘size and type of council housing will be specified by the Council on a 
case-by-case basis having regard to the latest housing needs register and will be the subject of 
negotiation between the Council and the developer or applicant’. It is not clear as worded whether 
this statement also refers to ‘Affordable Housing’.  
 
Notwithstanding the above, Para 5 purely refers to the Housing Needs Register. The Strategic 
Housing Market Assessment (Jan 2016) includes an assessment of ‘additional units required to meet 
housing need in Tendring’ and ‘Size and type of affordable home required by those in need (per 
annum) in Tendring’ (see Tables 5.13d AND 5.14d, p145, SHMA 2016). The Council has therefore 
assessed the need for the size and type of affordable homes required over the plan period. It is 
considered that in assessing the housing need purely on the Housing Needs Register would not be 
fully representative of need, particularly the need for intermediate housing products.  
 
The Economic Viability Study (2017) makes an assumption regarding the split between Affordable 
Rented Units and Intermediate Tenures (para 2.25). The assessment recognises that there may be 
scenarios whereby the tenure mix needs to be flexed to have regard to development viability.  
 
The size of units will also be informed by the nature of the scheme. For instance, a scheme of 
predominantly apartments may struggle to include four bedroom houses and this should be 
recognised.  
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In light of the above, it is considered that the size and tenure should be determined having regard to 
the most robust available data including the most recent SHMA, the Housing Needs Register, 
development viability and the nature of the development. In light of the above, paragraph 5 should 
be amended to read;  
 

The size and type of Affordable and / or Council Housing within a qualifying  development 
shall be assessed on a case-by-case basis having regard to the most recent Strategic Housing 
Market Assessment, latest housing needs register, development viability and the nature of 
the scheme and will be the subject of negotiation between the Council and the developer or 
applicant. 

 
 

16. Support - Policy PP3 (Village and Neighbourhood Centres) (p143) 
 
The policy encourages small-scale retail development to serve day-to-day needs. The Policy 
identifies a proposed neighbourhood centre at ‘Rouses Farm Garden Suburb’. Persimmon Homes 
supports Policy PP2. Persimmon Homes are promoting the land at Rouses Farm, west of Jaywick 
Lane and south of St.John’s Road, Clacton-on-Sea for a mix of residential development, community 
facilities and public open space. As part of this development, Persimmon Homes are proposing that 
the site accommodate a neighborhood centre which would include provision for a medical facility 
and retail opportunity.   The scale of the facility seeks to meet local day-to-day needs and not exceed 
to the ‘local impact threshold in PP4’ and as such would not threaten the viability or vitality of 
existing centres.   
 

17. Support - Policy PP12 (Improving Education and Skills)  
 
Persimmon Homes support the need to mitigate the impact of development on education.  
Persimmon Homes are promoting the land at Rouses Farm, west of Jaywick Lane and south of 
St.John’s Road, Clacton-on-Sea for a mix of residential development, community facilities and public 
open space. As part of this development, the Masterplan includes provision for a new Primary 
School and early years facility.  
 

18. Support – Policy SAMU4 (Development at Rouses Farm, Jaywick Lane, Clacton) 
 
Persimmon Homes supports Policy SAMU4. Persimmon Homes are promoting the land at Rouses 
Farm, west of Jaywick Lane and south of St.John’s Road, Clacton-on-Sea for a mix of residential 
development, community facilities and public open space. As part of this process, Persimmon 
Homes have engaged with the local community and other stakeholders to seek their views as 
evidenced in the Statement of Community Involvement submitted to Tendring Council (July 2017).  
 
As part of the Preferred Options Consultation, Persimmon Homes submitted a ‘Site Deliverability 
Statement, September 2016). This sets the site and policy context. As set out in the Deliverability 
Statement, Persimmon Homes commissioned a specialist consultant team to produce various 
technical assessments as part of an Environmental Statement. The findings of this technical work 
had informed the Deliverability Statement and the associated Masterplan.  
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Since the production of the Site Deliverability Statement, the technical assessments and associated 
Masterplan work and pre-application engagement has continued. Persimmon Homes have formally 
advanced proposals for the development of the site for up to 950 residential units (including 
affordable housing) with a new neighborhood centre comprising a local healthcare facility of up to 
1,500 sq.m and up to 700sq.m for shops, food and drink and community centre. In addition, the 
proposal includes a 2.1ha site for a new primary school and associated roads, open space, drainage 
landscaping and other associated infrastructure.  
 
The proposal includes a Masterplan and a series of Parameter Plans which detail how the proposed 
development can be satisfactorily provided on-site and create an attractive community. The 
planning application was submitted in July 2017 and is supported by an Environmental Statement 
which is underpinned by the detailed technical studies undertaken.  
 
The development would make a substantial contribution towards the delivery of both market and 
affordable housing, including provision for bungalows. It supports the plan and assist the Council 
maintain an adequate supply of housing land during the initial part of the plan period.  
 
The site forms a sustainable extension to Clacton, with the ability to meet infrastructure thresholds 
for education and healthcare provision. The allocation supports the Council’s spatial strategy in 
focusing a proportionate amount of growth to existing settlements to meet housing need and to 
support employment opportunities.  
 
In terms of part (a) of the Policy, this seeks at least 850 new homes including affordable housing. 
This is supported. As detailed above, the Master planning and technical assessments demonstrate 
that the site and associated infrastructure can successfully accommodate a mixed use development 
including 950 homes.  
 
In terms of part (b) and (k) of the Policy, this seeks a new primary school on-site. As detailed above, 
the Masterplanning and technical evidence demonstrates that this can be accommodated and 
successfully integrated into the new neighborhood.  
 
In terms of part (c) and (d), Persimmon support the delivery of a new neighborhood centre and 
healthcare facilities on this site. Persimmon Homes have had ongoing discussions with NHS England 
with regards the type of facility to meet the needs within the area and this has informed the 
proposals for this site.  
 
In terms of part (e), (f) and (g), Persimmon Homes have engaged throughout the plan making 
process and have evolved a Masterplan having regard to the Council’s objectives for this site, 
community consultation and various detailed technical assessments. The Masterplan would deliver 
the objectives of SAMU4, including the quantum of open space sought and the access arrangements 
as specified.  
 
In terms of parts (i), (j), (m), Persimmon Homes consider that these are sensible stipulations to 
which the proposed Masterplan has had regard.  
 

19. Policy CP3 Improving the telecommunications network (p188) 
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Whilst paragraphs 43 to 46 of the NPPF establishes that local planning authorities should seek 
support the expansion of electronic communications networks it does not seek to prevent 
development that does not have access to such networks. By stating all, new dwellings must be 
served by super-fast broadband potentially allows the Council to refuse a development without such 
provision or impose a Grampian condition preventing a development from being occupied until such 
networks are provided. The provision of super-fast broadband is not in the control of the developer 
who requires a third party provider for such infrastructure. It is also the case that the house building 
industry is fully aware of the benefits of having their homes connected to super-fast broadband and 
what their customers will demand. 
 
We are also concerned that no additional costs have been included in the viability study for such 
provision. The study sets out in appendix 2 that these costs are incorporated into standard 
assumptions on development costs. However, we consider it essential that this policy is properly 
costed within the viability study. In particular the cost of such a policy on smaller developments in 
more rural communities could be significant and should be considered separately. Without this 
additional evidence there is clearly no justification to support this policy. In seeking to extend 
broadband to homes the Council should work proactively with telecommunications providers to 
extend provision and not rely on the development industry to provide for such infrastructure. 
 
The fourth bullet point following part d) of this policy should therefore be deleted. 
 
Conclusion 
 
Persimmon Homes welcomes the opportunity to comment. We support the Council’s ongoing Plan 
making process and the broad thrust of the Local Plan. We hope these representations are of 
assistance in taking the plan forward to the next stage of plan preparation and examination.  
 
 
 
Yours sincerely 

 David Moseley,  
Planning Manager,  
Persimmon Homes Essex 
 
  



GUIDANCE NOTES 
& RESPONSE FORM 
to accompany the Publication Draft Local Plan (2017) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Please read these guidance notes before completing the response form 
 

Introduction 
Braintree District Council, Tendring District 

Council and Colchester Borough Council, have 

each published their own Publication Draft Local 

Plan for consultation. Section 1 is common to 

each plan. This response form can be used to 

respond to any part of the 3 Plans. It is important 

to specify which. 

The 3 Plans have been published in order for 

representations to be made prior to submission 

of the documents to the Planning Inspectorate 

for examination. All representations will be 

examined by a Planning Inspector. The purpose 

of the examination is to consider whether the Plan 

complies with the legal requirements, the duty to 

co-operate and is sound. 

Each Local Plan has two parts: 

Publication Draft Local Plan Section 1 - A set 

of strategic policies constructed in partnership 

between the three authorities and Essex 

County Council. This means that the Section 1 

policies are intended to apply across all three 

Local Authorities. These policies include those 

relating to Garden Communities, housing supply, 

employment, shopping and the environment. 

You can send your response to any one of the 

authorities as all responses to Section 1 will be 

collated. Only 1 response to the 3 authorities is 

required. 

Publication Draft Local Plan Section 2 - relates 

to the specific district, contains more detailed 

policies and is used to determine planning 

applications. If you wish to comment on the 

Tendring Publication Draft Local Plan Section 

2 you should send your comments to Tendring 

District Council. 

If you would like assistance in completing your 

representation or have any other questions 

about the Publication Draft Local Plan please 

contact the Planning Policy Team by email 

planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk or by phone 

on 01255686177 and ask for Planning Policy. 
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Part A - Personal Details 
Please note that it is not possible for 

representations to be considered anonymously. 

Representations will be published on the 

Council’s websites and included as part of the 

Publication Draft Local Plan submissions to 

the Inspector. Address and contact details will 

removed from published responses. (Village/town 

shown). 

The Council reserves the right not to publish or 

take into account any representations which it 

considers offensive or defamatory. 

Please supply an email address if you have one 

as it will allow us to contact you electronically. 

Everyone who submits a representation will be 

added to the relevant consultation database (if 

not already included) so that we can keep you 

up to date with the plan. If you do not wish to be 

contacted in this way please state this clearly on 

the form. 

If an agent or consultant has been engaged to act 

on your behalf please fill in both sets of details in 

full. Correspondence will be sent to the agent. If 

you are a landowner with an agent acting on your 

behalf, please ensure that your agent knows the 

site name and reference number which your site 

has been given. 

 
Part B - Representation 
Please specify which section of the Publication 

Draft Local Plan your comments relate to, by 

choosing one of the following; 

Section 1 A response to this section will be 

reported to all 3 authorities. 

Legal Compliance and Duty 
to Co-operate 
If commenting on how the Publication Draft 

Local Plan has been prepared, it is likely that 

your comments will relate to a matter of legal 

compliance. 

The Inspector will check that the Plan meets the 

legal requirements 

You should consider the following before making 

a representation on legal compliance: 

• The Plan should be included in the current 

Local Development Scheme (LDS) and the 

key stages should have been followed. 

• The process of community involvement 

for the Plan in question should be in general 

accordance with the Statement of 

Community Involvement (SCI). 

• The Plan should comply with the Town 

and County Planning (Local Planning) 

(England) Regulations 2012 (the Regulations). 

On publication, the LPA must publish the 

documents prescribed in the Regulations; 

making them available on its website and at 

its principal offices. It must also notify the 

Local Plan bodies (as set out in the 

Regulations) and any persons who have 

requested to be notified. 

• The LPA must provide a Sustainability 

Appraisal Report. This should identify 

the process by which it has been carried out, 

baseline information used to inform the 

process and the outcomes of that  process. 

• LPAs will be expected to provide evidence of 

how they have complied with the Duty  to 

Section 2 Colchester 

Section 2 Tendring 

Section 2 Braintree 

These plans are 

specific to each 

authority. 

Co-operate. 

• Non-compliance with the duty to cooperate 

cannot be rectified after the Plan’s

Which part of the plan are you responding to 

(please use one form per submission): 

Paragraph:  for a representation on wording or 

paragraph content 

Policy: for a representation on the wording 

or inclusion or omission of a policy 

Other: for example a map inset number, 

site reference or the wording or 

content of tables or  appendices 

submission. Therefore the Inspector has no 

power to recommend modifications in this 

regard. Where the duty has not been 

complied with, the Inspector has no choice 

but to recommend non-adoption of the  Plan. 

} 



Soundness 

Soundness is explained in National Planning 

Policy Framework (NPPF) paragraph 182. The 

Inspector has to be satisfied that the Plan is 

positively prepared, justified, effective and 

consistent with national policy. 

More details and further guidance on what is 

meant by the term ‘soundness’ can be found 
below and at; www.planningportal.gov.uk 

Positively prepared 

This means that 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 reasonable alternatives, 

based on a proportionate, robust and credible 

evidence base. 

Effective 

The Plan should be deliverable over its period and 

based on effective joint working on cross- 

boundary strategic priorities, sound infrastructure 

delivery planning and no regulatory or national 

planning barriers. It should be flexible to changing 

circumstances 

Consistent with national policy 

The Plan should be consistent with national 

policy. Departure must be clearly justified. 

If you think the content of the Plan is not sound 

because it does not include a policy where it 

should do, you should go through the following 

steps before making representations: 

• Is the issue with which you are concerned 

already covered specifically by national 

planning policy? If so it does not need to be 

included? 

• Is what you are concerned with covered by 

any other policies in the Plan on which you 

are seeking to make representations or in any 

other Plan? 

• If the policy is not covered, how is the Plan 

unsound without the policy? 

• If the Plan is unsound without the policy, what 

should the policy say? 

Using the spaces provided please give details of 

why you think the Publication Draft Local Plan is 

not ‘sound having regard to the legal compliance, 

duty to cooperate and the four  requirements 

set out above. You should try to support your 

representation by evidence showing why the Plan 

should be modified. If your representation is 

over 100 words please include a summary of 

its main points in the box provided. 

It will be helpful if you also say precisely 
how you think the Plan should be modified. 

Representations should cover succinctly all 

information, evidence and supporting information 

necessary to support/justify the representation 

and suggested modification, as there will not 

normally be a further opportunity to make 

submissions based on the original representation 

made at publication. 

Where there are groups who share a common 

view on how they wish to see a Plan modified, 

it would be very helpful for that group to send 

a single representation which represents the 

view. In such cases the group should indicate 

how many people it is representing and how 

the representation has been authorised. 

All the formal representations received during this 

stage will be submitted to and considered by the 

appointed independent Planning Inspector at the 

public examination on the Plan. The process is 

likely to include public hearings. The Inspector 

will determine the most appropriate procedure to 

adopt to hear those who choose to participate at 

this stage. If you would like to appear and speak 

at the hearings, please state this and explain 

in the space provided why you consider it is 

necessary that you participate. 

Representations can be sent: 

• Via the Council’s online consultation portal: 
http://tendring-
consult.objective.co.uk/portal  

• Via a representation form which can 

be downloaded from the website and 
returned via email to 

planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.

uk 

• or by post to: 

Planning Policy, 

Tendring District Council 

Thorpe Road 

Weeley 

Essex 

CO16 9AJ 

http://www.planningportal.gov.uk/
http://tendring-consult.objective.co.uk/portal
http://tendring-consult.objective.co.uk/portal
mailto:planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk
mailto:planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk


   
 

 

For internal Use only ID: 
 

Rep No: 
 

     

 

 

Responses are encouraged via the council’s online consultation system available on the website, 

see http://tendring-consult.objective.co.uk/portal  However, this form can be returned electronically 

to planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk or in hard copy if necessary to: 

Planning Policy, Tendring District Council, Thorpe Road, Weeley, Essex, CO16 9AJ 

The consultation runs from 9am Friday, 16th June to 5pm on Friday, 28th July 2017 

This form has two parts: 

Part A - Personal Details and Part B - Your comments 

 

 

  PART A  
 

1. Personal Details 

Title 

First Name 

Last Name 

Organisation 

(Where relevant) 

 
Address Line 1 

 

Address Line 2 
 

Address Line 3 

Post Code 

E-mail Address 
 

Telephone 

Number 

2. Agent’s Details (if applicable) 

Title 
 

First Name 

Last Name 

Organisation 

Address Line 1 

Address Line 2 
 

Address Line 3 

Post Code 

E-mail Address 

 
Telephone 
Number 

 
 

 

http://tendring-consult.objective.co.uk/portal
mailto:planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk


  PART B  

REPRESENTATION FORM 
Please Note: If your representation relates to Section One of the North Essex Strategic Plan / Garden 

Communities you only need to respond to one of the Local Authorities. All representations received by 

Braintree, Colchester and Tendring relating to Section One of the Plan(s) will be submitted together. 

You do not need to return this form if you have completed a response using any of the Council’s online 

systems for this consultation. Duplicates will not be  considered 

Please specify which section of the Publication Draft Local Plan your comments relate to by 

choosing one of the following: 

Section 1 Section 2 Colchester Section 2 Tendring Section 2 Braintree 

Which part of the section are you responding to? 

e.g. Paragraph/Policy/Map/Other 
 

Do you consider the Local Plan is Legally compliant? 

Yes No 

 
Does it comply with the Duty to Co-operate? 

Yes No 

 
Do you consider the Local Plan is Sound? 

Yes No 

 
If you do not consider the Local Plan is sound, please specify on what grounds: 

Positively prepared Justified Effective Consistent with National Policy 

 
Enter your full representation here: 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Continue onto next page 



 
 

If your representation is more than 100 words, please provide a brief summary here: 



Please specify the changes needed to be made to make the Plan sound / legally compliant 
 

 
Do you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination? 

Yes No 

 
If Yes - you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you 

consider this to be necessary 

Please note the inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear 

those who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination. 

 
Did you raise the matter that is the subject of your representation with the LPA earlier 

in the process of the preparation of the Local Plan 

Yes No 

 
If yes which stage 

Issues and Options Preferred Options 

 
Do you wish to be notified? 

When the document is submitted for independent examination? 

When the Inspectors Report is published? 

When document is adopted? 
 

Braintree & Tendring: Return by 5pm 28th July 2017 
(responses to section 2 Braintree and Tendring will not be accepted after this date. After 

this date responses to Section 1 should be sent to Colchester Borough Council) 

Colchester: Return by 5pm 11th August 2017 



Environment Agency 

Iceni House, Cobham Road, Ipswich, Suffolk, IP3 9JD. 
Customer services line: 03708 506 506 
www.gov.uk/environment-agency 
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creating a better place 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Tendring District Council 
Planning Department 
Thorpe Road 
Weeley 
Clacton-on-Sea 
CO16 9AJ 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Our ref: AE/2006/000294/CS-
10/SB1-L01 
Your ref:  
 
Date:  28 July 2017 
 
 

 
Dear Sir/Madam 
 
Tendring District Local Plan – Publication Draft Final Consultation 
 
Section 1 of the Tendring Local Plan Pre-submission 
 
The comments relating to Section 1 largely mirror the comments we have already made 
in our response to Section 1 of the Braintree Local Plan. 
 
Vision for North Essex 
We are supportive of the thrust of the Vision. We are encouraged by the Vision 
advocating that Green and blue infrastructure, among other things, will be planned and 
provided along with other facilities to support the development of substantial new 
growth.  
 
Objective 4  
We are happy with the inclusion of references to ensuring that flood defence 
infrastructure and foul sewage infrastructure are considered by developers of future 
developments. 
 
Objective 9 
The words are good, but we currently have a problem with the Strategic Flood Risk 
Assessment’s methodology for assessing the zonal extents of flood risk areas as a 
consequence of climate change as a means to support this objective. 
 
Policy SP 1 Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development 
We are supportive of the thrust of this policy.  
 
Policy SP 2 Spatial Strategy for North Essex 
We are supportive of the thrust of this policy and that the three Garden Communities will 
be planned and developed drawing on Garden City principles, with necessary 
infrastructure and facilities provided and a high quality of place-making and urban 

http://www.gov.uk/environment-agency
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design. There may be merit in reinforcing the desire to follow Garden City principles by 
making reference to the principles reflecting the Garden City principles espoused by the 
Town and Country Planning Association. See for instance ‘The Art of Building a Garden 
city: Designing New Communities for the 21st Century’. 
 
Policy SPL3 Sustainable Design 
We are pleased to see references to the integration of sustainable drainage and 
aspirations for the reduction of flood risk included within the practical requirements 
section of this policy 
 
Policy SP5 Infrastructure and Connectivity 
Whilst we acknowledge that this policy currently focuses principally on transport and 
broadband, we would highlight that there is no similar overarching policy that addresses 
other ‘environmental’ infrastructure requirements. For example, there is no reference to 
the need to provide further waste water or flood risk infrastructure to help accommodate 
the proposed growth. We suggest that the need for similar overarching policy 
references are considered. This is particularly the case given that the sustainability, in 
particular, of low lying coastal communities, will be ever more dependent on 
replacement and/or enlarged flood defence infrastructure to address sea level rises as a 
consequence of climate change over a development’s lifetime and that Tendring District 
Council or developers will need to help with Partnership funding to secure new flood 
defence infrastructure. 
 
Policy SP 6 Place Shaping Principles 
We are supportive of the thrust of this policy, in particular we are pleased to see that all 
new development should reflect place shaping principles that will, among other things: 
 

 Provide an integrated network of multi-functional public open space and green 
and blue infrastructure that connects with existing green infrastructure where 
possible; 

 Include measures to promote environmental sustainability including addressing 
energy and water efficiency, and provision of appropriate wastewater and flood 
mitigation measures. 

 
The supporting text makes reference to the ecological benefits of open space in 
paragraph 1.88, but there is no reference to the benefits of open space to sustainable 
drainage. It is noted though that the policy makes reference to “multifunctional” open 
space and identifies the provision of flood mitigation and wastewater measures as a 
principle requirement in place shaping. 
 
We recommend that point 11 should include a reference to the promotion of sustainable 
drainage systems along the following lines:  
 
‘Include measures to promote environmental sustainability including addressing energy 
and water efficiency, and provision of appropriate wastewater and flood mitigation 
measures, including use of open space for sustainable drainage systems’. 
 
Policy SP 7 Development & Delivery of New Garden Communities in North Essex 
We are supportive of this overarching policy. It is encouraging to see in relation to 
development and delivery, the Council’s intention under part xi of Policy SP 7 to secure, 
among other matters, water efficiency with the aim of being water neutral in areas of 
serious water stress. We do however consider that the supporting text in chapter 8 
should provide further elaboration or perhaps more ambitious wording in relation to 
compliance with the optional Building Regulation water efficiency standard of 110 litres 
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per occupier per day. Similar water efficiency measures should be adopted for non-
residential development.  
 

Furthermore, given the work done on the Integrated Water Management Strategy, it 
would be useful to explain, briefly, what water neutral actually means and how it can be 
met in terms of various techniques.  
 
Paragraph 154 in the National Planning Policy Framework advises that Local Plans 
should be aspirational. With this in mind, we recommend that short supporting text 
should be inserted under Chapter 8 as a replacement for the existing paragraph 8.7 
along the following lines: 
 

8.7 Water efficiency – in order to promote water efficiency in new residential 
developments in the Garden Communities, the optional Building Regulation water 
efficiency standard of 110 litres per occupier per day will be applied. Non-residential 
development should adopt BREEAM or similar standard for the application of water 
efficiency components and water recycling. 
 
The existing paragraphs from 8.7 onwards should be re-numbered such that the current 
wording in paragraph 8.7 becomes 8.8 et seq. 
 

The Local Plan does not arguably follow a strategy that is justified. To a large extent, 
given the Garden Communities are located in a water stressed area, we consider that 
the most appropriate strategy is for the optional Building Regulation water efficiency to 
be sought in new residential developments. Although we do not consider that the issue 
is significant enough to tip it into a soundness matter, we do consider that the Local 
Plan should show greater ambition. 
 
Policy SP 8 Tendring/Colchester Borders Garden Community 
We are largely supportive of the thrust of this Policy and its various components. 
However, we consider that it is important item 17 under sub-heading F. Other 
Requirements – this is concerned with an upgrade to Colchester Waste Water 
incorporates – includes a reference to the expected timetable/programme included 
under Table 13.1 in the Braintree Infrastructure Delivery Plan (BIDP). As matters stand 
there is, on the face of things, no reference to any requirement for essential waste water 
infrastructure to be delivered ahead of residential development. Delivery of 
infrastructure is an important component of the master planning process for the Garden 
Community.  
 
Item 17 should be re-worded along the following lines: 
 
‘Provision of improvements, ahead of development, to waste water treatment including 
an upgrade to the Colchester Waste Water Treatment Plan in accordance with the 
programme set out in the Braintree Infrastructure Delivery Plan and off-site drainage 
improvements’. 
 
The purpose here is to set out a clear signposting of infrastructure delivery requirements 
as evaluated under the BIDP. It should be noted that the priority for this infrastructure is 
described as ‘critical’ under Table 13.1 which is presumably a reflection of its 
importance. 
 
Policy SP 9 Colchester/Braintree Boarders Garden Community. 
We are largely supportive of the thrust of this Policy and its various components. 
However, as above we consider that it is important item 18 under sub-heading F. Other 
Requirements – this is concerned with an upgrade to Colchester Waste Water 
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incorporates – includes a reference to the expected timetable/programme included 
under Table 13.1 in the BIDP. As matters stand there is, on the face of things, no 
reference to any requirement for essential waste water infrastructure to be delivered 
ahead of residential development. Delivery of infrastructure is an important component 
of the master planning process for the Garden Community.  
 
Item 18 should be re-worded along the following lines: 
 
‘Provision of improvements, ahead of development, to waste water treatment including 
an upgrade to the Colchester Waste Water Treatment Plan in accordance with the 
programme set out in the Braintree Infrastructure Delivery Plan and off-site drainage 
improvements’. 
 
The purpose here is to set out a clear signposting of infrastructure delivery requirements 
as evaluated under the BIDP. It should be noted that the priority for this infrastructure 
type is described as ‘critical’ under Table 13.1, which is presumably a reflection of its 
importance. 
 
Policy SP 10 West of Braintree Garden Community 
We are largely supportive of the thrust of this Policy and its various components. With 
regard to item 17 under sub-heading F. Other Requirements, we note there is a 
reference to provision of improvements to waste water treatments. As with Policies SP 9 
and SP 10, there is, on the face of things, no reference to any requirement for essential 
waste water infrastructure to be delivered ahead of residential development. Delivery of 
infrastructure is an important component of the master planning process for the Garden 
Community.  
 
Item 17 should be re-worded along the following lines: 
 
‘Provision of improvements, ahead of development, to waste water treatment including 
an upgrade to the Colchester Waste Water Treatment Plan in accordance with the 
programme set out in the Braintree Infrastructure Delivery Plan and off-site drainage 
improvements’. 
 
The purpose here is to set out a clear signposting of infrastructure delivery requirements 
as evaluated under the BIDP. It should be noted that the priority for this infrastructure 
type is described as ‘critical’ under Table 13.1, which is presumably a reflection of its 
importance. 
 
We have been working with AECOM and Anglian Water on the preparation of an 
Integrated Water Management Strategy (IWMS) for the Garden Communities. We 
understand a draft IWMS stage 2 report is expected to be made available to us and 
Anglian Water in August 2017.  
 
The executive summary of the Stage 1 Report highlighted that the scale and location of 
development across the Garden Communities poses significant challenges around 
provision of water supply, wastewater services and management of flood risk. It goes on 
to add that the full potential quantum of growth that the garden communities could 
deliver does not have identified solutions for the treatment of wastewater, provision of 
water supply and assessment of impact and compliance with water based 
environmental legislation.  
 
The purpose of the strategy is to identify solutions which we consider should as a matter 
of course be sustainable. We understand the IWMS Stage 2 will develop a range of 
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delivery option strategies for each garden community based on a series of potential 
wastewater, water supply, and surface water and flood risk measures. Our expectation 
is that work on the IWMS Stage 2 will be completed and agreed sufficiently in advance 
of the submission of the respective local plans to the Planning Inspectorate for the 
examination in public. Ideally the IWMS Stage 2, and where considered necessary, an 
IWMS Stage 3 will provide the necessary evidence to support the development of the 
respective garden communities without impacting on the environment. 
 
We understand the Tendring Infrastructure Delivery Plan has already been published 
and whilst it does show a programme for water infrastructure, this appears to have been 
based on the water cycle studies carried out at the individual local planning authority 
level. Given this, it might be preferable for a standalone detailed IWMS delivery plan for 
the preferred strategy for the Garden Communities to be provided for evidence 
purposes in support of the water infrastructure requirements for Section 1 of the Local 
Plan. 
 
Section 2 of the Tendring Local Plan Pre-submission 
 
Vision 
We are largely supportive of the thrust of the Vision. Because of Tendring’s coastal 
aspects which are, to a degree, at the forefront of climate change (rising sea level, 
eroding shoreline), we would recommend that the Vision should make include a 
reference to adapting and mitigating against climate change through positive measures. 
Although there is already a reference under Rural Heartland to climate change and 
therefore recognition by the Council of this fundamental environmental issue, we 
consider the overarching Vision should also address the issue. The following wording 
should be added: 
 
Tendring District’s coastal area places economic, social and environmental 
considerations at the forefront of climate change and therefore there will be a need to 
place adaptation and mitigation against climate change at the centre of sustainable 
development. 
 
Policy SPL 3 SUSTAINABLE DESIGN 
We are supportive of the thrust of this policy. We particularly welcome under Part B: 
Practical Requirements, item d, which is concerned with minimising greenhouse gases 
and impact on climate change and item f which is concerned with reducing flood risk 
and integrating sustainable drainage.  
 
Policy HP3 Green Infrastructure 
We are pleased to see references to the functional benefits of green infrastructure for 
the purposes of flood mitigation. 
 
Policy LP9 Traveller sites 
We support the inclusion of point a) within this policy. With regards to flood risk, 
caravans, mobile homes and park homes intended for permanent residential use are 
considered to be ‘highly vulnerable’ land uses by table 2 of the Planning Practice 
Guidance document which supports the NPPF. Table 3 of this document advises this 
type of development is inappropriate in Flood Zone 3 and should therefore not be 
permitted. This is reinforced in paragraph 11 g) in Planning policy for traveller sites 
which should be read in conjunction with the NPPF. 
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It may well be appropriate to include a reference, possibly under the supporting text, to 
drainage aspects for sites, which are often rural in nature. This could be along the 
following lines: 
 

‘The provision for foul water drainage should be that the first presumption is to provide a 
system of foul drainage discharging into a public sewer for treatment at a public sewage 
treatment works. A private means of foul effluent disposal is only acceptable when foul 
mains drainage is not feasible (in terms of cost and/or practicality). An environmental 
permit may, depending on flow quantities and any adjacent sensitive area, be required 
from the Environment Agency.’ 
 
Policy PP10 Camping and Touring Caravan Sites 
This Policy states that ‘if the necessary tests are met in regard to any known flood risk, 
the Council will support proposals for..’  However, we note that there is little in planning 
policy that is prescriptive of season of operation for camping and touring caravan sites, 
but reference to sites proposed in recognised flood risk areas having to have availability 
of advance flood warning services in their locality and to have flood evacuation and 
response plans would have been useful additions to this policy. 
 
This policy does not have any detail about what may/may not be acceptable from a 
flood risk point of view. Land used for camping is particular vulnerable to flood risk, so 
this would be a useful opportunity for the council to highlight the risk and set out how 
future applications will take account of it. The final paragraph does not hint at what 
season the potential occupancy may be limited to. 
 
The previous local plan (adopted December 2007) contained a policy relating to 
caravan and camping sites which included the following: 
 
“The occupation of all types of holiday units, including chalets and caravans, will not be 
permitted between 14 January and 1 March in any year. Occupancy may be further 
restricted to the period 1 March to 31 October where the site: 
i. lacks the necessary and appropriate infrastructure and services for longer 

occupation; or 
ii. is located in an area of flood risk, or adjacent to a site designated for reasons of 

nature conservation.” 
 

This level of detail is not provided within this pre-submission document. Policy PP10 
does reference the council imposing holiday occupancy conditions but it is not specific 
on when and it is not with regards to flood risk. A generic mention of flood risk is 
included but is fairly ambiguous (“…if the necessary tests are met in regard to any 
known flood risk…”). 
 
The NPPF Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) classifies ‘sites used for holiday or short-
let caravans and camping’ as ‘more vulnerable’ and potentially appropriate development 
in Flood Zones 2 and 3a if the Sequential and Exception Tests are passed. The PPG 
also specifies that this type of development must be subject to an appropriate flood 
warning and evacuation plan. However the PPG classifies ‘caravans, mobile homes and 
park homes intended for permanent residential use’ as ‘highly vulnerable’ and considers 
them to be an in-appropriate land use within flood zone 3a and 3b.  
 
The Local Plan presents an opportunity for the Council to present a clear position on 
how this type of development should be considered in areas at risk of flooding. You 
should consider, in terms of the Test of Soundness covering consistency with national 
policy, whether the current text is sufficient in this respect, and whether further detail is 
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required? For example what is the council’s position on caravan parks showing a 
progression to all year round habitation? How should sites in locations at risk of flooding 
be managed? What level of flood risk might be considered acceptable on a caravan 
site? Will you require the site to be evacuated on receipt of a flood warning? 
 
Paragraph 6.7.5 
We strongly support the Council on the need for robust use of planning conditions and 
legal agreements to ensure that holiday accommodation is not displaced by permanent 
residential use, with our focus being on those sites in the high risk (flood zone 3) where 
park homes and static caravans for permanent residential use are deemed to be 
“inappropriate” land uses on the basis of their vulnerability to the impacts of flooding. 
 
Policy PP11 Holiday Parks 
Please see the comments we have made to Policy PP10 which also apply to this Policy.  
 
We are pleased to note that the supporting text references the need to restrict 
occupancy in winter months where a site is at risk of flooding, though it is disappointing 
that it is not specifically reaffirmed in the policy wording. However, we do support the 
recognition that holiday parks should not become home to permanent residential 
accommodation due in part to the possible flood risk implications.  
 
Policy PP 14 Priority Areas for Regeneration 
Our earlier letter dated 8 September 2017 written in response to the Local Plan 
Preferred Options consultation provided comments on certain Priority Areas. As matters 
stand, our comments on the application of the Sequential Test remain outstanding. 
Therefore, pending the finalisation of the updated Tendring Strategic Flood Risk 
Assessment and Sequential Test assessment report, our comments are repeated 
below.  
 
Brooklands, Grasslands and ‘The Village’ areas of Jaywick 
 
These areas include Flood Zone 3 extents, so any redevelopment (in common with any 
allocated development within Flood Zone 2 or 3) will need to pass the Sequential and 
Exception Tests as appropriate. We’ve not seen any evidence that the council have 
applied these Tests to the emerging plan. This evidence will need to support the 
submission version of the Plan. If this is not provided we will need to raise it as a 
soundness issue.  
 
We would also take this opportunity to highlight that regeneration of this area is likely to 
reduce the deprivation index. This will have the consequential effect of reducing the 
proportion of future flood defence infrastructure funding (when measured against the 
current day baseline), that central government can provide through Flood Defence 
Grant-in Aid.  
 
Furthermore, any plot level rebuilds may be considered as new developments. ‘New’ 
development in flood risk areas (post 2012) cannot be taken into account when the 
benefits of new flood defences for an area are calculated. This could mean that the bulk 
of funding for any new flood defence infrastructure would have to be met by local and 
partnership funding sources. Dependence on frontline flood defences and the 
affordability of that infrastructure (which will be required to be upgraded in due course), 
is a key issue for long-term sustainability of this community. The long-term infrastructure 
costs, affordability, sustainability and the lesser proportion of central government 
funding towards replacement  flood defence infrastructure through Flood Defence 
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Grant-in Aid should be carefully weighed up when considering short-term improvements 
to reduce the scale of deprivation through re-build initiatives.   
 
Harwich Old Town 
 
The Old Town all lies within Flood Zone 3 so any redevelopment will need to pass the 
Sequential and Exception Tests as appropriate. As above, we have not seen any 
evidence that the Council have applied these Tests to the emerging plan. This evidence 
will need to support the submission version of the Plan.  
 
Walton-on-the Naze 
 
The area for regeneration appears to lies mainly in Flood Zone 1, though there is a 
small area of the site to the south that is Flood Zone 2 and 3. A sequential approach to 
redevelopment of this area should therefore be taken, with the most vulnerable aspects 
of the proposal being located in the areas of Flood Zone 1. As mentioned above, the 
Sequential and Exception Test will also need to be applied, and evidence submitted 
alongside this Plan that they have been passed.  
 
At the time of writing this response we had received a further version of the SRFA and 
Sequential Test assessment report for our consideration and agreement. A formal 
response will be provided to the Council once we have completed our review, which is 
likely to happen within the course of the next week or so following the issue of this letter. 
 
Section 7.1 Development and Flood Risk 
With regard to paragraphs 7.1.1 and 7.1.2, we have recently advised the Council that 
the update addendum to the SFRA is currently not capable of providing an appropriate 
assessment of the impacts of climate change on flood risk zones. This means it is 
therefore at odds with the Local Plan’s strategic objective for Water and Climate 
Change which is “To reduce the risk of flooding by securing the appropriate location and 
design of new development, having regard to the likely impact of climate change.” 
 
Paragraph 7.1.3 
No reference has been included as to how a Sequential approach or the Sequential 
Test will be applied to new development at “Jaywick Sands”. 
 
Policy PPL1: Development and Flood Risk 
The Policy does not, in our view, fully engage with National Policy and the National 
Planning Practice Guidance. We consider it is not consistent with the National Policy 
position and is therefore unsound. We consider this unsoundness could be overcome 
by adding the following wording to the policy. 
 
All new development within Flood Zones 2 and 3 must not result in a net loss of flood 
storage capacity. 
 
New development in Flood Zone 3 must provide adequate flood storage and not result 
in a net loss of flood storage unless there is compensation on site or, rarely if not 
possible, adjacent off site capacity.  
 
Where possible opportunities must be sought to achieve an increase in floodplain 
storage. 
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All more Vulnerable and Highly Vulnerable development within Flood Zone 2 and 3 
should set finished floor levels 300mm above the known or modelled 1 in 100 annual 
probability (1% AEP) flood level including an allowance for climate change. 
 
As the Policy stands, it would have been better if both parts of the Exception test were 
referred to i.e. “safe” as well as meeting the wider “sustainability needs”. We 
recommend this part of the Policy be re-worded to read as follows: 
 
Where new development cannot be located in an area of lower flood risk and is 
otherwise sustainable, the Exception Test will be applied in accordance with the 
National Planning Policy Framework so that it is safe and meets wider sustainability 
needs. 
 
We would also recommend that the second sentence of the first paragraph of the Policy 
be deleted and replaced with the wording given below in order to highlight the 
requirement for more vulnerable development in particular to not be subject to internal 
flooding and the provision of refuge. 
 
It must be ensured that for new more vulnerable development (for example residential); 
there will be no internal flooding in the design event, refuge will be available above flood 
levels in excess of the design flood, or levels that could occur at the site in the event of 
a breach or failure of flood defence infrastructure, and that a means of escape is 
possible from first floor level. 
 
We consider that the following supporting text covering the provision of an emergency 
flood plan, as discussed in our earlier letter dated 8 September 2017 written in response 
to the Local Plan Preferred Options consultation, is included as a new paragraph 7.1.4. 
Where safe access cannot be achieved, or if the development would be at residual risk 
of flooding in a breach, an emergency flood plan that deals with matters of evacuation 
and refuge should demonstrate that people will not be exposed to flood hazards. The 
emergency flood plan should be submitted as part of a FRA and will need to be agreed 
with yourselves. Refuge should ideally be located 300mm above the 0.1% (1 in 1000) 
annual probability event flood level including allowances for climate change.  
 

This supporting text presents a good opportunity for you to set out your requirements for 
evacuation and refuge. 
 
We consider the following wording should be added as supporting text as a new 
paragraph 7.1.5. 
 
New development proposals should: 

- retain at least an 8m wide undeveloped buffer strip alongside Main Rivers and 
explore opportunities for riverside restoration. Any proposed development within 
8m of a main river will require an environmental permit from the Environment 
Agency. 

 
- retain at least a 3m buffer strip on at least one side of an Ordinary watercourse. 

Any development that could impact the flow within and ordinary watercourse will 
require consent from Essex County Council (as LLFA). 

 
Please note that the recommended additional supporting text items are not considered 
to be soundness matters. 
 
Policy PPL2: Coastal Protection Belt 
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As advised in our letter dated 8 September 2017 written in response to the Preferred 
Options consultation, this policy provides the Council with an opportunity to be more 
prescriptive about what type of development you consider would be acceptable in an 
area affected by coastal change.  
 
For example, paragraph 7-073-20140306 of the Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) 
provides guidance on what sort of development is appropriate in a Coastal Change 
Management Area. You could consider embedding the intention of this guidance into 
Policy PPL 2, or perhaps as supporting text along the following lines: 
 
‘National Planning Practice Guidance provides guidance on what sort of development is 
appropriate in a Coastal Change Management Area. This guidance is considered to 
have relevance to development proposals within the Tendring Coastal Protection Belt’. 
 
In addition, paragraph 7-076-20140306 states that formally allocating land in Local 
Plans for relocation of development and habitat affected by coastal change may be 
appropriate in some instances. Tendring may wish to consider this in order to help 
future decision making.  
 
Policy PPL 4 Biodiversity and Geodiversity 
We are largely supportive of the thrust of this Policy and supporting text. However, we 
would highlight that ‘harm’ to biodiversity can also arise as a result of development 
causing invasive species to be introduced. 6% of the water bodies within the Anglian 
River Basin Management Plan are classified as failing due to invasive species.  
 
We recommend that a biosecurity protocol method statement is required for all 
development proposals to ensure that an adequate means of preventing the 
introduction of non-native species is considered and implemented. This should help to 
prevent the spread of invasive non-native species which have a negative impact on 
biodiversity and ecosystem functioning. We recommend that this aspect be addressed 
within the Local Plan by adding the wording below to the final paragraph of Policy PPL 
4. 
 
‘A biosecurity protocol method statement is required for all development proposals to 
ensure the introduction of non-native species is prevented.’ 
 
Policy PPL5 WATER CONSERVATION, DRAINAGE AND SEWERAGE 
We welcome the reference to SuDs and for adding the reference in the policy to the 
“water quality” benefits of SuDs. We would however make the point that SuDS 
techniques may not be appropriate for sites within Source Protection Zones, where 
there are known pollutants/contamination or the site history indicates pollutants/ 
contamination, or where groundwater is relatively shallow and dispersion may not occur 
in an adequate manner. As matters stand, the Policy does not make any reference to 
the unsuitability of SuDS techniques in certain instances. We recommend that the 
wording set out below is added to the existing wording, or if preferred provided as 
supporting text. 
 
‘SuDS techniques based on infiltration of surface water into the ground may not be 
appropriate, in accordance with Environment Agency policy on the protection of 
groundwater, for: (i) sites within Groundwater Source Protection Zones, which aim to 
protect groundwater from pollutants: (ii) sites with known pollutants/contamination or 
where historical usage indicates the potential presence of pollutants/contamination: (iii) 
sites where the depth to the water table is shallow and there is the risk of harm to an 
aquifer used for drinking water supplies. 

http://planningguidance.communities.gov.uk/blog/guidance/flood-risk-and-coastal-change/coastal-change-management-areas/what-development-will-be-appropriate-in-a-coastal-change-management-area/
http://planningguidance.communities.gov.uk/blog/guidance/flood-risk-and-coastal-change/coastal-change-management-areas/what-approach-should-be-taken-to-making-provision-for-the-relocation-of-development-away-from-coastal-change-management-areas/
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The Environment Agency’s Source Protection Zone maps should be checked to ensure 
there is no risk to groundwater quality and before infiltration to groundwater is permitted 
there should be some level of treatment before surface water is infiltrated. 
A risk assessment should be undertaken when using Infiltration components in areas of 
contaminated land.’ 
 
Chapter 10 Delivering Infrastructure  
There is the need for new or replacement flood defences to be supported with other 
sources of funding where these are important to the continued sustainability of key 
settlements and developments. Community Infrastructure Levy and section 106 
agreements are useful means of raising sums to support the Partnership Funding of 
required flood defences to address asset deterioration and replacement to counter the 
envisaged effects of climate change (sea level rise and peakier river flows). 
 
Paragraph 10.2 Design Briefs 
We are keen to assist Tendring District Council with Design Briefs for any site where 
flood risk may be a concern. 
 
Policy LPP 55 Layout and Design of Development 
We support the thrust of this Policy and we are encouraged to see that new 
development will incorporate items such as energy conservation, water efficiency, waste 
separation (internal and external), climate change, flood resilience and resistant 
construction. 
 
Policy LPP 70 Protection, Enhancement, Management and Monitoring of 
Biodiversity 
Our earlier letter dated 18 August 2017 recommended the inclusion of wording covering 
the provision of ecological buffer strips along river corridors and seeking opportunities 
for de-culverting. With this in mind we recommend that the wording given below should 
be inserted as a new final sentence for Policy LPP 70. 
 
‘Development proposals with river frontages should make provision for ecological buffer 
strips with a view to protecting and where appropriate enhancing water dependant 
habitats and species. Where development proposals will be carried out on land with 
watercourse currently culverted, opportunities for de-culverting and restoration to an 
open watercourse should be sought as a means of creating blue infrastructure and 
enhancing the development site.’ 
 
Policy LPP 73 Protecting and Enhancing Natural Resources, Minimising Pollution 
and Safeguarding from Hazards 
We are supportive of the thrust of this policy and its various components. 
 
Policy LPP 74 Climate Change 
We are supportive of the thrust of this policy. 
 
Policy LPP 75 Energy Efficiency 
We are largely supportive of the thrust of this policy. However, with regard to water 
efficiency we consider that this should aim to be more ambitious and include a 
reference to the optional Building Regulation water efficiency standard. With this in mind 
we recommend the following sentence should be inserted between the existing first and 
second sentences to the Policy. 
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‘Residential developments in the area should comply with the Building Regulation water 
efficiency standard of 110 litres per occupier per day’ 
 
Yours faithfully 

 
 
 
Andrew Hunter 
Sustainable Places - Planning Advisor 
 
Direct dial 020 302 58346 
Direct e-mail planning.ipswich@environment-agency.gov.uk 
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Simon Meecham 
Tendring District Council 
Council Offices 
Thorpe Road 
Weeley 
Essex 
CO16 9AJ 

Our ref:  
Your ref: 
Date:  
 
Direct Dial:   

 
 
  
 
01223  582747 

 

By email only to planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk  
 
Dear Mr Meecham, 
 
Tendring Local Plan Publication Draft Consultation 
 
Thank you for consulting Historic England on Tendring’s publication draft local plan.  As the 
Government’s adviser on the historic environment Historic England is keen to ensure that 
the protection of the historic environment is fully taken into account at all stages and levels 
of the local planning process.  Therefore we welcome the opportunity to comment on the 
draft Plan. We have now had the opportunity to review the documents and can provide the 
following substantive comments.  

General comments 

Historic England has published a number of Good Practice Advice and Advice Notes which 
you may find useful in developing your local plan.  In particular:  

Good Practice Advice in Planning 1 - the historic environment in local plans: 
<https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/gpa1-historic-environment-
local-plans/>  

 

Good Practice Advice in Planning 3 - the setting of heritage assets: 
<https://content.historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/gpa3-setting-of-
heritage-assets/gpa3.pdf/>  

Advice Note 3 - site allocations in local plans: <https://historicengland.org.uk/images-

mailto:planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk
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books/publications/historic-environment-and-site-allocations-in-local-plans/>.  

We have made some brief comments on the Sustainability Appraisal Report. Please note 
that Historic England have produced advice entitled HE Advice Note 8 - Sustainability 
Appraisal and Strategic Environmental Assessment : https://historicengland.org.uk/images-
books/publications/sustainability-appraisal-and-strategic-environmental-assessment-
advice-note-8/ (01 Dec 2016) 

For the avoidance of doubt, we have not considered archaeological issues in this brief, desk 
based assessment but would refer you to the HER held by Essex County Council who should 
be able to advise in this regard. We have also not identified non-designated assets.  
 
General Comments 

Paragraph 126 of the NPPF requires Local Plans to set out a positive and clear strategy for 
the conservation, enjoyment and enhancement of the historic environment.  Ideally the 
strategy should offer a strategic overview including overarching heritage policies to deliver 
the conservation sand enhancement of the environment. 

A good strategy will offer a positive holistic approach throughout the whole plan whereby 
the historic environment is considered not just as a stand-alone topic but as an integral part 
of every aspect of the plan, being interwoven within the entire document.  So policies for 
housing, retail, and transport for example may need to be tailored to achieve the positive 
improvements that paragraph 8 of the NPPF demands.  Site allocations may need to refer 
to the historic environment, identifying opportunities to conserve and enhance the historic 
environment, avoid harming heritage assets and their settings and may also be able to 
positively address heritage assets at risk. The plan may need to include areas identified as 
being inappropriate for certain types of development due to the impact they would have on 
the historic environment.  

A good strategy will also be spatially specific, unique to the area, describing the local 
characteristics of the borough and responding accordingly with policies that address the 
local situation.  We would expect references to the historic environment in the local plan 
vision, the inclusion of a policy/ies for the historic environment and character of the 
landscape and built environment, and various other references to the historic environment 
through the plan relating to the unique characteristics of the area.  
 

Further opportunity should be sought to address the historic environment in every aspect of 
the Plan and to make the strategy more spatially specific and unique to Braintree.  
 
Specific Comments 
 

https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/sustainability-appraisal-and-strategic-environmental-assessment-advice-note-8/
https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/sustainability-appraisal-and-strategic-environmental-assessment-advice-note-8/
https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/sustainability-appraisal-and-strategic-environmental-assessment-advice-note-8/
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Section 1 – Shared Strategic Plan 
 
Para 1.31 - Strategic Objectives  
This paragraph contains objectives to support the development of the strategy for the 
North Essex area.  It is disappointing that there remains no reference to require 
development to respond to the distinctive character of North Essex and that there is no 
reference to protecting heritage assets and the character of existing settlements. Historic 
England’s comments on the June 2016 Draft Local Plan suggested that the Strategic 
Objectives could require    “developments to respond to the distinctive character of North 
Essex as part of providing sufficient new homes and ensuring high quality outcomes.” 
Historic England request that the Strategic Objectives be amended to include a 
requirement for new development to have regard to the historic environment, to reflect 
paragraph 7 of the NPPF (the three dimensions to sustainable development). 
 
Policy SP2: Spatial Strategy for North Essex 
The policy refers to Map 3.3 – but this is not apparent in the published documents.  
 
Paragraph 2 of the policy refers to maintaining distinctive character and role of settlements. 
However, the policy does not refer to the importance of the historic built environment in 
North Essex.  It is requested that the second paragraph is amended to ensure that reference 
is made to settlements maintaining their distinctive and historic character. It is also noted 
that the Policy no longer seeks to avoid coalescence between settlements.  This is a 
significant change from the June 2016 draft Local Plan and has potentially serious 
implications for the conservation and setting of heritage assets, especially the character of 
conservation areas. 
 
Historic England requests that the first sentence of paragraph 2 of the Policy is amended as 
follows:  
“Future growth will be planned to ensure settlements maintain their distinctive character 
and role, and to avoid coalescence between them.” 
 
Our comments on the June 2016 draft Local Plan suggested that the supporting text should 
set out what the policy means for North Essex in respect of high quality of built and urban 
design.  While the wording of the policy has been amended slightly, we remain of the view 
that the supporting text (paras 3.1 to 3.5) should be set out what this means for North Essex. 
 
SP4 Infrastructure and Connectivity 
We note the comments in respect of the A120 route improvements referred to in 
paragraphs 6.9 and 6.10 and the strategic priority for a dualled A120 between the A12 and 
Braintree.  Highways England were invited to participate in the Highways England 
Environmental Forum for the A12 & A120 improvements and we reiterate that the A120 is a 
historic route through Essex and as such there is great archaeological potential, alongside 
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the potential impacts on heritage assets, which may vary, depending on the options 
developed.  
 
Our comments on the August 2016 consultation, in respect of broadband provision, sought 
reference in what are now paragraphs 6.29 and 6.30, though not a hyperlink, to the Cabinet 
Siting and Pole Siting Code of Practice: 
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/205744/Fin
al_Cabinet_and_Pole_Siting_COP_Issue_1_2_.pdf  
We reiterate that comment in respect of the pre-submission draft local plan. 
 
Policy SP6 – Place Shaping Principles 
Historic England welcomes the reference to protecting and enhancing the historic assets.  
Our comments on Policy SP6 of the June 2016 draft local plan suggested that the first bullet 
point of the policy is clarified to read: “…enhance the quality of existing places”  rather than 
“communities.”  This bullet point has not been amended and we repeat our comment in this 
respect.  
 
In relation to the principle to “enhance the public realm….through additional street 
furniture….” there will need to be some caution in implementing the policy as worded to 
guard against the unmanaged and indiscriminate use of street furniture such as signs, 
benches, bins etc in the historic environment. Without careful control, there can be a 
detrimental impact on the setting of historic buildings and the character of conservation 
areas. 
 
Garden Communities 
Our concerns raised in the July 2016 consultation remain.   As far as we can see, there has 
not been a demonstrable consideration of the impact of any such policy on the historic 
environment. Whilst the local plan sets out that the proposed developments will follow 
TCPA Garden City Principles, there is no specific consideration for the historic environment 
within these principles. The Draft Sustainability Appraisal (SA): Environmental Report - June 
2017 (page 180) acknowledges that “it can be expected that Garden Communities and New 
Towns will have a greater possibility of impacting on a larger number of assets due to their 
scale.”  For this reason, it is essential that the local plan should contain a framework to 
guide how the boundaries and extent of the garden communities are determined in the 
subsequent development plan documents. Historic Impact  Assessments should be 
undertaken  in accordance with our advice note ‘Site allocations in Local Plans’ for each of 
the proposed broad locations to determine the  appropriateness or otherwise of the 
locations for development, the extent of the development and therefore potential capacity 
of the sites, the impacts upon the historic environment (considering each asset and its 
setting and its significance), impacts of development upon the asset and any potential 
mitigation measures necessary to accompany the proposals.  Appropriate criteria for the 

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/205744/Final_Cabinet_and_Pole_Siting_COP_Issue_1_2_.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/205744/Final_Cabinet_and_Pole_Siting_COP_Issue_1_2_.pdf
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protection of heritage assets and their settings need to be included in each of the policies 
and supporting text for the Garden Communities.  
 
Paras 8.11 and 8.14 
The first sentence of each of these paragraphs are the same. 
 
Paras 8.2 to 8.6 – These paragraphs do not refer to the potential for detrimental impacts 
on heritage assets despite the statement in para 5.8 of the Sustainability Appraisal Main 
Report (page 49) that identifies that the garden communities option could this option could 
“lead to negative effects on the settings of these assets, or the assets themselves, resulting 
in negative effects on SA Objective 10: ‘Historic environment’.”  Given the presence of 
heritage assets within or in the vicinity of the identified areas for garden communities it is 
considered that reference should be made in these paragraphs of the Plan to the need to 
have appropriate regard to the existence of heritage assets in the areas and the need for 
proposals to have no unacceptable impact on them.  It is considered that the location and 
design of garden communities should be informed in the first place by the potential to 
assimilate the proposals into the landscape without unacceptable detrimental impacts on 
designated historic and natural assets. See our comments regarding HIA for Garden 
Communities above. 
 
Policy SP7 - Development and Delivery of New Garden Communities in Essex 
The policy contains nothing about how the extent of the garden communities will be 
determined. It states that the garden communities will deliver a certain number of homes 
signaling that the new settlements will be housing led rather than considering the 
landscape and heritage assets and delivering development that has regard to these assets 
and which would not allow development in certain constrained areas.  As such the 
development plan documents for each settlement should be required, through inclusion of 
an additional criterion in Policy SP7, to undertake a Heritage Impact Assessment in 
accordance with our advice note 3 Site Allocations in Local Plans in order to assess impact 
of the proposed allocation upon the historic environment, to inform the appropriate extent 
of the development and establish any mitigation measures necessary.  This might include 
appropriate safeguarding buffers around heritage assets such as historic parks and gardens, 
scheduled monuments, conservation areas and listed buildings and identify how the historic 
environment and heritage assets can form part of the development of successful schemes. 
See our comments regarding HIA for Garden Communities above. 
 
Policy SP8 – Tendring/Colchester Borders Garden Community 
The policy contains no indication as to how the extent of the garden communities will be 
determined. It states that the garden communities will deliver a certain number of homes 
signaling that the new settlements will be housing led rather than considering the 
landscape and heritage assets and delivering development that has regard to these assets 
and which would not allow development in certain constrained areas.  As such the 
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development plan documents for each settlement should be required, through inclusion of 
an additional criterion in Policy SP8 to undertake a Heritage Impact Assessment in 
accordance with our advice note 3 Site Allocations in Local Plans in order to assess impact 
of the proposed allocation upon the historic environment, to inform the appropriate extent 
of the development and establish any mitigation measures necessary.  This might include 
appropriate safeguarding buffers around heritage assets such as historic parks and gardens, 
scheduled monuments, conservation areas and listed buildings and identify how the historic 
environment and heritage assets can form part of the development of successful schemes. 
See our comments regarding HIA for Garden Communities above. 
 
The site illustrated in Map 10.4A and Map 10.5 contains a number of listed buildings. The 
proposed garden community could have a significant detrimental impact on the setting of 
these heritage assets.  Part F (para 20) should be strengthened and amended to include 
reference to the heritage assets and the need to have regard to their setting when 
preparing more detailed planning frameworks for the site. 
 
 
Policy SP9 – Colchester / Braintree Borders Garden Community 
The policy contains no indication as to how the extent of the garden communities will be 
determined. It states that the garden communities will deliver a certain number of homes 
signaling that the new settlements will be housing led rather than considering the 
landscape and heritage assets and delivering development that has regard to these assets 
and which would not allow development in certain constrained areas.  As such the 
development plan documents for each settlement should be required, through inclusion of 
an additional criterion in Policy SP9, to undertake a Heritage Impact Assessment in 
accordance with our advice note 3 Site Allocations in Local Plans in order to assess impact 
of the proposed allocation upon the historic environment, to inform the appropriate extent 
of the development and establish any mitigation measures necessary.  This might include 
appropriate safeguarding buffers around heritage assets such as historic parks and gardens, 
scheduled monuments, conservation areas and listed buildings and identify how the historic 
environment and heritage assets can form part of the development of successful schemes. 
See our comments regarding HIA for Garden Communities above. 
 
The area identified for the garden community includes the A120, a Roman road known as 
Stane Street and the A12, also a Roman road.  As a consequence, there is the potential for 
significant archaeological interests in the vicinity of these roads. In addition, there are a 
number of listed buildings in the area, including Grade I listed buildings at Feering and Little 
Tey. 
 
Policy SP10 – West of Braintree Garden Community 
The site illustrated in Map 10.2A contains a number of listed buildings including groups of 
listed buildings in clusters of development within the area.  It also verges on the Registered 
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Park and Garden at Salling Grove. The proposed garden community could have a significant 
detrimental impact on the setting of these heritage assets.  Part F (para 20) should be 
strengthened and amended to include reference to the heritage assets and the need to 
have regard to their setting when preparing more detailed planning frameworks for the site. 
 
The policy contains no indication as to how the extent of the garden communities will be 
determined. It states that the garden communities will deliver a certain number of homes 
signaling that the new settlements will be housing led rather than considering the 
landscape and heritage assets and delivering development that has regard to these assets 
and which would not allow development in certain constrained areas.  As such the 
development plan documents for each settlement should be required, through inclusion of 
an additional criterion in Policy SP9, to define appropriate safeguarding buffers around 
heritage assets such as registered parks and gardens, scheduled monuments, conservation 
areas and listed buildings and identify how the historic environment and heritage assets can 
form part of the development of successful schemes.   
 
   
Section 2 
 
The incorporation of many of our comments submitted in response to the Preferred 
Options Draft Local Plan July 2016 are welcome and address many of our concerns about 
the overall balance of the Plan.  Some concerns have not been addressed and the 
comments below will highlight and reiterate the changes to the Plan that we feel necessary 
to ensure that the Plan has appropriate regard to the heritage assets of the district. 
 
As an overall comment on the draft Local Plan, it is impossible to link the allocations and 
designations in the Plan to the Local Maps as the latter do not contain links to relevant 
policies in the key and/or on the sites. For the reader unfamiliar with the area it makes it 
almost impossible to know which sites the Plan refers to. 
 
Local Plan Introduction 
We repeat our comment to the Preferred Options Draft Local Plan July 2016 that we are 
encouraged to see that the introduction to the local plan recognises that the district 
benefits from attractive landscapes, coastline and maritime heritage. However, we remain 
of the opinion that the districts diverse and distinctive historic environment should be 
acknowledged in paragraph 1.1.1. 
 
2. Vision & Objectives 
We welcome the amendments made to the Vision statement following our comments on 
the Preferred Options Draft Local Plan July 2016.  However, there are some recommended 
amendments that we made at the time that have not been picked up.  We therefore repeat 
those comments and ask that the Vision is amended as follows: 
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 In the second paragraph of the Vision, we suggest that “tidy coast” be reviewed to 
better reflect Tendring’s historic natural coastline. 

 Under Seaside towns, we request that there is an aspiration to preserve and enhance 
the special historic character of Clacton-on-Sea, particularly given the designated 
Clacton Seafront Conservation Area. 

 In the Rural Hinterland section, we request that bullet point 3 is amended to 
“historic” rather than “historical”.  

 
3. Sustainable Places 
 
Heritage Characteristics 
We note that most of our comments on this section in the Preferred Options Draft Local 
Plan July 2016 have been included in the Publication Plan.  However, we suggest that the 
following amendments are made: 
 
Para 3.1.5.2 – “Outside of these designated areas, the district’s largely rural character and 
long history of occupation results in many areas of high archaeological importance as well 
as a range of listed buildings, conservation areas and scheduled monuments.” 
 
Para 3.1.5.3 – We reiterate our comments on the Preferred Options Draft Local Plan July 
2016 in that, to avoid any later lack of clarity and any misunderstanding regarding the 
importance of St Osyth, the following changes to the paragraph should be made: 
 
These include the St Osyth Prior Gatehouse (Scheduled Monument, Grade 1 I listed 
building) an important example of monastic building of the Augustinian order whose façade 
is which has one of the best preserved examples of knapped flint and stone flushwork in 
East Anglia England. 
 
Policy SPL3 – Sustainable Design 
We support the amendment that has been made to Part A criterion d. of the policy that has 
replaced “incorporates” with “maintains”. 
 
5. Living Places 
 
Policy LP1 – Housing Supply 
We note that the table preceding this policy identifies a number of local plan housing 
allocations.  However, we can find no policy that specifically allocates some of the smaller 
housing sites referred to in this policy and, as previously highlighted, they are not 
referenced on the Policies Map.  It is also unclear as to whether some of these sites already 
have planning consent. These sites might have the potential to impact on heritage assets 
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either directly or due to their location within the setting of heritage assets.  Without further 
details of these sites it is impossible to confirm whether the allocations are acceptable to 
Historic England.  
 
Partly due to the difficulty in identifying allocations of the Proposals Map but also due to 
our own capacity constraints, we have not been able to check each and every site allocation.  
However, we include the following general advice re site allocations.  
 
Assessing sites 
Our advice note 3 on site allocations in local plans sets out a suggested approach to 
assessing sites and their impact on heritage assets.  It advocates a number of steps, 
including understanding what contribution a site, in its current form, makes to the 
significance of the heritage asset/s, and identifying what impact the allocation might have 
on significance.  This could be applied to the assessment and selecting of sites within a plan. 
 
In essence, it is important that you 
 

a) Identify any heritage assets that may be affected by the potential site allocation.  
 
b) Understand what contribution the site makes to the significance of the asset 
 
c) Identify what impact the allocation might have on that significance 
 
d) Consider maximising enhancements and avoiding harm 
 
e) Determine whether the proposed allocation is appropriate in light of the NPPFs 

tests of soundness 
 

In assessing sites it is important to identify those sites which are inappropriate for 
development and also to assess the potential capacity of the site in the light of any historic 
environment (and other) factors.  
 
If a site is allocated, we would expect to see reference in the policy and supporting text to 
the need to conserve and seek opportunities to enhance the on-site or nearby heritage 
assets and their setting, the need for high quality design and any other factors relevant to 
the historic environment and the site in question. 
  
Paragraph 157 of the National Planning Policy Framework requires Local Plans to provide  
detail with site allocations where appropriate (fifth bullet point), with the Planning Practice 
Guidance stating “where sites are proposed for allocation, sufficient detail should be given 
to provide clarity to developers, local communities and other interests about the nature and 
scale of development (addressing the ‘what, where, when and how’ questions)” (PPG 
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Reference ID: 12-010-20140306 (last revised 06/03/2014).  Paragraph 154 of the NPPF also 
states that only policies that provide a clear indication of how a decision maker should react 
to a development proposal should be included in the plan.  Conservation of the historic 
environment is a core planning principle (Paragraph 17) and Local Plans should set out a 
positive strategy in this respect (Paragraph 126). 
 
Assessment criteria 
 
Many authorities include a distance based criteria to assess impact on the historic 
environment.  It is important to understand the significance of any heritage assets, and their 
settings, that would be affected by a potential site allocation.  This involves more than 
identifying known heritage assets within a given distance, but rather a more holistic process 
which seeks to understand their significance and value.  Whilst a useful starting point, a 
focus on distance or visibility alone as a gauge is not appropriate.  Site allocations which 
include a heritage asset (for example a site within a Conservation Area) may offer 
opportunities for enhancement and tackling heritage at risk, while conversely, an allocation 
at a considerable distance away from a heritage asset may cause harm to its significance, 
reducing the suitability of the site allocation in sustainable development terms. 
 
Policy LP4 – Housing Layout 
We propose that criterion f should be amended as follows: 
 
f. respect the historical local historic character and settlement hierarchy of Tendring 
District by delivering housing development at densities in keeping with the character and 
densities of the local area and the urban nature of parts of the District including town 
centres. 
 
Policy LP6 – Rural Exception Sites 
We reiterate our comments on the Preferred Options Draft Local Plan July 2016 in that, in 
respect of the Location and Environmental Considerations, as well as the considerations 
listed there should be reference to having no significant material adverse impact on the 
historic environment. 
 
6. Prosperous Places 
 
Policy PP5 – Town Centre Uses 
We suggest that the current criterion g. should be a standalone sentence within the policy? 
 
Policy PP8 – Tourism 
We support the recognition that heritage can make a contribution to supporting tourism. 
We would additionally welcome particular emphasis of the historic environment and the 
wider social, cultural and economic benefit that heritage related tourism can bring. 
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Policy PP13 – The Rural Economy 
We support the wording of criterion a. and reference to the historic environment. 
 
Policy PP14 – Priority Areas for Regeneration 
We welcome reference to the need to preserve or enhance the historic environment as well 
as reference to conservation areas at risk.  We suggest that the term historic assets is 
replaced by either historic environment or heritage assets.  
 
7. Protected Places 
 
Policy PPL2 
We welcome the changes made to policy PPL2 in respect of the historic environment.  
 
 
 
Policy PPL3 – The Rural Landscape 
We welcome the amendments that have been made to the policy since the Preferred 
Options consultation but would expect to see the policy or supporting text acknowledge 
that the historic landscape is an integral part of the character of rural parts of the district 
that regard should be had to when considering development proposals.  
 
7.7 The Historic Environment 
We welcome the amendments that have been made to this section of the Plan since the 
Preferred Options consultation.  However, some concerns remain as detailed below. 
 
We request that an appropriate policy or policies are included in the Plan that address all 
elements of the historic environment including a local list of undesignated heritage assets, 
registered parks and gardens and wider definitions of the historic environment. As such we 
would like to highlight that the following elements of the historic environment are not 
adequately addressed in the Plan and should be given specific provision within the policies. 
 

• Non-designated heritage assets. 
• Provision for the allocation and management of non-designated heritage assets 

through a local list. 
• Heritage at Risk 
• Registered Parks and Gardens 

 
Scheduled Monuments should also be specifically mentioned in a policy.  
  
This would help to demonstrate that the Plan is based on an overall strategy for the Historic 
Environment in accordance with paragraph 126 of the NPPF. 



 
 

 Historic England, Brooklands, 24 Brooklands Avenue, Cambridge CB2 8BU 

Telephone 01223 58 2749  HistoricEngland.org.uk 

Please note that Historic England operates an access to information policy. 

Correspondence or information which you send us may therefore become publicly available.  
 

 
Para. 7.7.5 We reiterate our comments on the Preferred Options Draft Local Plan July 2016. 
We request the deletion of the words “on occasion” with reference to when contemporary 
approaches to design might be appropriate.  However, we welcome the Council’s 
commitment to prepare new Conservation Area Management Plans as well as updates to 
the existing Conservation Area Character Appraisals.  
 
Policy PPL8 – Conservation Areas 
We support the amendments to the final paragraph of this policy to refer to demolitions in a 
conservation area and the need to demonstrate how the proposal would impact on the 
Conservation Area.  
However, we consider that this policy requires amendment in order to addresses the 
designation of new conservation areas over the plan period and the preparation of 
conservation area management plans, appraisals or other relevant document which defines 
the character of individual conservation areas 
 
Policy PPL11 – The Avenues Area of Special Character, Frinton-on-Sea 
We note that this policy is conservation area specific, similar to an adopted appraisal. 
Provided that the character of a conservation area is defined and the definition is given 
statutory weight (eg: adopted), we support any format preferred by the Council.  To make 
this section of the proposed policy clearer, we suggest that you re-order the policy so that it 
follows with Policy PPL8 (Conservation Areas). 
 
Policy PPL12 – The Gardens Area of Special Character, Clacton-on-Sea 
We note that this policy is conservation area specific, similar to an adopted appraisal. 
Provided that the character of a conservation area is defined and the definition is given 
statutory weight (eg: adopted), we support any format preferred by the Council.  To make 
this section of the proposed policy clearer, we suggest that you re-order the policy so that it 
follows with Policy PPL8 (Conservation Areas). 
 
Para 7.9 – Enabling Development 
We are pleased to note that this policy and supporting text has been removed from the 
Plan.  However, the heading remains and is clearly a typographical error. 
 
9. Delivering Places 
 
Policy SAMU1 – Development at Edme Maltings, Mistley 
We support the requirement in paragraph 9.1.4 for the emphasis to be placed on high 
quality of design and the integration of any development with the existing character and 
appearance of the village. 
Similarly, we support criterion i) of the Policy. 
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Please note that Historic England operates an access to information policy. 

Correspondence or information which you send us may therefore become publicly available.  
 

Policy SAMU2 – Development at Hartley Gardens, Clacton 
The proposed allocation is large and, without careful design, will significantly reduce the 
sense of Little Clacton as a settlement separate from Clacton and will potentially have a 
significant impact on the landscape setting of these settlements. If fully developed, 
remnants of open space would likely remain as artificial buffers rather than open 
countryside. 
 
There are a number of heritage assets in the vicinity of the site that proposals on this site 
will need to give careful consideration to.  Specifically, these are: 

• the Grade II listed farms or former farmhouses of Earls Hall Lodge and Duchess 
Farmhouse to the south and west of the site; 

• the Grade II listed buildings and archaeological remains centred around Bovill’s 
Hall to the north. These are agricultural in nature and have a setting that relates 
to the wider open landscape; 

• the Grade II listed Bluehouse Farm south of the site, which has been surrounded 
by twentieth century development. It would be expected that development would 
respect and reflect the materials, form and setting of this heritage asset, 
preferably improving its appreciation and setting. 

 
Reference should be made in the supporting text (para 9.2) to the proximity of these 
features and the need to take them into account in working up development proposals. 
 
In respect of the overall development, proposals would be expected to demonstrate how 
they relate to the setting and significance of these listed buildings and their wider landscape 
context.  
 
We propose a re-ordering and amendment to the policy as follows: 
“lk. Opportunities to preserve and enhance due regard should be given to the setting and 
significance of other heritage assets in the locality; 
kl. where an archaeological evaluation (trial trenching where necessary) identifies surviving 
archaeological deposits, an appropriate mitigation strategy for preservation in situ or by 
excavation should be submitted;” 
 
Policy SAMU3 – Development at Oakwood Park, Clacton 
The site is in close proximity to listed buildings including Grade II listed Oak House and 
Redhouse Farms to the west and the Grade II listed Sladbury’s Old House, Sladbury’s 
Cartlodge and Treasure Holt Farmhouse. These structures to the east are set a greater 
distance from the site allocation but are positioned across open farmland and are 
agricultural in origin, with a relationship to the wider landscape. Reference should be made 
in the supporting text (para 9.3) to the proximity of these features and the need to take 
them into account in working up development proposals. 
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The site also includes a bridleway across it. These routes can represent historic movement 
patterns in the area and can have a long history. We support criterion k. of the policy but 
need to be reassured that the rural character of the bridleway would not be lost because of 
the development to the east and west of it. 
 
Policy SAMU4 – Development at Rouses Farm, Jaywick Lane, Clacton 
The proposed allocation is large and, without careful design, will significantly reduce the 
sense of Jaywick as a settlement separate from Clacton and will potentially have a 
significant impact on the landscape setting of these settlements and result in the 
coalescence of the two. 
 
The Council should be aware that a Grade II listed building, Duchess Farmhouse, is located 
to the north of the site, on St John’s Road.  Proposals on this site will therefore need to have 
regard to the setting of this heritage asset. 
 
The site itself has been noted to support archaeological remains. We would expect 
archaeological assessment to be applied to developments within this site. 
 
Reference should be made in the supporting text (para 9.4) to the proximity of these 
features and the need to take them into account in working up development proposals. 
 
Policy SAMU5 – Development south of Thorpe Road, Weeley 
We are reassured to note that the larger expansion of  Weeley as proposed in the Preferred 
Options Draft Local Plan July 2016 have been scaled down to the allocation of this site.   
 
In the context of the site that is allocated in SAMU5, the site includes within it the Grade II 
Listed Ash Farmhouse at the north-west of the site adjoining Thorpe Road. Proposals on 
this site will therefore need to have specific regard to the preservation and, where necessary 
improvement of this heritage asset and its setting 
 
Reference should be made in the supporting text (para 9.5) to the presence of this feature 
on site and the need to take it into account in working up development proposals. 
 
Policy SAH1 – Development at Greenfield Farm, Dovercourt 
The Council should be aware that a Grade II listed building, Vicarage Farmhouse, is located 
adjacent to the south-west boundary of the site.  Therefore, proposals on this site will need 
to have regard to the setting of this heritage asset. We require a modification to this policy 
to include the an additional criterion as follows: 
 
delivery of opportunities for the protection and enhancement of the historic environment 
features and settings including the built and archaeological environment; 
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Reference should also be included in the supporting paragraph to the need to protect the 
setting of Vicarage Farmhouse.  
 
Policy SAE2 – Land south of Long Road, Mistley 
This site is located in an open flat landscape and will be visible from some distance in many 
directions.  There is therefore the potential for development on this site to have a 
detrimental impact on the landscape and heritage assets.  As such, proposals on this site 
will need to have regard to the presence of the Grade II Listed Buildings at Mistley Hall to 
the north-east of the site.   
 
We request that Policy SAE2 is amended to require proposals to have regard to the historic 
environment and not harm the character and setting of nearby listed buildings. 
 
10. Delivering Infrastructure 
 
We reiterate our request that references to Heritage England are corrected to Historic 
England in this section and anywhere else within the document. 
 
 

Conclusion 
 
Finally, we should like to stress that this opinion is based on the information provided by the 
Council in its consultation. To avoid any doubt, this does not affect our obligation to provide 
further advice and, potentially, object to specific proposals, which may subsequently arise 
where we consider that these would have an adverse effect upon the historic environment.  
 
We hope that the above comments of assistance.  Please let me know of you have any 
queries.  We look forward to further engagement on the Local Plan review. 
 
Yours sincerely, 

 
Dr Natalie Gates 
Principal, Historic Places Team 
e-mail: natalie.gates@HistoricEngland.org.uk 
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Sent by email to: planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk 
           24/07/2017 

 
 
Dear Sir/ Madam 
 
Response by the House Builders Federation to the Tendring Draft Local Plan 

 

Thank you for consulting the Home Builders Federation (HBF) on the Tendring Draft 

Local Plan. The HBF is the principal representative body of the housebuilding industry 

in England and Wales and our representations reflect the views of discussions with our 

membership of national and multinational corporations through to regional developers 

and small local housebuilders. Our members account for over 80% of all new housing 

built in England and Wales in any one year. 

 

Duty to Co-operate 

It is clear that Tendring, Braintree and Colchester have been working closely in the 

preparation of their Local Plans. The shared approach to meet housing need across the 

Housing Market Area (HMA) set out in ‘Part 1’ of each Local Plan shows a real 

commitment from to addressing the strategic and cross boundary issues facing the 

housing market area. However, we are disappointed that Chelmsford, despite being 

mentioned in paragraph 1.8 of the draft Local Plan as being part of the HMA, are not 

part of this shared policy framework. A strategic framework covering all four authorities 

would provide an even more appropriate approach to delivering much needed housing 

and the infrastructure required to support that growth. As Braintree, Tendring and 

Colchester have looked to meet housing need at a strategic level we have considered 

the evidence on housing needs and the Garden Communities under the strategic Part 1 

of the draft Local Plan that is shared across each authority. Consequently we comment 

on the needs of each authority in this representation. 

Local Plan Part 1 

 

Meeting Housing needs in the North Essex HMA 

 

Policy SP3 is not sound as it is unjustified 

 

Policy SP3 sets out the housing requirement for each of the Councils in the HMA which 

would deliver a total of 43,720 new homes. Whilst we would agree with the use of the 

2014 Sub National Population Projections (SNPP) as a robust demographic starting 

point we are concerned that this level of delivery underestimates housing needs. In 

particular we are concerned that this figure does not: 

 Adequately consider increased in migration from London  

 Effectively assess key market signals in relation to Braintree and Colchester 

http://www.hbf.co.uk/
mailto:planning.policy@tendringdc.gov.uk
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 Use ONS data as the starting point for Tendring’s Objectively Assessed Housing 

Need (OAHN). 

London migration 

 

It is essential that Council’s across the East and South East of England consider the 

impact of expected changes in migration between the three authorities and London. 

The Mayor of London’s alternative ‘Central Variant’ migration assumptions in his SHMA 

of 2013 sets out the expectation that more people will move out of London, and fewer 

will move in from the rest of England than had been projected by the DCLG in its 2011-

interim household projections. The Mayor is expecting that there will be 12,000 fewer 

households a year in London compared to the official DCLG projections. In this respect, 

we are pleased to see that Section 4 of the 2016 update to Objectively Assessed 

Housing Need Study (OAHNS) considers the impact of increased migration from 

London on the HMA. The potential impact is assessed by comparing the GLA’s central 

scenario against the 2012 Sub National Population Projections and this analysis 

indicates that across the HMA there is likely to be a small increase in housing needs 

based on current GLA demographic models.  

 

However, we do not agree with the final assessment that due to the annualised impact 

being relatively small it should not be considered. 64 homes per year over the plan 

period equates to 1,280 homes. This is a significant amount of housing need and 

should not be ignored. We would therefore suggest that even a minor uplift as indicated 

at paragraph 4.10 of the 2016 OAHNS should be considered. The changes in migration 

patterns between capital and the HMA also reflect the difficulties that London Boroughs 

are having in meeting their housing needs and concerns that the amount of unmet need 

arising from the capital in future will increase. As part of the evidence supporting the 

Further Amendments to the London Plan the GLA indicated a land supply to realistically 

deliver 42,000 dwellings per annum against an needs assessment of between 49,000 

and 62,000 per annum depending on whether unmet needs are delivered over the next 

five or twenty years. Therefore as a minimum there is likely to be an unmet housing 

need of at least 7,000 dwellings. The table below sets out the delivery expectations of 

those 17 London Boroughs with an adopted or emerging Local Plan that reflects the 

housing requirements from the Further Amendments to the London Plan which were 

adopted in 2013 and clearly illustrates our concerns. 

 

London Borough FALP requirement Delivery Difference 

Bromley 641 641 0 

Camden 1,120 889 231 

Croydon 1,592 1,435 157 

Enfield 798 798 0 

Hackney 1,599 1,599 0 

Hammersmith & Fulham 1,100 1,031 69 

Haringey 1,502 1,502 0 

Havering 1,170 1,170 0 

Hounslow 822 822 0 

Lambeth 1,195 1,559 -364 
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Redbridge 1,252 1,123 129 

Richmond Upon Thames 315 315 0 

RBKC 733 733 0 

Southwark 2,000 2,736 -736 

Sutton 427 363 64 

Tower Hamlets 3,931 3,931 0 

Wandsworth 1,812 1,812 0 

Total 22,009 22,459 -450 

 

This table shows there is an undersupply of 450 dpa compared to the housing targets in 

the London Plan. Although there are still 16 London boroughs who have yet to produce 

up-to-date plans that adopt the new London Plan housing targets, the evidence at the 

moment suggests that the London boroughs are struggling to produce local plans that 

will meet the London Plan minimum figure of 42,000 dpa let alone increase supply to 

achieve the London (lower end of the range) OAN of 49,000.  

 

The evidence indicates the starting point should be increased, as a minimum, within 

both Colchester and Braintree based on GLA scenarios. Further consideration will need 

to be given to uplifting Tendring’s starting point in future depending on London’s ability 

to meet its housing needs. Tendring has in the past seen relatively high net in-migration 

from London. This is shown in the Edge Analytics report Greater Essex Demographic 

Forecasts 2013-2037 Phase 7 May 2015. Figure 2 of this report shows that Tendring 

experienced similar levels of net in migration from London to those authorities in Essex 

that border the Capital. 

 

Market signals 

 

The 2016 OAHNS examines the issue of market signals and recommends an uplift of 

20% for Chelmsford, 15% for Braintree and Tendring and no uplift for Colchester.  We 

disagree with some of this assessment and suggest the evidence points towards a 

higher uplift for Braintree and Colchester given the affordability ratios and rising house 

prices seen across the area.  

 

With regard to Braintree there are clear affordability issues that are not dissimilar to 

those found in Chelmsford. Affordability ratios based on work place earnings in 

Chelmsford are 10.9 compared to 9.7 for Braintree. Despite a steeper fall in house 

prices during the recession the study shows that values have grown in line with the rest 

of Essex with Figure 5.17 showing a worsening trend with regard to affordability ratios 

since 2013. Therefore whilst we would agree that there has been no long term historical 

under supply of homes in Braintree a high, and worsening, affordability ratio and steeply 

increasing house prices indicates that a 20% uplift in line with Chelmsford is warranted. 

 

The study sets out that it does not consider there to be sufficient evidence to support an 

uplift for Colchester. The reasons given are that affordability is “slightly above the 

national average” with “house prices and rents well below national averages”. Whilst 

helpful in providing context studies should be careful when considering affordability 

ratios and house prices against other authorities as well as national and local averages. 
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The affordability of housing is a national concern and the affordability ratio for England 

reflects this issue. Just because affordability is close to the national position should not 

be sufficient justification for not applying a market signals uplift. The same applies to 

local benchmarking. House prices could be lower within one area of an HMA but if 

incomes are also disproportionately lower there would still be significant affordability 

concerns that would support an uplift in the OAHN. The issue of using comparisons to 

assess market signals was considered at the examination into the Mid Sussex District 

Plan. On page three of his interim conclusions on the Council’s housing requirement 

2017 the inspector stated: 

 

“The Council places much reliance on the relative position of Mid Sussex vis- à-vis 

other districts in the HMA and in Sussex. It believes that if house price trends and 

related signals in Mid Sussex are broadly aligned with those in nearby authorities, 

which by and large they are, it should not be necessary to make a significant uplift to its 

OAHN to reflect market signals. The flaw with this is that if each authority simply had 

regard to similar trends in neighbouring authorities, and each plan were to replicate the 

OAHN approach of its neighbours, the cycle would be perpetuated and there would be 

no adequate response to continually worsening affordability.” 

 

It is also worth remembering that despite lower than average house prices and rents it 

would still require someone on lower quartile earnings working in Colchester to borrow 

8.7 times their salary to afford a home within this area. We would therefore suggest that 

based on the affordability ratios a minimum 10% uplift is applied on the basis of market 

signals. However, it should be noted that the Local Plan Expert Group advised that 

where affordability ratios were at this level uplifts of 20% should be considered. 

Therefore, to suggest, as the report does in paragraph 5.101, that there is no strong 

evidence for a market signal uplift would seem absurd. 

 

Future jobs 

 

We are pleased to see the consideration of jobs growth on the basis of whether there 

are sufficient homes, once the starting point and market uplifts have been considered, 

to meet the employment expectations of the area. Only where OAHN based on the 

demographic starting point and market uplifts indicate this would below the jobs growth 

expected in the area should an additional uplift be applied. The approach taken in the 

2016 OAHNS would appear to be reasonable and given the uncertainties around 

economic forecasts we are pleased to see that a range of forecasts are considered. 

 

Tendring and UPC 

 

We fundamentally disagree with the decision to reduce the starting point for Tendring 

on the basis of UPC. In doing so the Council appears to be seeking to base future 

needs on past housing delivery rather than rely on the Government’s published 

projections. We do not consider such a scenario to be appropriate and we consider 

Tendring’s starting point for their OAHN should be 675 dpa as set out in table 1 of the 

Tendring note. This starting point is derived from the most up to date projections, the 

2014 based Sub-National Population Projections that were published in May 2016. 

Given that this is a 20 year plan and planning policy requires regular reviews of this 



 

5 
 

plan it will be possible to consider future iterations arising from ONS demographic 

projections should this be required. By using the 2014 estimates as a starting point 

ensures consistency not only with other authorities in the HMA but will also allow for 

effective strategic reviews in future across all three local planning authorities. 

 

Conclusion on OAHN 

 

Based on both increased migration from London and concerns regarding affordability 

we would suggest the following OANs for each of the three Councils forming part of the 

“North Essex” area: 

 Braintree – 762 dpa (623 starting point plus 12 units for London migration 

scenario and a 20% uplift) 

 Colchester – 1002 dpa (866 starting point plus 45 units for London migration 

scenario and a 10% uplift) 

 Tendring – 776 dpa (675 plus 15% uplift) 

 

This level of delivery would require the North Essex HMA to deliver 2540 homes per 

annum, a total of 50,800 new homes between 2013 and 2033. 

 

Garden communities 

 

Part 3 of SP8, SP9 and SP10 are unsound as they are not consistent with national 

policy 

 

We welcome the identification of three new settlements across the North Essex HMA. 

This shows not only a commitment to delivering housing for this plan period but beyond. 

However, we do have a point of consistency to raise regarding the target for affordable 

housing in each new settlement. In SP7 the absolute target of 30% is clearly set out in 

part v. However, in Policy SP8 and Policy SP9 these targets are set out is minimums. 

An essential part of the local plan is to provide certainty to the applicants and to 

decision makers with regard to new development. Placing a minimum on the affordable 

housing requirement suggests that a higher proportion may be applicable and is purely 

a starting point for negotiation. The local plan must be clear as to the target it is seeking 

in order provide a clear pricing signal to the market. This can then be factored into the 

price of land by developers when seeking to acquire land in these areas. To make 

these policies sound the affordable housing requirement in SP8, SP9 and SP10 should 

not be set as minimums. 

 

Local Plan Part 2 

 

LP1 – Housing Supply 

 

Policy LP1 is not sound as it is not justified 

 

The information set out in Tables LP1 and A2 appear to have not considered delivery 

for the 2017/18 period. Table LP1 sets out net completions up to 2016/17 but the Local 

Plan housing allocations in Table A2 begins from 2018/19. In order to effectively assess 
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the Council’s housing supply and the effectiveness of policy LP1 it is essential that clear 

information is provided. On the basis of the most recent Authority Monitoring Report 

(AMR) it would appear that for this period delivery is expected to be just over 400 

dwellings1. This would be a shortfall against the annual housing requirement and as 

such would increase the shortfall set out in table LP1 to over 950 units.  

 

If this is the case then our assessments indicate the Council would still be able to show 

a 5 year land supply for the period 2017/18 to 2021/22 on the basis of the Liverpool 

methodology, with either the 5% or the 20% buffer required by the NPPF being 

implemented. However, Planning Practice Guidance is clear that “Local Planning 

Authorities should deal with any backlog in the first five of the plan period where 

possible” and not across the whole plan period as would be the case if the Liverpool 

methodology were used. In addition paragraph 47 of the NPPF states that a 20% buffer 

should be applied where there has been persistent under delivery of housing.  

 

The Objectively Assessed Housing Study 2016 shows that in the 19 year period 

between 1996/97 and 2014/15 Tendring failed to deliver their housing target in ten of 

those years and failed to meet their structure plan housing target. Over the last ten 

years this situation has been much worse with the Borough failing to deliver its housing 

requirement between 2008/09 and 2015/16. Of particular concern is the degree to 

which the Council has under delivered. Between 2010/11 and 2015/16 the Council 

delivered less than 300 homes per annum against their RSS Target of 425. Whilst an 

improvement has been seen in 2016/17 it is clear from the Council’s own monitoring 

that there has been persistent under delivery of housing. We would therefore argue that 

a 20% buffer is required. It would also appear that the Council agrees with this position 

as they have applied a 20% buffer to their housing land supply in the latest AMR for 

2015/16 (see Table 6 at paragraph 6.18).  

 

If the housing shortfall is considered across the first five years of the Local Plan and the 

2017/18 period is included as 400 dwellings2 in the five year assessment we estimate 

that the Council has housing land supply of 4.9 years for the 2017/18 to 2021/22 period. 

This is set out in table 1 below. 

 
 

Liverpool 
method 
with 5% 
buffer 

Liverpool 
with 20% 
buffer 

Sedgefield 
with 5% 

Sedgefield 
with 20% 

Basic five year 
requirement 2017/18 
to 2021/22  

2750 2750 2750 2750 

Backlog 2013/14 to 
2017/18 

258 258 826 826 
 

total 5 year 
requirement 2017 - 
2022 

3008 3008 3576 3576 

                                                           
1 & 2 Estimate based graph 2 on page 22 of the AMR 2015/16 (Feb 2017) 
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Buffer applied 
(5%/20%) 

3159 3610 3755 4441 

Supply 2017/18 to 
2021/22 

4236 4236 4261 4261 

surplus/shortfall 1077 626 506 -180 

Number of years 
supply in first five 
years 

6.7 5.9 5.7 4.9 

 

We have one final concern with the Council’s housing land supply and that is the level 

of windfall being proposed in Table A2. Paragraph 48 of the NPPF sets out in 

paragraph 48 that the Council should have compelling evidence to include windfall sites 

in the five-year land supply. Whilst there is evidence to support the inclusion of windfall 

in the first five years of the plan we would suggest that it is much lower than the 864 

dwellings include in table A2. For the period 2018/19 the Council expect 864 dwellings 

to come forward on such sites. However, the latest AMR projects in Table 3 on page 19 

that for the same period 591 dwellings can be expected on small sites of 9 or fewer 

dwellings. In fact the AMR goes further by applying a discount of 20%, we assume to 

reflect lapse rates on such sites. This cautious approach is one that is supported by the 

PPG which states at paragraph 025 (Ref ID: 3-025-20140306) that “An overall risk 

assessment should be made as to whether sites will come forward as anticipated.” 

 

We would suggest that evidence on windfall set out in the Council’s latest AMR for the 

2015/16 period, which recommends a figure of around 500 units, provides a more 

robust assessment of windfall. This would also be reflective of the Council’s policies 

such as LP8 Backland Residential Development. Such policies are likely to constrain 

small windfall sites rather than increase their delivery and point to adopting a 

significantly reduced estimate of delivery from small windfall sites.  

 

This evidence suggests that the Council does not have a robust 5 year land supply. In 

particular we are concerned that supply in the first five years is overly reliant on windfall 

estimates that are not fully justified and fails to take into account the potential for 

permissions to lapse. Even if this level of windfall were to be secured the five year 

supply is still marginal if the Council, as required by national policy, seeks to meet its 

backlog within five years. To secure more robust delivery in the first five years of the 

plan we would suggest further small sites are allocated in the plan if it is not to be 

considered out of date on adoption in line with paragraph 48 of the NPPF.  

 

When allocating sites the Council should be mindful that to maximize housing supply 

the widest possible range of sites, by size and market location are required so that 

house builders of all types and sizes have access to suitable land in order to offer the 

widest possible range of products. The key to increased housing supply is the number 

of sales outlets. The maximum delivery is achieved not just because there are more 

sales outlets but because the widest possible range of products and locations are 

available to meet the widest possible range of demand. 

 

LP 5: Affordable housing 
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The Council will need to address an inconsistency in the plan relating to  paragraph 

5.1.4 and the Councils actual policy set out in LP5. Paragraph 5.1.4  of the supporting 

text sets out the intention to consider a 30% affordable housing requirement yet in the 

policy sets this target as 25%. To avoid confusion the Council must be clear as to its 

intentions and paragraph 5.1.4 must be amended to reflect the approach set out in 

policy LP5.  

 

LP3 Housing design and standards and LP4 Housing Layout 

 

These policies are unsound as they are unjustified 

 

In policies LP3 and LP4 the Council are seeking to introduce optional technical 

standards in relation to minimum space standards. However, whilst this optional 

standard has been tested, as required, against viability, Planning Practice Guidance is 

also clear that evidence of need is also required to support implementation.  

 

“evidence should be provided on the size and type of dwellings currently being built in 

the area, to ensure the impacts of adopting space standards can be properly assessed, 

for example, to consider any potential impact on meeting demand for starter homes.” 

 

The Local Plan, nor any of the evidence papers supporting the Plan, set out why 

minimum space standards are needed. No evidence has been provided on the size and 

type of dwelling being built in the area nor an assessment of the impacts of adopting the 

space standards. As such the Council are not able to justify the use of space standards 

in either of these polices. We would therefore suggest that any reference to space 

standards in both LP3 and LP4 are deleted. 

 

SPL3 Sustainable design  

 

This policy is unsound because they are ineffective. 

 

This policy will require housing developers to consider the use of renewable energy and 

the reduction of emissions. However, the Government have been clear through both the 

Written Ministerial Statement dated the 25th March 2015 and Planning Practice 

Guidance that it considers improvements in energy efficiency and carbon reduction will 

be achieved through Building Regulations with only a limited number of optional 

technical standards that can be required through a Local Plan where there is sufficient 

evidence to support their implementation. There is no need for the Council, through the 

Local Plan, to ask for consideration to be given to such measures. Such policies cannot 

be implemented or monitored and as such are ineffective and should be deleted. 

 

CP3 Improving the telecommunications network 

 

This policy in unsound as it is inconsistent with national policy and is unjustified. 

 

Whilst paragraphs 43 to 46 of the NPPF establishes that local planning authorities 

should seek support the expansion of electronic communications networks it does not 

seek to prevent development that does not have access to such networks. By stating 
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all, new dwellings must be served by super-fast broadband potentially allows the 

Council to refuse a development without such provision or impose a Grampian 

condition preventing a development from being occupied until such networks are 

provided. The provision of super-fast broadband is not in the control of the developer 

who requires a third party provider for such infrastructure. It is also the case that the 

house building industry is fully aware of the benefits of having their homes connected to 

super-fast broadband and what their customers will demand. 

 

We are also concerned that no additional costs have been included in the viability study 

for such provision. The study sets out in appendix 2 that these costs are incorporated 

into standard assumptions on development costs. However, we consider it essential 

that this policy is properly costed within the viability study. In particular the cost of such 

a policy on smaller developments in more rural communities could be significant and 

should be considered separately. Without this additional evidence there is clearly no 

justification to support this policy. In seeking to extend broadband to homes the Council 

should work proactively with telecommunications providers to extend provision and not 

rely on the development industry to provide for such infrastructure. 

 

The fourth bullet point following part d) of this policy should therefore be deleted. 

 

Conclusion 

 

For the Tendring Local Plan to be found sound it must pass the four tests set out in 

paragraph 182 of the NPPF. At present we consider the Publication Local Plan to be 

unsound due to: 

 Under-estimation of objectively assessed housing needs 

 Inconsistent application of affordable housing requirements on strategic sites 

 Lacking a robust five year housing land supply with significant overestimation of 

windfall allowances 

 Unjustified policies in relation to housing standards 

 

We hope these representations are of assistance in taking the plan forward to the next 

stage of plan preparation and examination. I would also like to express my interest in 

attending any relevant hearing sessions at the Examination in Public. Should you 

require any further clarification on the issues raised in this representation please 

contact me. 

 

I would also like to express my interest in attending any relevant hearing sessions at the 

Examination in Public. Should you require any further clarification on the issues raised 

in this representation please contact me. 

 

Yours faithfully 

 

 

Mark Behrendt 

Planning Manager – Local Plans 

Home Builders Federation 
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Email: mark.berhendt@hbf.org.uk 

Tel: 020 7960 1616  



Introduction
Braintree District Council, Tendring District 
Council and Colchester Borough Council, have 
each published their own Publication Draft Local 
Plan for consultation. Section 1 is common to 
each plan. This response form can be used to 
respond to any part of the 3 Plans. It is important 
to specify which.

The 3 Plans have been published in order for 
representations to be made prior to submission 
of the documents to the Planning Inspectorate 
for examination. All representations will be 
examined by a Planning Inspector. The purpose 
of the examination is to consider whether the Plan 
complies with the legal requirements, the duty to 
co-operate and is sound. 

Each Local Plan has two parts:

Publication Draft Local Plan Section 1 - A set 
of strategic policies constructed in partnership 
between the three authorities and Essex 

County Council. This means that the Section 1 
policies are intended to apply across all three 
Local Authorities. These policies include those 
relating to Garden Communities, housing supply, 
employment, shopping and the environment. 
You can send your response to any one of the 
authorities as all responses to Section 1 will be 
collated. Only 1 response to the 3 authorities is 
required.

Publication Draft Local Plan Section 2 - relates 
to the specific district, contains more detailed 
policies and is used to determine planning 
applications. If you wish to comment on the 
Braintree Publication Draft Local Plan Section 
2 you should send your comments to Braintree 
District Council.

If you would like assistance in completing your 
representation or have any other questions 
about the Publication Draft Local Plan please 
contact the Planning Policy Team by email 
planningpolicy@braintree.gov.uk or by phone on 
01376 552525 and ask for Planning Policy.

GUIDANCE NOTES 
& RESPONSE FORM 
to accompany the Publication Draft Local Plan (2017) 

Braintree 
D i s t r i c t  
Counc i l

LOCAL

Shape your district
 2017-33 PLAN

Please read these guidance notes before completing the response form



Part A - Personal Details
Please note that it is not possible for 
representations to be considered anonymously. 
Representations will be published on the 
Council’s websites and included as part of the 
Publication Draft Local Plan submissions to 
the Inspector. Address and contact details will 
removed from published responses. (Village/town 
shown). 

The Council reserves the right not to publish or 
take into account any representations which it 
considers offensive or defamatory.  

Please supply an email address if you have one 
as it will allow us to contact you electronically. 
Everyone who submits a representation will be 
added to the relevant consultation database (if 
not already included) so that we can keep you 
up to date with the plan. If you do not wish to be 
contacted in this way please state this clearly on 
the form.  

If an agent or consultant has been engaged to act 
on your behalf please fill in both sets of details in 
full. Correspondence will be sent to the agent. If 
you are a landowner with an agent acting on your 
behalf, please ensure that your agent knows the 
site name and reference number which your site 
has been given.  

Part B - Representation
Please specify which section of the Publication 
Draft Local Plan your comments relate to, by 
choosing one of the following;  

Section 1 A response to this section will be 
reported to all 3 authorities. 

Section 2 Colchester       
Section 2 Tendring          
Section 2 Braintree

Which part of the plan are you responding to 
(please use one form per submission):

Paragraph:  for a representation on wording or  
paragraph content    

Policy: for a representation on the wording  
or inclusion or omission of a policy       

Other: for example a map inset number, 
site reference  or the wording or  
content of tables or appendices

Legal Compliance and Duty 
to Co-operate
If commenting on how the Publication Draft 
Local Plan has been prepared, it is likely that 
your comments will relate to a matter of legal 
compliance.  

The Inspector will check that the Plan meets the 
legal requirements  

You should consider the following before making 
a representation on legal compliance:

• The Plan should be included in the current
Local Development Scheme (LDS) and the
key stages should have been followed.

• The process of community involvement
for the Plan in question should be in general
accordance with the Statement of
Community Involvement (SCI).

• The Plan should comply with the Town
and County Planning (Local Planning)
(England) Regulations 2012 (the Regulations).
On publication, the LPA must publish the
documents prescribed in the Regulations;
making them available on its website and at
its principal offices. It must also notify the
Local Plan bodies (as set out in the
Regulations) and any persons who have
requested to be notified.

• The LPA must provide a Sustainability
Appraisal Report. This should identify
the process by which it has been carried out,
baseline information used to inform the
process and the outcomes of that process.

• LPAs will be expected to provide evidence of
how they have complied with the Duty to
Co-operate.

• Non-compliance with the duty to cooperate
cannot be rectified after the Plan’s
submission. Therefore the Inspector has no
power to recommend modifications in this
regard. Where the duty has not been
complied with, the Inspector has no choice
but to recommend non-adoption of the Plan.

These plans are 
specific to each 
authority.

}



Soundness 
Soundness is explained in National Planning 
Policy Framework (NPPF) paragraph 182. The 
Inspector has to be satisfied that the Plan is 
positively prepared, justified, effective and 
consistent with national policy.  

More details and further guidance on what is 
meant by the term ‘soundness’ can be found 
below and at; www.planningportal.gov.uk

Positively prepared 
This means that 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 reasonable alternatives, 
based  on a proportionate, robust and credible 
evidence base. 

Effective
The Plan should be deliverable over its period 
and based on effective joint working on cross-
boundary strategic priorities, sound infrastructure 
delivery planning and no regulatory or national 
planning barriers. It should be flexible to changing 
circumstances 

Consistent with national policy 
The Plan should be consistent with national 
policy. Departure must be clearly justified. 

If you think the content of the Plan is not sound 
because it does not include a policy where it 
should do, you should go through the following 
steps before making representations:  

• Is the issue with which you are concerned
already covered specifically by national
planning policy? If so it does not need to be
included?

• Is what you are concerned with covered by
any other policies in the Plan on which you
are seeking to make representations or in any
other Plan?

• If the policy is not covered, how is the Plan
unsound without the policy?

• If the Plan is unsound without the policy, what
should the policy say?

Using the spaces provided please give details of 
why you think the Publication Draft Local Plan is 
not ‘sound having regard to the legal compliance, 
duty to cooperate and the four requirements 
set out above. You should try to support your 
representation by evidence showing why the Plan 
should be modified. If your representation is
over 100 words please include a summary of 
its main points in the box provided.

It will be helpful if you also say precisely 
how you think the Plan should be modified. 
Representations should cover succinctly all 
information, evidence and supporting information 
necessary to support/justify the representation 
and suggested modification, as there will not 
normally be a further opportunity to make 
submissions based on the original representation 
made at publication.    

Where there are groups who share a common 
view on how they wish to see a Plan modified, 
it would be very helpful for that group to send 
a single representation which represents the 
view. In such cases the group should indicate 
how many people it is representing and how the 
representation has been authorised.  

All the formal representations received during this 
stage will be submitted to and considered by the 
appointed independent Planning Inspector at the 
public examination on the Plan. The process is 
likely to include public hearings. The Inspector 
will determine the most appropriate procedure to 
adopt to hear those who choose to participate at 
this stage. If you would like to appear and speak 
at the hearings, please state this and explain 
in the space provided why you consider it is 
necessary that you participate.  

Representations can be sent:

• Via the Council’s online consultation portal: 
www.braintree.gov.uk/
publicationdraftLP

• Via a representation form which can
be downloaded from the website and 
returned via email to
localplan@braintree.gov.uk

• or by post to:
Planning Policy,
Braintree District Council
Causeway House
Braintree
CM7 9HB 



Responses are encouraged via the council’s online consultation system available on the website,  
see www.braintree.gov.uk/newlp  However, this form can be returned electronically to  
localplan@braintree.gov.uk or in hard copy if necessary to:

Planning Policy, Braintree district Council, Causeway House, Bocking End, braintree, CM7 9HB 
The consultation runs from 9am Friday, 16th June to 5pm on Friday, 28th July 2017

This form has two parts: 
Part A - Personal Details and Part B - Your comments

Draft Local Plan 

RESPONSE FORM

1. Personal Details  

Title

First Name

Last Name

Organisation  
(Where relevant) 

Address Line 1 

Address Line 2 

Address Line 3 

Post Code 

E-mail Address 

Telephone  
Number 

2. Agent’s Details (if applicable) 
Title 

First Name

Last Name

Organisation

Address Line 1 

Address Line 2 

Address Line 3 

Post Code 

E-mail Address 

Telephone  
Number

PART A

For internal Use only          ID:         Rep No: Braintree 
D i s t r i c t  
Counc i l

LOCAL

Shape your district
 2017-33    PLAN

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



REPRESENTATION FORM
Please Note: If your representation relates to Section One of the North Essex Strategic Plan / Garden 
Communities you only need to respond to one of the Local Authorities. All representations received by 
Braintree, Colchester and Tendring relating to Section One of the Plan(s) will be submitted together.

You do not need to return this form if you have completed a response using any of the Council’s online 
systems for this consultation. Duplicates will not be considered

Please specify which section of the Publication Draft Local Plan your comments relate to by 
choosing one of the following: 

  Section 1        Section 2 Colchester        Section 2 Tendring         Section 2 Braintree 

Which part of the section are you responding to? 

e.g. Paragraph/Policy/Map/Other

Do you consider the Local Plan is Legally compliant? 
  Yes        No

Does it comply with the Duty to Co-operate? 
  Yes        No

Do you consider the Local Plan is Sound? 
  Yes        No

If you do not consider the Local Plan is sound, please specify on what grounds: 
  Positively prepared        Justified        Effective        Consistent with National Policy

Enter your full representation here: 

PART B

Continue onto next page



If your representation is more than 100 words, please provide a brief summary here:



Please specify the changes needed to be made to make the Plan sound / legally compliant

Do you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination? 
  Yes        No

If Yes - you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you 
consider this to be necessary

Please note the inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear 
those who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

Did you raise the matter that is the subject of your representation with the LPA earlier  
in the process of the preparation of the Local Plan 

  Yes        No

If yes which stage 
  Issues and Options        Preferred Options

Do you wish to be notified? 

  When the document is submitted for independent examination? 

  When the Inspectors Report is published? 

  When document is adopted?

Braintree & Tendring: Return by 5pm 28th July 2017 
(responses to section 2 Braintree and Tendring will not be accepted after this date. After 

this date responses to Section 1 should be sent to Colchester Borough Council)

Colchester: Return by 5pm 11th August 2017
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                   PERSIMMON HOMES ESSEX 
10 Collingwood Road 

Witham  
Essex 

CM8 2EA 
Tel: 01376 518811 Fax: 01376 521145 
DX: 33421 Witham 

www.persimmonhomes.com Planning Policy Manager  Tendering District Council Council Offices  Thorpe Road  Weeley Clacton-On-Sea  Essex CO16 9AJ 28th July 2017  Dear Sir/ Madam 
 
Response by Persimmon Homes to the Tendring Draft Local Plan 
 
Thank you for consulting Persimmon Homes on the Tendring Draft Local Plan. We support the Local 
Plan and want to continue to work with the Borough to deliver their housing targets. 
 
 
Shared Strategic Plan: North Essex Authorities Strategic Part 1 for Local Plans 
 
Duty to Co-operate 
 
It is clear that Tendring, Braintree and Colchester have been working closely in the preparation of 
their Local Plans. The shared approach to meet housing need across the Housing Market Area (HMA) 
set out in ‘Part 1’ of each Local Plan shows a real commitment from to addressing the strategic and 
cross boundary issues facing the housing market area.  
 

1. Comment - Policy SP3 (Meeting Housing Needs) (p35) 
 
Persimmon Homes are a member of the House Builders Federation (HBF) and wish to refer you to 
their representations on the Draft Local Plan, partially with reference to their evidence on OAHN’s 
and the Council’s 5yr Housing Supply, we want you to consider those carefully before the next 
version of the Plan is produced with a view to ensuring that the plan going forward is sound.  
 
We note and welcome Policy SP3 commitment for each authority to maintain a five year housing 
land supply. This is especially important given the significant uncertainties and technical challenges 
that remain regarding the delivery of the three garden communities and the undesirable socio-
economic implications if delivery is delayed.  
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‘Each authority will maintain a sufficient supply of deliverable sites to provide for at least five 
years’ worth of housing and will work proactively with applicants to bring forward sites that 
accord with the overall spatial strategy and relevant policies in the plan’. 

 
The extract from draft Policy SP3 above does not mention that this should be judged against the 
housing requirement within the Local Plan or that there needs to be an appropriate buffer (i.e. 5% 
or 20%). The wording of SP3 should reflects para 47 of the NPPF and as such should be amended to 
read;  

 
‘Each authority will maintain a sufficient supply of deliverable sites sufficient to provide for 
at least five years’ worth of housing against their housing requirements with an additional 
buffer and will work proactively with applicants to bring forward sites that accord with the 
overall spatial strategy and relevant policies in the plan’. 

 
Notwithstanding this, it is not clear from Policy SP3 as to what actions the Council will take in the 
event of a persistent under delivery against housing requirements within the plan. As detailed 
above, the garden community is very ambitious and there remains significant risk that the 
timescales for delivery will slip. In the event of persistent under delivery, the Local Plan should set 
out what actions they shall take. Actions could include a partial review of the plan and allocation of 
additional housing sites.  
 
 

2. Objection - Policy SP5 Infrastructure and Connectivity (p44)  
 
Whilst it is agreed that development must be supported by the provision of infrastructure, services 
and facilities, a significant amount of the items identified rely upon third parties (including public 
and statutory bodies) or wider investment decisions (such as those made by Network Rail, Highways 
Agency, Broadband Providers). Policy SP5 should be amended to recognise the role the Council’s 
have in terms of influencing, co-ordinating and delivering infrastructure and connectivity. Policy SP5 
should also be amended to recognise the role that obligations through s106 or Cil should make in 
addressing infrastructure needs arising from the new development.  
 
It is important that the totality of costs to be borne by the proposed level of development is 
adequately assessed. In light of Para 173 of the NPPF, ‘the sites and the scale of development 
identified in the plan should not be subject to such a scale of obligations and policy burdens that 
their ability to be developed viably is threatened’.  
 
 

3. Objection - Policy SP6 – Place Shaping Principles (p39) 
 
The NPPF (para 8) recognises that ‘well-designed buildings and places can improve the lives of 
people and communities’. The NPPF Core Planning Principles (para 17) is to ‘always seek to secure 
high quality design’. Para 57 refers to ‘It is important to plan positively for the achievement of high 
quality and inclusive design for all development’.  
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The draft Policy SP6 requires ‘All new development must meet the highest standards of urban and 
architectural design’. This requires every development to achieve the ‘highest standard’, which 
would require the achievement of a constant escalation of standards to be the ‘highest’. The 
‘highest’ is a more onerous test than ‘high quality and inclusive design’ within the NPPF. It is 
considered that this constant escalation to achieve the ‘highest’ possible standard would be unduly 
onerous and could threaten development viability. In light of this, SP6 should be amended to read;  
 

‘All new development must be of a high standard of urban and architectural design.’  
 
It is considered that not all of the ‘principles’ stated would be applicable to every development. For 
instance;  

- ‘Where possible, provide a mix of land uses, services and densities…’. It may be possible but 
not desirable to provide a mix of uses in a development.  

- ‘Provide an integrated network of multi-functional public open space’ – a development may 
not be of a scale to achieve this or functionally require it in the event of existing adequate 
provision.  

In light of the above, SP6 should be amended to read;  
 
 ‘All new development should, where applicable, reflect the following principles;  
 
Garden communities 
 

4. Support – SP7 (Development & Delivery of New Garden Communities in North Essex) (p50)  
 
In terms of SP7, Persimmon Homes supports the creation of three new garden communities.  
 
Cross boundary new settlements will require significant degrees of co-operation and joint delivery 
arrangements.  Whilst acknowledging the work done to date, there remains a significant risk that 
the scale and complexity of the planning and the delivery of the Garden Communities will delay 
their anticipated delivery. It will be important that the Council appropriately resources and 
facilitates the timely delivery of the Development Plan Document for the Garden Community.  
 
 

5. Objection 4;   
 Policy SP8 (Tendring/Colchester Borders Garden Community) (p53)  

Policy SP 9 (Colchester/Braintree Boarders Garden Community)(p56) 
Policy SP 10 (West of Braintree Garden Community)(p60) 

 
Persimmon Homes support the creation of the Tendring / Colchester Garden Community.  
 
Policy SP7 (v) has an absolute target of 30% affordable housing. However, Policies SP8 Part B, SP9 
and SP10 states ‘including a minimum of 30% affordable housing’. Persimmon Homes object to 
Policies SP8 Part B, SP9 and SP10 reference to the affordable housing target being a ‘minimum’. The 
Local Plan must set out clearly the target it is seeking to achieve and, in line with Para 173 of the 
NPPF, assess the implications for development viability having regard to the scale of obligations and 
policy burdens of the development plan as a whole.  
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It is considered that an uncapped target does not provide certainty and could place a policy burden 
that would threaten viability. The market and purchasing decisions factor in policy requirements and 
not having clarity would give rise to significant uncertainty that would not assist delivery.  
 
Local Plan Part 2 
 

6. Support - Policy SPL1 (Managing Growth) (p91)  
 
Persimmon Homes supports the proposed settlement hierarchy and the inclusion of Clacton-on-Sea 
as a Strategic Urban Settlement.  
 

7. Support – Policy SPL2 (Settlement Development Boundaries)(p92) 
 
Persimmon Homes are promoting the land at Rouses Farm, west of Jaywick Lane and south of 
St.John’s Road, Clacton-on-Sea for a mix of residential development, community facilities and public 
open space. The settlement boundary as detailed on Map SAMU4 (p200) and the SE Tendring inset 
map is supported.  
 

8. Comment - Policy SPL3 Sustainable Design (p93)  
 
Part B: Practical Requirements 
 
Sub-section (a) – the policy refers to development ‘not lead to an unacceptable increase in 
congestion’. The Policy should refer to mitigation and the residual and cumulative impacts in line 
with NPPF Para 32 which states ‘improvements can be undertaken within the transport network 
that cost effectively limit the significant impacts of the development. Development should only be 
prevented or refused on transport grounds where the residual cumulative impacts of development 
are severe’. It is therefore recommended that part B(a) be amended to read;  
 

a. access to the site is practicable and the highway network, post mitigation, will be able to 
safely accommodate the additional traffic the proposal will generate and not lead to a 
severe residual cumulative impact on the highway network; 

 
Sub-section (s) ‘the applicant/developer can demonstrate how the proposal will minimise the 
production of greenhouse gases and impact on climate change as per the current regulations and 
policies in this plan’; 
 
It is not clear what regulations are referred to and as such this is too ambiguous.  
 
Notwithstanding the above, it is not clear whether the reference to ‘current’ refers to regulations in 
force at the time of adoption of the plan and any subsequent regulations coming into force during 
the plan period.   
 
In accordance with para 173 of the NPPF, ‘Pursuing sustainable development requires careful 
attention to viability and costs in plan-making and decision-taking. Plans should be deliverable. 
Therefore, the sites and the scale of development identified in the plan should not be subject to such 
a scale of obligations and policy burdens that their ability to be developed viably is threatened’. 
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Given that the plan cannot assess the burden arising from (unspecified) regulations, it is considered 
that the plan should (a) specify the regulations to which it seeks adherence and (b) consider the 
implications of existing regulations.  
 
In light of the above, Part B sub-section d should read;  
 

d. the applicant/developer can demonstrate how the proposal will minimise the production 
of greenhouse gases and impact on climate change as per the Building Regulations 
prevailing at the time and policies in this plan; 

 
The footnote to Part C of this policy will require housing developers to consider the use of 
renewable energy and the reduction of emissions. However, the Government have been clear 
through both the Written Ministerial Statement dated the 25th March 2015 and Planning Practice 
Guidance that it considers improvements in energy efficiency and carbon reduction will be achieved 
through Building Regulations with only a limited number of optional technical standards that can be 
required through a Local Plan where there is sufficient evidence to support their implementation. 
There is no need for the Council, through the Local Plan, to ask for consideration to be given to such 
measures. Such policies cannot be implemented or monitored and as such are ineffective and this 
element of the policy should be deleted. 
 
 

9. Support - Policy HP1 (Improving Health and Wellbeing) (p98)  
 
Persimmon Homes supports Policy HP1. We note that the policy seeks mitigation. Persimmon 
Homes are promoting the land at Rouses Farm, west of Jaywick Lane and south of St.John’s Road, 
Clacton-on-Sea for a mix of residential development, community facilities and public open space. As 
part of this development, Persimmon Homes are proposing that the site accommodate a local 
medical facility.  The exact disposition of the healthcare facility will be determined in consultation 
with the Council and the Clinical Commissioning Group as the planning process moves forwards. 
There is an opportunity for the health facility on this site to be of a scale to support the additional 
growth within this area and address the current shortfall in facilities (the area exceeds the 
recommended pupil to GP ratio).   
 

10. Support – Policy HP2 (Community Facilities) (p101)  
 
Persimmon Homes supports Policy HP2. We note that the policy seeks mitigation. Persimmon 
Homes are promoting the land at Rouses Farm, west of Jaywick Lane and south of St.John’s Road, 
Clacton-on-Sea for a mix of residential development, community facilities and public open space. As 
part of this development, Persimmon Homes are proposing that the site accommodate community 
facilities.   
 

11. Comment – Policy HP5 (Open Space, Sports and Recreation Facilities)(p106) 
 
It is useful that the Policy quantifies the percentage of gross site area that should be open space.  
 
It is considered that the threshold for the scale of ‘open space’ being no less than 0.15ha is not 
conducive to delivery or good site planning;  
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(a) Major developments of less than 1.5ha would either not qualify to provide open space or 
would have to deliver a higher proportion of open space in order to meet the 0.15ha 
minimum, which may in tern threaten viability.  

(b) Under the Policy, a ‘usable’ open space would need to be 1500sq.m. The beyond six acre 
standards seek 100sq.m Local Areas of Play, 400sq.m for Local Equipped Areas of Play, 
800sq.m for Neighbourhood Areas of Play.  Therefore, if play space is provided within a 
development without the inclusion of a substantial proportion of associated open space, 
such play area(s) would count towards the ‘usable’ open space for the purposes of the 
policy. This is considered to be flawed as provision for children and young people should be 
encouraged and provided in accessible locations within a development.   

 
It is recommended that the Policy is amended to state;  
 

Based on trends and the 2007 Adopted Local Plan, Policy COM6, 10% of the gross site area 
should be open space. On sites over 1.5ha development should ensure that areas of open space 
are usable and seek to include open space parcel(s) not less than 0.15 hectares. 

 
12. Comment - Part 5 Living Places (p114)  

 
Table LP2 ‘Local Plan Housing Allocations’ details total housing numbers. In relation to Rouses Farm, 
the table states ‘850’. In the associated policy, this number is stated as a minimum. Persimmon 
Homes have undertaken public consultation, extensive technical studies and Master planning of the 
Rouses Farm site to support the emerging allocation. The Environmental Statement submitted to 
the Council alongside the proposals for Rouses Farm demonstrates that the site can satisfactorily 
accommodate 950 homes together with the associated education, health and community facilities. 
The quantum of development supports the total number of homes required within the plan. 
Furthermore, it would support ongoing delivery during the plan period, assisting the Council with 
maintaining a five year land supply and resisting development on sites not envisaged within the 
Development Plan.  This should also be seen in light of the present uncertainty regarding when the 
garden communities will begin to make a meaningful contribution and the potential for slippage 
given the ambitious nature of the Garden Community.  
 

13.  Objection –  
Policy LP3 (Housing Density and Standards) (p120) &  
LP4 (Housing Layout) 

 
Policies L3 & LP4 seek to adopt the new ‘National Technical Housing Standards’ to all new 
development.  
 
National Context 
 
In 2013, The Housing Standards Review (the Review) was launched which sought to simplify and 
rationalise the raft of housing standards which local authorities applied to development. At the 
heart of the Review was a desire to reduce developer costs and create attractive conditions to 
significantly boost housing delivery. The industry was heavily involved in the Review.  

 



 

Persimmon Homes Essex is a trading division of Persimmon Homes Limited Registered Office: Persimmon House, Fulford, York YO19 4FE 
Registered in England No. 4108747. A subsidiary of Persimmon plc Page 7 

The outcome of the Review was the establishment via Building Regulations of mandatory baseline 
standards which apply nationwide to all developments. The Government also created a series of 
enhanced Optional Standards relating to access and water, along with a new optional national 
standard on internal space. All of these are implemented through planning but access and water are 
optional Building Regulations and Space Standards are planning only.  
 
Initially the industry had concerns that the enhanced standards would be applied by Local 
Authorities as their starting point. Application of the enhanced standards has the potential to have 
significant implications in terms of product range, build cost, affordability and consumer choice, 
cumulative policy burden, viability and ultimately housing delivery.  
 
In response, the Government confirmed that the enhanced standards were intended to be optional 
and that they would only be needed and viable in certain local circumstances. Otherwise, they 
would have been made mandatory in Building Regulations across the country.  
 
The enhanced standards were introduced on a ‘need to have’ rather than on a ‘nice to have’ basis 
and policy safeguards were put in place.  
 
The standards could only be introduced via a new Local Plan and to do so, clear evidence of need 
had to be demonstrated and impact upon viability had to be considered. It was recognised that EIP 
could be the only forum to properly debate whether development should be subject to such 
enhanced standards.  
 
New Regime and Policy Context  
 
The new regime was launched by a Ministerial Statement dated 25th March 2015 and the creation of 
a new section on optional technical standards in the National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG). 
This was also underpinned by existing policy within the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).  
 
Paragraphs 174 and 177 of the NPPF make it clear that via the Local Plan process LPAs should assess 
the cumulative impact of policy burden, including housing standards, to ensure that it does not put 
implementation of the plan at serious risk.  
 
The new Ministerial Statement stated the following: “The optional new national technical standards 
should only be required through any new Local Plan policies if they address a clearly evidenced need, 
and where their impact on viability has been considered, in accordance with the National Planning 
Policy Framework and Planning Guidance.” 
 
Accompanying this, Paragraph 001 Reference ID:56-001-20150327 of the NPPG made it clear that 
LPAs will need to gather evidence to determine whether there is a need for additional standards in 
their area and justify setting appropriate policies in their Local Plans. Paragraph 002 Reference ID 
56-002-20160519 of the NPPG confirms that LPAs should consider the impact of using these 
standards as part of their Local Plan viability assessment. 
 
The new NPPG section provided substantial guidance in terms of the implementation of the new 
regime including specific advice on the individual standards which are discussed below.  
 



 

Persimmon Homes Essex is a trading division of Persimmon Homes Limited Registered Office: Persimmon House, Fulford, York YO19 4FE 
Registered in England No. 4108747. A subsidiary of Persimmon plc Page 8 

As referred to above, via Policy LP3 and LP4, Tendring are seeking to apply the optional national 
space standard along with the optional accessibility and adaptability standards.  
 
Nationally Described Space Standards (NDSS) 
 
NPPG sets out clear criteria which Councils must satisfy in order to adopt optional NDSSs over and 
above the requirements of Building Regulations.  
Where a need for internal space standards is identified, local planning authorities should provide 
justification for requiring internal space policies. Local planning authorities should take account of 
the following areas: 

 need – evidence should be provided on the size and type of dwellings currently being built in 
the area, to ensure the impacts of adopting space standards can be properly assessed, for 
example, to consider any potential impact on meeting demand for starter homes. 

 viability – the impact of adopting the space standard should be considered as part of a plan’s 
viability assessment with account taken of the impact of potentially larger dwellings on land 
supply. Local planning authorities will also need to consider impacts on affordability where a 
space standard is to be adopted. 

 timing – there may need to be a reasonable transitional period following adoption of a new 
policy on space standards to enable developers to factor the cost of space standards into 
future land acquisitions. 

The guidance effectively sets out three stages which must be overcome to ensure the NDSSs are 
only applied where needed and impacts are fully considered. We have considered Policy LP37 below 
with these policy hurdles firmly in mind.  

 NEED  
First and foremost a local authority must demonstrate clearly evidenced needs to require the 
NDSSs. The Council have not presented sufficient evidence to demonstrate need for the optional 
enhanced housing standard above what is established as nationally suitable in Building Regulations.  
 
What is currently being built?  
 
The point to note here is that all new housing clearly must comply with Building Regulations which 
allows flexibility in terms of footprint, room size, circulation space etc. This can be considered 
carefully by the housing market in determining product choice to meet the needs and demands of 
customers. This in turn allows for build refinement in relation to internal fit out. Finally this results in 
whole range of supply chain and construction efficiencies which are crucial to reducing cost, driving 
affordability and reducing build time to increase production. None of this appears to have been 
considered by the Council.  
 
Current sales / Need for market intervention  
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The industry is firmly of the view that current sales rates confirm that current product range is fully 
suitable for those wanting to buy properties. The industry knows its customers and what they want. 
Sales rates in the district are strong.  
 
When establishing need, we would expect Tendring to consider market indicators such as quality of 
life impacts or reduced sales rates with consumer information sighting the inadequacy of housing 
stock in the local area. This does not appear to have been provided to justify application of the 
enhanced standard and market intervention. The Inspector should not endorse the policy without 
this being demonstrated.  
 
The Council must demonstrate why there is a need to impose the NDSS via Policy LP3 and LP4.  
 
Existing Stock / Second Hand Market  
 
Whilst not directly referenced in the NPPG, it is sensible to consider the existing stock. The borough 
has a wide range and choice of second hand properties, ranging from flats and terraced housing 
stock to larger suburban properties. New housing forms only a part of the overall housing market. 
Consumers can choose whether to buy new build or second hand. Those who want to buy 
properties of a larger size than the market is currently building can choose a different offer from the 
second hand market.  
 
Meeting Needs and Impacts on Affordability  
 
A key part of the national guidance is considering the affordability implications of adopting the 
enhanced national space standards. Delivering new housing to assist with affordability is an 
important consideration. It is clear from the emerging plan’s evidence base that affordability in 
Braintree is already a key issue. Indeed, the affordability gap is such that there is a need to boost 
overall housing numbers to seek to combat this. To adopt the enhanced standards we would have 
expected a clear need to have been identified by the SHMA. However, this has not been the case 
and conversely the main issue has been the need to address affordability pressures.  
 
The increase in size increases build cost. Increases in sales prices can have a very negative impact on 
the level of accessibility to market dwellings based upon mortgage rates. 
 
Clearly inclusion of the NDSS would have an adverse impact upon affordability and would be 
contrary to the plan’s own objectives. The implications of applying the NDSS is that it increases build 
cost, which in turn increases sales price and this undermines delivery of the plans objectives. We 
note that no assessment has been undertaken as to how many more families will be pushed into 
affordable need as they can no longer afford a NDSS compliant home.  
 
Strategic Housing Market Area  
 
Purchasers of new homes have a choice of where and what to buy. They make their choice based on 
a range of factors which includes what they can afford. Adoption of the standard will have an 
adverse impact on the affordability of new homes. Based on this impact, purchasers could choose or 
be forced to live elsewhere potentially having significant impacts on the assumptions and objectives 
of the plan. 
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VIABILITY  
Only once a clear need has been demonstrated should the local authority consider testing if the 
enhanced standards are viable, bearing in mind cumulative policy burden. It is not clear from the 
Councils evidence that it has suitably assessed the viability implications of applying the NDSS’s 
alongside all other policy requirements of the plan. The ‘Tendring Economic Viability Study,  
Three Dragons and Troy Planning + Design, July 2017’ seeks to factor in NDSS. However, this 
assessment uses low Benchmark Land Values (p65) as detailed in the table below that are far too 
low and are not representative of the market. In light of this, it is considered that the ‘Tendring 
Economic Viability Study’ is not a sound assessment of the viability implications of applying NDSS.  
 

 Efficient use of Land  
 
The Council should be ensuring that new development maximises the efficient use of land.   
 
Implications on Affordability   
 
Sales price increases would have a significant impact on affordability in an area where the gap is 
widening. Applying the NDSSs will increase the price of a starter home making it markedly harder for 
people to get on the housing ladder.  
 
Viability of Sites  
 
Adoption of the NDSS on 100% of housing will have a significant impact on the viability of sites. It is 
also not a case of simply increasing build cost - increased housing sizes will result in less efficient use 
of land and thus a relative increase in infrastructure burden per plot.  
 
Implications for Brown Field sites  
 
The space standard will have a disproportionate effect on sites in lower value areas and those which 
are brown field. These sites often have remediation costs associated with them + current use value 
which further compound issues with achieving minimum benchmark land values.  
 
TIMING  
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Based on the above, Persimmon Homes is expecting that the NDSS requirement will be dropped 
from Policy LP3 and LP4 however in the event that it is retained, transitional arrangements must be 
suitably addressed as required by NPPG. A transitional period would allow developers to factor in 
the additional cost associated with this policy into future land deals. 
 
The land deals which underpin the majority of identified sites for this plan period will have already 
been secured and as such the proposed transitional arrangements will not provide adequate time 
for the cost to be factored in to the contracts for those sites. Nevertheless, if Tendring is minded to 
retain the NDSS requirement then we recommend a transitional arrangement of a minimum of 3 
years to allow those sites to move through the planning system before the requirements are 
enforced. Therefore NDSS would apply to site to which permission is granted after 2020.  
 
Clarity should be included within the policy to ensure that NDSSs cannot be applied to any approval 
(outline or detailed) prior to the specified date and that where development is approved prior to 
this date all housing built pursuant to the approval under Reserved Matters applications will not be 
subject to the increased space standard. It also needs to be made clear that the cut-off date is based 
upon the time at which planning approval is secured, not when development commences as the 
implications of enhanced standards cannot be factored in so late in the development process.  
 
Taking the above into account and the consequential effect of the transitional policy, the removal of 
the NDSS requirement altogether would appear much more logical thus providing clarity for all.  
 
Housing White Paper – ‘Fixing our broken housing market’  
 
In the recently Housing White Paper the Government have confirmed their view that the 
fundamentals of the Building Regulations system remain sound and that important steps were taken 
in the last Parliament.  
 
In relation to Space Standards, paragraph 1.55 states that “the use of minimum space standards for 
new development is seen as an important tool in delivering quality family homes. However the 
Government is concerned that a one size fits all approach may not reflect the needs and aspirations 
of a wider range of households. For example, despite being highly desirable, many traditional mews 
houses could not be built under today’s standards. We also want to make sure the standards do not 
rule out new approaches to meeting demand, building on the high quality compact living model of 
developers such as Pocket Homes. The Government will review the Nationally Described Space 
Standard to ensure greater local housing choice, while ensuring we avoid a race to the bottom in the 
size of homes on offer.” 
 
The above confirms the Government’s intentions to review NDSSs. This does not have any 
immediate impact upon Tendring’s emerging plan. However, it does demonstrate the Government’s 
unease with a one size fits all approach and its desire to ensure greater local housing choice. 
Unfortunately, introduction of the NDSSs would narrow the choice available at the expense of 
affordability and viability.  
 

14. Comment - Policy LP4 (Housing Layout) 
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Persimmon supports the desire to create a sense of place. There seems to be a conflict between 
criteria (e) and (f) when it comes to the approach to density.  
 

15. Comment - Policy LP5 (Affordable and Council Housing) 
 
The draft version of the Plan considered by the Local Plan Committee on Monday 12th June 2017 is 
set out in the Committee Papers. The version of the Local Plan considered by Members specified a 
target of 25% affordable housing under Policy LP5 and clearly ‘struck through’ the reference to 30%. 
The report on item 7 ‘publication draft local plan’ makes no reference to affordable housing. The 
minute of the meeting does not detail any amendment to the plan in relation to the percentage of 
affordable housing.  
 
The report to the 15th June Council meeting to endorse the plan makes no reference to an 
amendment to the plan in relation to the percentage of affordable housing. The draft local plan 
appended as ‘A1 – Appendix A’ also specifies a target of 25% affordable housing. The draft minute of 
the meeting does not detail any amendment to the plan in relation to the percentage of affordable 
housing. Members endorsed the publication of the consultation draft which includes a target of 25% 
affordable housing. Notwithstanding this, the published consultation draft includes a target of 30%.  
 
In light of the above, the draft plan produced by Officers and considered by Members and to which 
they endorsed for consultation purposes includes a target of 25% affordable housing. The plan was 
drafted having regard to the evidence base. It is unclear why the consultation draft includes a higher 
percentage of affordable housing than endorsed by Members. It is important that the totality and 
scale of obligations and policy requirements within the plan does not threaten development 
viability. The ‘Tendring Economic Viability Study, Three Dragons and Troy Planning + Design, July 
2017’ seeks to factor in affordable housing. However, this assessment uses very low Benchmark 
Land Values (p65) that are far too low and are not representative of the market. In light of this, it is 
considered that the ‘Tendring Economic Viability Study’ is not a sound assessment of the viability 
implications of applying a requirement of 30% affordable housing alongside all the other 
requirements.  
 
There is a need to increase housing delivery within the Country as a whole and within the District. It 
is considered that this would be hampered if the Policy burdens placed upon developers are too 
great. It is considered that the Member endorsed 25% requirement would be more representative 
of what developments can viably achieve.  
 
The forward to the Policy should make clear what is meant by ‘Council Housing’ and the mechanism 
by which such properties are transferred to the Council.  
 
Para 5.5.1 implies that there is limited control upon occupations of Affordable Housing provided by 
Registered Providers. Registered Providers of social housing have a mandatory statutory and 
regulatory obligation to assist local authorities in the discharge of their duties under Part VII of the 
Housing Act 1996. Furthermore, many authorities when grant planning permission include within 
the associated legal agreement (s106) a requirement for the Registered Provider to enter into a 
Nominations Agreement with the Council. A Nominations Agreement is a contract under which 
Councils can place those in housing need into housing association homes as they become available. 
In areas where affordable housing is in short supply Councils usually seek the right to nominate all 
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new housing association tenants. Therefore, there is a mechanism so Tendring can ensure that new 
affordable housing provided by a Registered Provider can be prioritised to those who qualify and are 
in the greatest need based upon their own housing register.  
 
The draft Policy seeks either (i) 30% of new dwellings as affordable housing or as an alternative (ii) 
10% as Council Housing plus a commuted sum.  The Policy by virtue of the different percentages 
sought seeks to recognise the significant increase in costs to the developer associated with providing 
‘Council Housing’.  
 
The second paragraph should make it clear that the 30% referred to relates to Affordable Housing 
and not a (unspecified) proportion of affordable housing and a (unspecified) proportion of ‘Council 
Housing’.  The proposed change is detailed below;  
 

‘For development proposals outside of the Tendring Colchester Borders Garden Community, 
involving the creation of 11 or more (net) homes, the Council will expect 30% of new 
dwellings, (including conversions) to be made available to Tendring District Council (subject 
to viability testing) or its nominated partner(s) to acquire at a proportionate discounted 
value for use as affordable or council housing.  
Places 
As an alternative, the Council will accept a minimum 10% of new dwellings, (including 
conversions) to be made available to Tendring District Council or its nominated partner(s) to 
acquire at a proportionate discounted value for use as council housing alongside a financial 
contribution towards the construction or acquisition of property for use as council housing 
equivalent to delivering the remainder of the 30% requirement’. 

 
Paragraph 5 states that the ‘size and type of council housing will be specified by the Council on a 
case-by-case basis having regard to the latest housing needs register and will be the subject of 
negotiation between the Council and the developer or applicant’. It is not clear as worded whether 
this statement also refers to ‘Affordable Housing’.  
 
Notwithstanding the above, Para 5 purely refers to the Housing Needs Register. The Strategic 
Housing Market Assessment (Jan 2016) includes an assessment of ‘additional units required to meet 
housing need in Tendring’ and ‘Size and type of affordable home required by those in need (per 
annum) in Tendring’ (see Tables 5.13d AND 5.14d, p145, SHMA 2016). The Council has therefore 
assessed the need for the size and type of affordable homes required over the plan period. It is 
considered that in assessing the housing need purely on the Housing Needs Register would not be 
fully representative of need, particularly the need for intermediate housing products.  
 
The Economic Viability Study (2017) makes an assumption regarding the split between Affordable 
Rented Units and Intermediate Tenures (para 2.25). The assessment recognises that there may be 
scenarios whereby the tenure mix needs to be flexed to have regard to development viability.  
 
The size of units will also be informed by the nature of the scheme. For instance, a scheme of 
predominantly apartments may struggle to include four bedroom houses and this should be 
recognised.  
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In light of the above, it is considered that the size and tenure should be determined having regard to 
the most robust available data including the most recent SHMA, the Housing Needs Register, 
development viability and the nature of the development. In light of the above, paragraph 5 should 
be amended to read;  
 

The size and type of Affordable and / or Council Housing within a qualifying  development 
shall be assessed on a case-by-case basis having regard to the most recent Strategic Housing 
Market Assessment, latest housing needs register, development viability and the nature of 
the scheme and will be the subject of negotiation between the Council and the developer or 
applicant. 

 
 

16. Support - Policy PP3 (Village and Neighbourhood Centres) (p143) 
 
The policy encourages small-scale retail development to serve day-to-day needs. The Policy 
identifies a proposed neighbourhood centre at ‘Rouses Farm Garden Suburb’. Persimmon Homes 
supports Policy PP2. Persimmon Homes are promoting the land at Rouses Farm, west of Jaywick 
Lane and south of St.John’s Road, Clacton-on-Sea for a mix of residential development, community 
facilities and public open space. As part of this development, Persimmon Homes are proposing that 
the site accommodate a neighborhood centre which would include provision for a medical facility 
and retail opportunity.   The scale of the facility seeks to meet local day-to-day needs and not exceed 
to the ‘local impact threshold in PP4’ and as such would not threaten the viability or vitality of 
existing centres.   
 

17. Support - Policy PP12 (Improving Education and Skills)  
 
Persimmon Homes support the need to mitigate the impact of development on education.  
Persimmon Homes are promoting the land at Rouses Farm, west of Jaywick Lane and south of 
St.John’s Road, Clacton-on-Sea for a mix of residential development, community facilities and public 
open space. As part of this development, the Masterplan includes provision for a new Primary 
School and early years facility.  
 

18. Support – Policy SAMU4 (Development at Rouses Farm, Jaywick Lane, Clacton) 
 
Persimmon Homes supports Policy SAMU4. Persimmon Homes are promoting the land at Rouses 
Farm, west of Jaywick Lane and south of St.John’s Road, Clacton-on-Sea for a mix of residential 
development, community facilities and public open space. As part of this process, Persimmon 
Homes have engaged with the local community and other stakeholders to seek their views as 
evidenced in the Statement of Community Involvement submitted to Tendring Council (July 2017).  
 
As part of the Preferred Options Consultation, Persimmon Homes submitted a ‘Site Deliverability 
Statement, September 2016). This sets the site and policy context. As set out in the Deliverability 
Statement, Persimmon Homes commissioned a specialist consultant team to produce various 
technical assessments as part of an Environmental Statement. The findings of this technical work 
had informed the Deliverability Statement and the associated Masterplan.  
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Since the production of the Site Deliverability Statement, the technical assessments and associated 
Masterplan work and pre-application engagement has continued. Persimmon Homes have formally 
advanced proposals for the development of the site for up to 950 residential units (including 
affordable housing) with a new neighborhood centre comprising a local healthcare facility of up to 
1,500 sq.m and up to 700sq.m for shops, food and drink and community centre. In addition, the 
proposal includes a 2.1ha site for a new primary school and associated roads, open space, drainage 
landscaping and other associated infrastructure.  
 
The proposal includes a Masterplan and a series of Parameter Plans which detail how the proposed 
development can be satisfactorily provided on-site and create an attractive community. The 
planning application was submitted in July 2017 and is supported by an Environmental Statement 
which is underpinned by the detailed technical studies undertaken.  
 
The development would make a substantial contribution towards the delivery of both market and 
affordable housing, including provision for bungalows. It supports the plan and assist the Council 
maintain an adequate supply of housing land during the initial part of the plan period.  
 
The site forms a sustainable extension to Clacton, with the ability to meet infrastructure thresholds 
for education and healthcare provision. The allocation supports the Council’s spatial strategy in 
focusing a proportionate amount of growth to existing settlements to meet housing need and to 
support employment opportunities.  
 
In terms of part (a) of the Policy, this seeks at least 850 new homes including affordable housing. 
This is supported. As detailed above, the Master planning and technical assessments demonstrate 
that the site and associated infrastructure can successfully accommodate a mixed use development 
including 950 homes.  
 
In terms of part (b) and (k) of the Policy, this seeks a new primary school on-site. As detailed above, 
the Masterplanning and technical evidence demonstrates that this can be accommodated and 
successfully integrated into the new neighborhood.  
 
In terms of part (c) and (d), Persimmon support the delivery of a new neighborhood centre and 
healthcare facilities on this site. Persimmon Homes have had ongoing discussions with NHS England 
with regards the type of facility to meet the needs within the area and this has informed the 
proposals for this site.  
 
In terms of part (e), (f) and (g), Persimmon Homes have engaged throughout the plan making 
process and have evolved a Masterplan having regard to the Council’s objectives for this site, 
community consultation and various detailed technical assessments. The Masterplan would deliver 
the objectives of SAMU4, including the quantum of open space sought and the access arrangements 
as specified.  
 
In terms of parts (i), (j), (m), Persimmon Homes consider that these are sensible stipulations to 
which the proposed Masterplan has had regard.  
 

19. Policy CP3 Improving the telecommunications network (p188) 
 



 

Persimmon Homes Essex is a trading division of Persimmon Homes Limited Registered Office: Persimmon House, Fulford, York YO19 4FE 
Registered in England No. 4108747. A subsidiary of Persimmon plc Page 16 

Whilst paragraphs 43 to 46 of the NPPF establishes that local planning authorities should seek 
support the expansion of electronic communications networks it does not seek to prevent 
development that does not have access to such networks. By stating all, new dwellings must be 
served by super-fast broadband potentially allows the Council to refuse a development without such 
provision or impose a Grampian condition preventing a development from being occupied until such 
networks are provided. The provision of super-fast broadband is not in the control of the developer 
who requires a third party provider for such infrastructure. It is also the case that the house building 
industry is fully aware of the benefits of having their homes connected to super-fast broadband and 
what their customers will demand. 
 
We are also concerned that no additional costs have been included in the viability study for such 
provision. The study sets out in appendix 2 that these costs are incorporated into standard 
assumptions on development costs. However, we consider it essential that this policy is properly 
costed within the viability study. In particular the cost of such a policy on smaller developments in 
more rural communities could be significant and should be considered separately. Without this 
additional evidence there is clearly no justification to support this policy. In seeking to extend 
broadband to homes the Council should work proactively with telecommunications providers to 
extend provision and not rely on the development industry to provide for such infrastructure. 
 
The fourth bullet point following part d) of this policy should therefore be deleted. 
 
Conclusion 
 
Persimmon Homes welcomes the opportunity to comment. We support the Council’s ongoing Plan 
making process and the broad thrust of the Local Plan. We hope these representations are of 
assistance in taking the plan forward to the next stage of plan preparation and examination.  
 
 
 
Yours sincerely 

 David Moseley,  
Planning Manager,  
Persimmon Homes Essex 
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	“A number of factors suggest a need for caution in the acceptance of the Hearn approach to migration issues in Arun. Firstly, ONS information postdating the Hearn report is that international migration to UK has been underestimated to a statistically ...
	“The differences for couples aged under 35 are perhaps of greatest concern. For these groups household formation rates have been falling since 1991, implying that more and more couples have been living in someone else’s household. Moreover, the 2012-b...
	“So, overall, household formation rates are projected to increase, although older households secure a disproportionate share of the additional housing at the expense of younger households, some of whom will see their chances of setting up a separate h...
	“Rising prices are particularly tough on younger people trying to get onto the housing ladder, or wanting to move into their first family home. Some young people have no choice but to continue to live with their parents, friends or strangers to make e...
	“As recently as the 1990s, a first-time buyer couple on a low-to-middle income saving five per cent of their wages each month would have enough for an average-sized deposit after just three years. Today it would take them 24 years. It’s no surprise th...
	Without help from the “Bank of Mum and Dad”, many young people will struggle to get on the housing ladder.” 28F  (our emphasis)
	“I attach greater weight to the OBR projections. They give me cause to seriously doubt the markedly higher activity rates assumed by Experian.” 36F  (our emphasis)
	“I also share my colleague’s caution about the increase in activity rates that is suggested for those ages 65 and over. The rate of increase suggested by PBA in that regard appears striking.” 37F  (our emphasis)
	“It is important that a labour force shortfall does not arise that could restrict the Council’s job growth ambitions. For the avoidance of doubt, I consider that a more cautious approach is therefore justified.” 38F  (our emphasis)
	“It is important to avoid unrealistic assumptions on the relationship between housing, population and jobs.  A number of housing assessments have been criticised by Inspectors for expecting very fast increases in economic activity rates.  Such increas...
	“But where a council lacks an up-to-date development plan the analysis is much more vulnerable to challenge. It is much harder to demonstrate delivery was low simply because of weak market demand.”46F
	“NHPAU believes that there is a realistic possibility of stabilising the affordability of market housing over the long-term if a supply target for 270,000 net additions to stock, in the right place and of the right type can be adopted through the plan...
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	“The more significant the affordability constraints … and the stronger other indicators of high demand … the larger the improvement in affordability needed and, therefore, the larger the additional supply response should be.” (2a-020)
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	Source: ONS, Census 2011
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	“It was proposed not to make an adjustment for UPC in the 2012-based (or, subsequently, the 2014-based) subnational population projections or in the series of population estimates based on the 2011 Census since the UPC is unlikely to be seen in contin...
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	Without help from the “Bank of Mum and Dad”, many young people will struggle to get on the housing ladder.” 28F  (our emphasis)
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	“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 hi...
	Step 2 - Adjusting for demographic evidence
	Step 3 - Adjusting for likely change in job numbers

	“Where the supply of working age population that is economically active (labour force supply) is less than the projected job growth, this could result in unsustainable commuting patterns … and could reduce the resilience of local businesses. In such c...
	Step 4 - Adjusting for market signals

	“The housing need number suggested by household projections (the starting point) should be adjusted to reflect appropriate market signals, as well as other market indicators of the balance between the demand for and supply of dwellings.” (2a-019)
	“The more significant the affordability constraints … and the stronger other indicators of high demand … the larger the improvement in affordability needed and, therefore, the larger the additional supply response should be.” (2a-020)
	Step 5 - Overall housing need

	Affordable Housing Need Assessment
	“at the moment, some local authorities can duck potentially difficult decisions, because they are free to come up with their own methodology for calculating ‘objectively assessed need’. So, we are going to consult on a new standard methodology for cal...
	“We want councils to use the new standardised approach as they produce their plans and will incentivise them to do so. We expect councils that decide not to use the new approach to explain why not and to justify to the Planning Inspectorate the method...
	“To incentivise authorities to get plans in place, in the absence of an up-to-date local or strategic plan we propose that by April 2018 the new methodology for calculating objectively assessed requirement would apply as the baseline for assessing fiv...
	“A housing market area is a geographical area defined by household demand and preferences for all types of housing, reflecting the key functional linkages between places where people live and work. The extent of the housing market areas identified wil...
	Table 3.1: Travel to Work Flow Containment
	Table 3.2: Household Move Containment

	Source: ONS, Census 2011
	“A new population is prepared that is a weighted average between the low and high projections. This is also converted to households and homes and compared to the planned development schedule of 464 homes (2015-37). A new set of weights are prepared. T...
	“It was proposed not to make an adjustment for UPC in the 2012-based (or, subsequently, the 2014-based) subnational population projections or in the series of population estimates based on the 2011 Census since the UPC is unlikely to be seen in contin...
	“The evidence before me is not sufficient to demonstrate that a downward adjustment to the identified longer term migration trends to take account of UPC for N&S is necessary. Furthermore, I am not satisfied that it has been adequately demonstrated th...
	“The 2012-based DCLG projections indicate household growth of 576 annually over the Plan period. I do not accept the argument that this figure is based on over-estimates of in-migration because of factors such as unattributable population change”19F
	“A number of factors suggest a need for caution in the acceptance of the Hearn approach to migration issues in Arun. Firstly, ONS information postdating the Hearn report is that international migration to UK has been underestimated to a statistically ...
	“The differences for couples aged under 35 are perhaps of greatest concern. For these groups household formation rates have been falling since 1991, implying that more and more couples have been living in someone else’s household. Moreover, the 2012-b...
	“So, overall, household formation rates are projected to increase, although older households secure a disproportionate share of the additional housing at the expense of younger households, some of whom will see their chances of setting up a separate h...
	“Rising prices are particularly tough on younger people trying to get onto the housing ladder, or wanting to move into their first family home. Some young people have no choice but to continue to live with their parents, friends or strangers to make e...
	“As recently as the 1990s, a first-time buyer couple on a low-to-middle income saving five per cent of their wages each month would have enough for an average-sized deposit after just three years. Today it would take them 24 years. It’s no surprise th...
	Without help from the “Bank of Mum and Dad”, many young people will struggle to get on the housing ladder.” 28F  (our emphasis)
	“I attach greater weight to the OBR projections. They give me cause to seriously doubt the markedly higher activity rates assumed by Experian.” 36F  (our emphasis)
	“I also share my colleague’s caution about the increase in activity rates that is suggested for those ages 65 and over. The rate of increase suggested by PBA in that regard appears striking.” 37F  (our emphasis)
	“It is important that a labour force shortfall does not arise that could restrict the Council’s job growth ambitions. For the avoidance of doubt, I consider that a more cautious approach is therefore justified.” 38F  (our emphasis)
	“It is important to avoid unrealistic assumptions on the relationship between housing, population and jobs.  A number of housing assessments have been criticised by Inspectors for expecting very fast increases in economic activity rates.  Such increas...
	“But where a council lacks an up-to-date development plan the analysis is much more vulnerable to challenge. It is much harder to demonstrate delivery was low simply because of weak market demand.”46F
	“NHPAU believes that there is a realistic possibility of stabilising the affordability of market housing over the long-term if a supply target for 270,000 net additions to stock, in the right place and of the right type can be adopted through the plan...
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	Representation: Detailed below is a list of sections / policies to which Persimmon Homes are making representations. For the detailed representations please see attached covering letter from David Moseley (Persimmon Homes) dated 28th July 2017. The text contained in this letter is detailed belowLIST OF SECTIONS / POLICIES TO WHICH THE REPRESENTATIONS REFERLocal Plan Part 11. Comment - Policy SP3 (Meeting Housing Needs) (p35)2. Objection - Policy SP5 Infrastructure and Connectivity (p44)3. Objection - Policy SP6 – Place Shaping Principles (p39)4. Support – SP7 (Development & Delivery of New Garden Communities in North Essex) (p50) 5. Objection 4;                         Policy SP8 (Tendring/Colchester Borders Garden Community) (p53)                        Policy SP 9 (Colchester/Braintree Boarders Garden Community)(p56)                       Policy SP 10 (West of Braintree Garden Community)(p60)Local Plan Part 26. Support - Policy SPL1 (Managing Growth) (p91) 7. Support – Policy SPL2 (Settlement Development Boundaries)(p92)8. Comment - Policy SPL3 Sustainable Design (p93) 9. Support - Policy HP1 (Improving Health and Wellbeing) (p98) 10. Support – Policy HP2 (Community Facilities) (p101) 11. Comment – Policy HP5 (Open Space, Sports and Recreation Facilities)(p106)12. Comment - Part 5 Living Places (p114) 13.  Objection – Policy LP3 (Housing Density and Standards) (p120) & LP4 (Housing Layout)14. Comment - Policy LP4 (Housing Layout)15. Comment - Policy LP5 (Affordable and Council Housing)16. Support - Policy PP3 (Village and Neighbourhood Centres) (p143)17. Support - Policy PP12 (Improving Education and Skills) 18. Support – Policy SAMU4 (Development at Rouses Farm, Jaywick Lane, Clacton)19. Policy CP3 Improving the telecommunications network (p188)TEXT FROM REPRESENTATION LETTERPlanning Policy Manager Tendering District CouncilCouncil Offices Thorpe Road WeeleyClacton-On-Sea EssexCO16 9AJ28th July 2017Dear Sir/ MadamResponse by Persimmon Homes to the Tendring Draft Local PlanThank you for consulting Persimmon Homes on the Tendring Draft Local Plan. We support the Local Plan and want to continue to work with the Borough to deliver their housing targets.Shared Strategic Plan: North Essex Authorities Strategic Part 1 for Local PlansDuty to Co-operateIt is clear that Tendring, Braintree and Colchester have been working closely in the preparation of their Local Plans. The shared approach to meet housing need across the Housing Market Area (HMA) set out in ‘Part 1’ of each Local Plan shows a real commitment from to addressing the strategic and cross boundary issues facing the housing market area. 1. Comment - Policy SP3 (Meeting Housing Needs) (p35)Persimmon Homes are a member of the House Builders Federation (HBF) and wish to refer you to their representations on the Draft Local Plan, partially with reference to their evidence on OAHN’s and the Council’s 5yr Housing Supply, we want you to consider those carefully before the next version of the Plan is produced. The respective Local Plans should be advanced on meeting the minimum housing targets set out in the HBF’s representations (July 2017). We note and welcome Policy SP3 commitment for each authority to maintain a five year housing land supply. This is especially important given the significant uncertainties and technical challenges that remain regarding the delivery of the three garden communities and the undesirable socio-economic implications if delivery is delayed. ‘Each authority will maintain a sufficient supply of deliverable sites to provide for at least five years’ worth of housing and will work proactively with applicants to bring forward sites that accord with the overall spatial strategy and relevant policies in the plan’.The extract from draft Policy SP3 above does not mention that this should be judged against the housing requirement within the Local Plan or that there needs to be an appropriate buffer (i.e. 5% or 20%). The wording of SP3 should reflects para 47 of the NPPF and as such should be amended to read; ‘Each authority will maintain a sufficient supply of deliverable sites sufficient to provide for at least five years’ worth of housing against their housing requirements with an additional buffer and will work proactively with applicants to bring forward sites that accord with the overall spatial strategy and relevant policies in the plan’.Notwithstanding this, it is not clear from Policy SP3 as to what actions the Council will take in the event of a persistent under delivery against housing requirements within the plan. As detailed above, the garden community is very ambitious and there remains significant risk that the timescales for delivery will slip. In the event of persistent under delivery, the Local Plan should set out what actions they shall take. Actions could include a partial review of the plan and allocation of additional housing sites. 2. Objection - Policy SP5 Infrastructure and Connectivity (p44) Whilst it is agreed that development must be supported by the provision of infrastructure, services and facilities, a significant amount of the items identified rely upon third parties (including public and statutory bodies) or wider investment decisions (such as those made by Network Rail, Highways Agency, Broadband Providers). Policy SP5 should be amended to recognise the role the Council’s have in terms of influencing, co-ordinating and delivering infrastructure and connectivity. Policy SP5 should also be amended to recognise the role that obligations through s106 or Cil should make in addressing infrastructure needs arising from the new development. It is important that the totality of costs to be borne by the proposed level of development is adequately assessed. In light of Para 173 of the NPPF, ‘the sites and the scale of development identified in the plan should not be subject to such a scale of obligations and policy burdens that their ability to be developed viably is threatened’. 3. Objection - Policy SP6 – Place Shaping Principles (p39)The NPPF (para 8) recognises that ‘well-designed buildings and places can improve the lives of people and communities’. The NPPF Core Planning Principles (para 17) is to ‘always seek to secure high quality design’. Para 57 refers to ‘It is important to plan positively for the achievement of high quality and inclusive design for all development’. The draft Policy SP6 requires ‘All new development must meet the highest standards of urban and architectural design’. This requires every development to achieve the ‘highest standard’, which would require the achievement of a constant escalation of standards to be the ‘highest’. The ‘highest’ is a more onerous test than ‘high quality and inclusive design’ within the NPPF. It is considered that this constant escalation to achieve the ‘highest’ possible standard would be unduly onerous and could threaten development viability. In light of this, SP6 should be amended to read; ‘All new development must be of a high standard of urban and architectural design.’ It is considered that not all of the ‘principles’ stated would be applicable to every development. For instance; - ‘Where possible, provide a mix of land uses, services and densities…’. It may be possible but not desirable to provide a mix of uses in a development. - ‘Provide an integrated network of multi-functional public open space’ – a development may not be of a scale to achieve this or functionally require it in the event of existing adequate provision. In light of the above, SP6 should be amended to read;  ‘All new development should, where applicable, reflect the following principles; Garden communities4. Support – SP7 (Development & Delivery of New Garden Communities in North Essex) (p50) In terms of SP7, Persimmon Homes supports the creation of three new garden communities. Cross boundary new settlements will require significant degrees of co-operation and joint delivery arrangements.  Whilst acknowledging the work done to date, there remains a significant risk that the scale and complexity of the planning and the delivery of the Garden Communities will delay their anticipated delivery. It will be important that the Council appropriately resources and facilitates the timely delivery of the Development Plan Document for the Garden Community. 5. Objection 4;   Policy SP8 (Tendring/Colchester Borders Garden Community) (p53) Policy SP 9 (Colchester/Braintree Boarders Garden Community)(p56)Policy SP 10 (West of Braintree Garden Community)(p60)Persimmon Homes support the creation of the Tendring / Colchester Garden Community. Persimmon Homes made representations to Colchester regarding the inclusion of 39ha of land at St John’s Road, Colchester within the Tendring / Colchester Garden Community and have submitted a Site Delivery Statement (September 2016). The technical work undertaken to date demonstrates that land at St John’s Road, Colchester is suitable, available and achievable. The inclusion of land at St John’s Road, Colchester would assist in delivering the objectives of Policy SP8. Furthermore, its inclusion would not harm the aims of maintaining separation between the new garden community and the nearby villages of Elmstead Market and Wivenhoe. Furthermore, it would not prejudice the creation of a new country park along the Salary Brook. As detailed in the Site Deliverability Statement, the site has good connections close to the edge of the town and can afford a landscape / open space buffer to the existing built up area. Policy SP7 (v) has an absolute target of 30% affordable housing. However, Policies SP8 Part B, SP9 and SP10 states ‘including a minimum of 30% affordable housing’. Persimmon Homes object to Policies SP8 Part B, SP9 and SP10 reference to the affordable housing target being a ‘minimum’. The Local Plan must set out clearly the target it is seeking to achieve and, in line with Para 173 of the NPPF, assess the implications for development viability having regard to the scale of obligations and policy burdens of the development plan as a whole. It is considered that an uncapped target does not provide certainty and could place a policy burden that would threaten viability. The market and purchasing decisions factor in policy requirements and not having clarity would give rise to significant uncertainty that would not assist delivery. Local Plan Part 26. Support - Policy SPL1 (Managing Growth) (p91) Persimmon Homes supports the proposed settlement hierarchy and the inclusion of Clacton-on-Sea as a Strategic Urban Settlement. 7. Support – Policy SPL2 (Settlement Development Boundaries)(p92)Persimmon Homes are promoting the land at Rouses Farm, west of Jaywick Lane and south of St.John’s Road, Clacton-on-Sea for a mix of residential development, community facilities and public open space. The settlement boundary as detailed on Map SAMU4 (p200) and the SE Tendring inset map is supported. 8. Comment - Policy SPL3 Sustainable Design (p93) Part B: Practical RequirementsSub-section (a) – the policy refers to development ‘not lead to an unacceptable increase in congestion’. The Policy should refer to mitigation and the residual and cumulative impacts in line with NPPF Para 32 which states ‘improvements can be undertaken within the transport network that cost effectively limit the significant impacts of the development. Development should only be prevented or refused on transport grounds where the residual cumulative impacts of development are severe’. It is therefore recommended that part B(a) be amended to read; a. access to the site is practicable and the highway network, post mitigation, will be able to safely accommodate the additional traffic the proposal will generate and not lead to a severe residual cumulative impact on the highway network;Sub-section (s) ‘the applicant/developer can demonstrate how the proposal will minimise the production of greenhouse gases and impact on climate change as per the current regulations and policies in this plan’;It is not clear what regulations are referred to and as such this is too ambiguous. Notwithstanding the above, it is not clear whether the reference to ‘current’ refers to regulations in force at the time of adoption of the plan and any subsequent regulations coming into force during the plan period.  In accordance with para 173 of the NPPF, ‘Pursuing sustainable development requires careful attention to viability and costs in plan-making and decision-taking. Plans should be deliverable. Therefore, the sites and the scale of development identified in the plan should not be subject to such a scale of obligations and policy burdens that their ability to be developed viably is threatened’. Given that the plan cannot assess the burden arising from (unspecified) regulations, it is considered that the plan should (a) specify the regulations to which it seeks adherence and (b) consider the implications of existing regulations. In light of the above, Part B sub-section d should read; d. the applicant/developer can demonstrate how the proposal will minimise the production of greenhouse gases and impact on climate change as per the Building Regulations prevailing at the time and policies in this plan;The footnote to Part C of this policy will require housing developers to consider the use of renewable energy and the reduction of emissions. However, the Government have been clear through both the Written Ministerial Statement dated the 25th March 2015 and Planning Practice Guidance that it considers improvements in energy efficiency and carbon reduction will be achieved through Building Regulations with only a limited number of optional technical standards that can be required through a Local Plan where there is sufficient evidence to support their implementation. There is no need for the Council, through the Local Plan, to ask for consideration to be given to such measures. Such policies cannot be implemented or monitored and as such are ineffective and this element of the policy should be deleted.9. Support - Policy HP1 (Improving Health and Wellbeing) (p98) Persimmon Homes supports Policy HP1. We note that the policy seeks mitigation. Persimmon Homes are promoting the land at Rouses Farm, west of Jaywick Lane and south of St.John’s Road, Clacton-on-Sea for a mix of residential development, community facilities and public open space. As part of this development, Persimmon Homes are proposing that the site accommodate a local medical facility.  The exact disposition of the healthcare facility will be determined in consultation with the Council and the Clinical Commissioning Group as the planning process moves forwards. There is an opportunity for the health facility on this site to be of a scale to support the additional growth within this area and address the current shortfall in facilities (the area exceeds the recommended pupil to GP ratio).  10. Support – Policy HP2 (Community Facilities) (p101) Persimmon Homes supports Policy HP2. We note that the policy seeks mitigation. Persimmon Homes are promoting the land at Rouses Farm, west of Jaywick Lane and south of St.John’s Road, Clacton-on-Sea for a mix of residential development, community facilities and public open space. As part of this development, Persimmon Homes are proposing that the site accommodate community facilities.  11. Comment – Policy HP5 (Open Space, Sports and Recreation Facilities)(p106)It is useful that the Policy quantifies the percentage of gross site area that should be open space. It is considered that the threshold for the scale of ‘open space’ being no less than 0.15ha is not conducive to delivery or good site planning; (a) Major developments of less than 1.5ha would either not qualify to provide open space or would have to deliver a higher proportion of open space in order to meet the 0.15ha minimum, which may in tern threaten viability. (b) Under the Policy, a ‘usable’ open space would need to be 1500sq.m. The beyond six acre standards seek 100sq.m Local Areas of Play, 400sq.m for Local Equipped Areas of Play, 800sq.m for Neighbourhood Areas of Play.  Therefore, if play space is provided within a development without the inclusion of a substantial proportion of associated open space, such play area(s) would count towards the ‘usable’ open space for the purposes of the policy. This is considered to be flawed as provision for children and young people should be encouraged and provided in accessible locations within a development.  It is recommended that the Policy is amended to state; Based on trends and the 2007 Adopted Local Plan, Policy COM6, 10% of the gross site area should be open space. On sites over 1.5ha development should ensure that areas of open space are usable and seek to include open space parcel(s) not less than 0.15 hectares.12. Comment - Part 5 Living Places (p114) Table LP2 ‘Local Plan Housing Allocations’ details total housing numbers. In relation to Rouses Farm, the table states ‘850’. In the associated policy, this number is stated as a minimum. Persimmon Homes have undertaken public consultation, extensive technical studies and Master planning of the Rouses Farm site to support the emerging allocation. The Environmental Statement submitted to the Council alongside the proposals for Rouses Farm demonstrates that the site can satisfactorily accommodate 950 homes together with the associated education, health and community facilities. The quantum of development supports the total number of homes required within the plan. Furthermore, it would support ongoing delivery during the plan period, assisting the Council with maintaining a five year land supply and resisting development on sites not envisaged within the Development Plan.  This should also be seen in light of the present uncertainty regarding when the garden communities will begin to make a meaningful contribution and the potential for slippage given the ambitious nature of the Garden Community. 13.  Objection – Policy LP3 (Housing Density and Standards) (p120) & LP4 (Housing Layout)Policies L3 & LP4 seek to adopt the new ‘National Technical Housing Standards’ to all new development. National ContextIn 2013, The Housing Standards Review (the Review) was launched which sought to simplify and rationalise the raft of housing standards which local authorities applied to development. At the heart of the Review was a desire to reduce developer costs and create attractive conditions to significantly boost housing delivery. The industry was heavily involved in the Review. The outcome of the Review was the establishment via Building Regulations of mandatory baseline standards which apply nationwide to all developments. The Government also created a series of enhanced Optional Standards relating to access and water, along with a new optional national standard on internal space. All of these are implemented through planning but access and water are optional Building Regulations and Space Standards are planning only. Initially the industry had concerns that the enhanced standards would be applied by Local Authorities as their starting point. Application of the enhanced standards has the potential to have significant implications in terms of product range, build cost, affordability and consumer choice, cumulative policy burden, viability and ultimately housing delivery. In response, the Government confirmed that the enhanced standards were intended to be optional and that they would only be needed and viable in certain local circumstances. Otherwise, they would have been made mandatory in Building Regulations across the country. The enhanced standards were introduced on a ‘need to have’ rather than on a ‘nice to have’ basis and policy safeguards were put in place. The standards could only be introduced via a new Local Plan and to do so, clear evidence of need had to be demonstrated and impact upon viability had to be considered. It was recognised that EIP could be the only forum to properly debate whether development should be subject to such enhanced standards. New Regime and Policy Context The new regime was launched by a Ministerial Statement dated 25th March 2015 and the creation of a new section on optional technical standards in the National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG). This was also underpinned by existing policy within the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). Paragraphs 174 and 177 of the NPPF make it clear that via the Local Plan process LPAs should assess the cumulative impact of policy burden, including housing standards, to ensure that it does not put implementation of the plan at serious risk. The new Ministerial Statement stated the following: “The optional new national technical standards should only be required through any new Local Plan policies if they address a clearly evidenced need, and where their impact on viability has been considered, in accordance with the National Planning Policy Framework and Planning Guidance.”Accompanying this, Paragraph 001 Reference ID:56-001-20150327 of the NPPG made it clear that LPAs will need to gather evidence to determine whether there is a need for additional standards in their area and justify setting appropriate policies in their Local Plans. Paragraph 002 Reference ID 56-002-20160519 of the NPPG confirms that LPAs should consider the impact of using these standards as part of their Local Plan viability assessment.The new NPPG section provided substantial guidance in terms of the implementation of the new regime including specific advice on the individual standards which are discussed below. As referred to above, via Policy LP3 and LP4, Tendring are seeking to apply the optional national space standard along with the optional accessibility and adaptability standards. Nationally Described Space Standards (NDSS)NPPG sets out clear criteria which Councils must satisfy in order to adopt optional NDSSs over and above the requirements of Building Regulations. Where a need for internal space standards is identified, local planning authorities should provide justification for requiring internal space policies. Local planning authorities should take account of the following areas:• need – evidence should be provided on the size and type of dwellings currently being built in the area, to ensure the impacts of adopting space standards can be properly assessed, for example, to consider any potential impact on meeting demand for starter homes.• viability – the impact of adopting the space standard should be considered as part of a plan’s viability assessment with account taken of the impact of potentially larger dwellings on land supply. Local planning authorities will also need to consider impacts on affordability where a space standard is to be adopted.• timing – there may need to be a reasonable transitional period following adoption of a new policy on space standards to enable developers to factor the cost of space standards into future land acquisitions.The guidance effectively sets out three stages which must be overcome to ensure the NDSSs are only applied where needed and impacts are fully considered. We have considered Policy LP37 below with these policy hurdles firmly in mind. • NEED First and foremost a local authority must demonstrate clearly evidenced needs to require the NDSSs. The Council have not presented sufficient evidence to demonstrate need for the optional enhanced housing standard above what is established as nationally suitable in Building Regulations. What is currently being built? The point to note here is that all new housing clearly must comply with Building Regulations which allows flexibility in terms of footprint, room size, circulation space etc. This can be considered carefully by the housing market in determining product choice to meet the needs and demands of customers. This in turn allows for build refinement in relation to internal fit out. Finally this results in whole range of supply chain and construction efficiencies which are crucial to reducing cost, driving affordability and reducing build time to increase production. None of this appears to have been considered by the Council. Current sales / Need for market intervention The industry is firmly of the view that current sales rates confirm that current product range is fully suitable for those wanting to buy properties. The industry knows its customers and what they want. Sales rates in the district are strong. When establishing need, we would expect Tendring to consider market indicators such as quality of life impacts or reduced sales rates with consumer information sighting the inadequacy of housing stock in the local area. This does not appear to have been provided to justify application of the enhanced standard and market intervention. The Inspector should not endorse the policy without this being demonstrated. The Council must demonstrate why there is a need to impose the NDSS via Policy LP3 and LP4. Existing Stock / Second Hand Market Whilst not directly referenced in the NPPG, it is sensible to consider the existing stock. The borough has a wide range and choice of second hand properties, ranging from flats and terraced housing stock to larger suburban properties. New housing forms only a part of the overall housing market. Consumers can choose whether to buy new build or second hand. Those who want to buy properties of a larger size than the market is currently building can choose a different offer from the second hand market. Meeting Needs and Impacts on Affordability A key part of the national guidance is considering the affordability implications of adopting the enhanced national space standards. Delivering new housing to assist with affordability is an important consideration. It is clear from the emerging plan’s evidence base that affordability in Braintree is already a key issue. Indeed, the affordability gap is such that there is a need to boost overall housing numbers to seek to combat this. To adopt the enhanced standards we would have expected a clear need to have been identified by the SHMA. However, this has not been the case and conversely the main issue has been the need to address affordability pressures. The increase in size increases build cost. Increases in sales prices can have a very negative impact on the level of accessibility to market dwellings based upon mortgage rates.Clearly inclusion of the NDSS would have an adverse impact upon affordability and would be contrary to the plan’s own objectives. The implications of applying the NDSS is that it increases build cost, which in turn increases sales price and this undermines delivery of the plans objectives. We note that no assessment has been undertaken as to how many more families will be pushed into affordable need as they can no longer afford a NDSS compliant home. Strategic Housing Market Area Purchasers of new homes have a choice of where and what to buy. They make their choice based on a range of factors which includes what they can afford. Adoption of the standard will have an adverse impact on the affordability of new homes. Based on this impact, purchasers could choose or be forced to live elsewhere potentially having significant impacts on the assumptions and objectives of the plan.VIABILITY Only once a clear need has been demonstrated should the local authority consider testing if the enhanced standards are viable, bearing in mind cumulative policy burden. It is not clear from the Councils evidence that it has suitably assessed the viability implications of applying the NDSS’s alongside all other policy requirements of the plan. The ‘Tendring Economic Viability Study, Three Dragons and Troy Planning + Design, July 2017’ seeks to factor in NDSS. However, this assessment uses low Benchmark Land Values (p65) as detailed in the table below that are far too low and are not representative of the market. In light of this, it is considered that the ‘Tendring Economic Viability Study’ is not a sound assessment of the viability implications of applying NDSS.  Efficient use of Land The Council should be ensuring that new development maximises the efficient use of land.  Implications on Affordability  Sales price increases would have a significant impact on affordability in an area where the gap is widening. Applying the NDSSs will increase the price of a starter home making it markedly harder for people to get on the housing ladder. Viability of Sites Adoption of the NDSS on 100% of housing will have a significant impact on the viability of sites. It is also not a case of simply increasing build cost - increased housing sizes will result in less efficient use of land and thus a relative increase in infrastructure burden per plot. Implications for Brown Field sites The space standard will have a disproportionate effect on sites in lower value areas and those which are brown field. These sites often have remediation costs associated with them + current use value which further compound issues with achieving minimum benchmark land values. TIMING Based on the above, Persimmon Homes is expecting that the NDSS requirement will be dropped from Policy LP3 and LP4 however in the event that it is retained, transitional arrangements must be suitably addressed as required by NPPG. A transitional period would allow developers to factor in the additional cost associated with this policy into future land deals.The land deals which underpin the majority of identified sites for this plan period will have already been secured and as such the proposed transitional arrangements will not provide adequate time for the cost to be factored in to the contracts for those sites. Nevertheless, if Tendring is minded to retain the NDSS requirement then we recommend a transitional arrangement of a minimum of 3 years to allow those sites to move through the planning system before the requirements are enforced. Therefore NDSS would apply to site to which permission is granted after 2020. Clarity should be included within the policy to ensure that NDSSs cannot be applied to any approval (outline or detailed) prior to the specified date and that where development is approved prior to this date all housing built pursuant to the approval under Reserved Matters applications will not be subject to the increased space standard. It also needs to be made clear that the cut-off date is based upon the time at which planning approval is secured, not when development commences as the implications of enhanced standards cannot be factored in so late in the development process. Taking the above into account and the consequential effect of the transitional policy, the removal of the NDSS requirement altogether would appear much more logical thus providing clarity for all. Housing White Paper – ‘Fixing our broken housing market’ In the recently Housing White Paper the Government have confirmed their view that the fundamentals of the Building Regulations system remain sound and that important steps were taken in the last Parliament. In relation to Space Standards, paragraph 1.55 states that “the use of minimum space standards for new development is seen as an important tool in delivering quality family homes. However the Government is concerned that a one size fits all approach may not reflect the needs and aspirations of a wider range of households. For example, despite being highly desirable, many traditional mews houses could not be built under today’s standards. We also want to make sure the standards do not rule out new approaches to meeting demand, building on the high quality compact living model of developers such as Pocket Homes. The Government will review the Nationally Described Space Standard to ensure greater local housing choice, while ensuring we avoid a race to the bottom in the size of homes on offer.”The above confirms the Government’s intentions to review NDSSs. This does not have any immediate impact upon Tendring’s emerging plan. However, it does demonstrate the Government’s unease with a one size fits all approach and its desire to ensure greater local housing choice. Unfortunately, introduction of the NDSSs would narrow the choice available at the expense of affordability and viability. 14. Comment - Policy LP4 (Housing Layout)Persimmon supports the desire to create a sense of place. There seems to be a conflict between criteria (e) and (f) when it comes to the approach to density. 15. Comment - Policy LP5 (Affordable and Council Housing)The forward to the Policy should make clear what is meant by ‘Council Housing’ and the mechanism by which such properties are transferred to the Council. Para 5.5.1 implies that there is limited control upon occupations of Affordable Housing provided by Registered Providers. Registered Providers of social housing have a mandatory statutory and regulatory obligation to assist local authorities in the discharge of their duties under Part VII of the Housing Act 1996. Furthermore, many authorities when grant planning permission include within the associated legal agreement (s106) a requirement for the Registered Provider to enter into a Nominations Agreement with the Council. A Nominations Agreement is a contract under which Councils can place those in housing need into housing association homes as they become available. In areas where affordable housing is in short supply Councils usually seek the right to nominate all new housing association tenants. Therefore, there is a mechanism so Tendring can ensure that new affordable housing provided by a Registered Provider can be prioritised to those who qualify and are in the greatest need based upon their own housing register. The draft Policy seeks either (i) 30% of new dwellings as affordable housing or as an alternative (ii) 10% as Council Housing plus a commuted sum.  The Policy by virtue of the different percentages sought seeks to recognise the significant increase in costs to the developer associated with providing ‘Council Housing’. The second paragraph should make it clear that the 30% referred to relates to Affordable Housing and not a (unspecified) proportion of affordable housing and a (unspecified) proportion of ‘Council Housing’.  The proposed change is detailed below; ‘For development proposals outside of the Tendring Colchester Borders Garden Community, involving the creation of 11 or more (net) homes, the Council will expect 30% of new dwellings, (including conversions) to be made available to Tendring District Council (subject to viability testing) or its nominated partner(s) to acquire at a proportionate discounted value for use as affordable or council housing. PlacesAs an alternative, the Council will accept a minimum 10% of new dwellings, (including conversions) to be made available to Tendring District Council or its nominated partner(s) to acquire at a proportionate discounted value for use as council housing alongside a financial contribution towards the construction or acquisition of property for use as council housing equivalent to delivering the remainder of the 30% requirement’.Paragraph 5 states that the ‘size and type of council housing will be specified by the Council on a case-by-case basis having regard to the latest housing needs register and will be the subject of negotiation between the Council and the developer or applicant’. It is not clear as worded whether this statement also refers to ‘Affordable Housing’. Notwithstanding the above, Para 5 purely refers to the Housing Needs Register. The Strategic Housing Market Assessment (Jan 2016) includes an assessment of ‘additional units required to meet housing need in Tendring’ and ‘Size and type of affordable home required by those in need (per annum) in Tendring’ (see Tables 5.13d AND 5.14d, p145, SHMA 2016). The Council has therefore assessed the need for the size and type of affordable homes required over the plan period. It is considered that in assessing the housing need purely on the Housing Needs Register would not be fully representative of need, particularly the need for intermediate housing products. The Economic Viability Study (2017) makes an assumption regarding the split between Affordable Rented Units and Intermediate Tenures (para 2.25). The assessment recognises that there may be scenarios whereby the tenure mix needs to be flexed to have regard to development viability. The size of units will also be informed by the nature of the scheme. For instance, a scheme of predominantly apartments may struggle to include four bedroom houses and this should be recognised. In light of the above, it is considered that the size and tenure should be determined having regard to the most robust available data including the most recent SHMA, the Housing Needs Register, development viability and the nature of the development. In light of the above, paragraph 5 should be amended to read; The size and type of Affordable and / or Council Housing within a qualifying  development shall be assessed on a case-by-case basis having regard to the most recent Strategic Housing Market Assessment, latest housing needs register, development viability and the nature of the scheme and will be the subject of negotiation between the Council and the developer or applicant.16. Support - Policy PP3 (Village and Neighbourhood Centres) (p143)The policy encourages small-scale retail development to serve day-to-day needs. The Policy identifies a proposed neighbourhood centre at ‘Rouses Farm Garden Suburb’. Persimmon Homes supports Policy PP2. Persimmon Homes are promoting the land at Rouses Farm, west of Jaywick Lane and south of St.John’s Road, Clacton-on-Sea for a mix of residential development, community facilities and public open space. As part of this development, Persimmon Homes are proposing that the site accommodate a neighborhood centre which would include provision for a medical facility and retail opportunity.   The scale of the facility seeks to meet local day-to-day needs and not exceed to the ‘local impact threshold in PP4’ and as such would not threaten the viability or vitality of existing centres.  17. Support - Policy PP12 (Improving Education and Skills) Persimmon Homes support the need to mitigate the impact of development on education. Persimmon Homes are promoting the land at Rouses Farm, west of Jaywick Lane and south of St.John’s Road, Clacton-on-Sea for a mix of residential development, community facilities and public open space. As part of this development, the Masterplan includes provision for a new Primary School and early years facility. 18. Support – Policy SAMU4 (Development at Rouses Farm, Jaywick Lane, Clacton)Persimmon Homes supports Policy SAMU4. Persimmon Homes are promoting the land at Rouses Farm, west of Jaywick Lane and south of St.John’s Road, Clacton-on-Sea for a mix of residential development, community facilities and public open space. As part of this process, Persimmon Homes have engaged with the local community and other stakeholders to seek their views as evidenced in the Statement of Community Involvement submitted to Tendring Council (July 2017). As part of the Preferred Options Consultation, Persimmon Homes submitted a ‘Site Deliverability Statement, September 2016). This sets the site and policy context. As set out in the Deliverability Statement, Persimmon Homes commissioned a specialist consultant team to produce various technical assessments as part of an Environmental Statement. The findings of this technical work had informed the Deliverability Statement and the associated Masterplan. Since the production of the Site Deliverability Statement, the technical assessments and associated Masterplan work and pre-application engagement has continued. Persimmon Homes have formally advanced proposals for the development of the site for up to 950 residential units (including affordable housing) with a new neighborhood centre comprising a local healthcare facility of up to 1,500 sq.m and up to 700sq.m for shops, food and drink and community centre. In addition, the proposal includes a 2.1ha site for a new primary school and associated roads, open space, drainage landscaping and other associated infrastructure. The proposal includes a Masterplan and a series of Parameter Plans which detail how the proposed development can be satisfactorily provided on-site and create an attractive community. The application is also supported by an Environmental Statement which is underpinned by the detailed technical studies undertaken. The development would make a substantial contribution towards the delivery of both market and affordable housing, including provision for bungalows. It supports the plan and assist the Council maintain an adequate supply of housing land during the initial part of the plan period. In terms of part (a) of the Policy, this seeks at least 850 new homes including affordable housing. This is supported. As detailed above, the Master planning and technical assessments demonstrate that the site and associated infrastructure can successfully accommodate a mixed use development including 950 homes. In terms of part (b) and (k) of the Policy, this seeks a new primary school on-site. As detailed above, the Masterplanning and technical evidence demonstrates that this can be accommodated and successfully integrated into the new neighborhood. In terms of part (c) and (d), Persimmon support the delivery of a new neighborhood centre and healthcare facilities on this site. Persimmon Homes have had ongoing discussions with NHS England with regards the type of facility to meet the needs within the area and this has informed the proposals for this site. In terms of part (e), (f) and (g), Persimmon Homes have engaged throughout the plan making process and have evolved a Masterplan having regard to the Council’s objectives for this site, community consultation and various detailed technical assessments. The Masterplan would deliver the objectives of SAMU4, including the quantum of open space sought and the access arrangements as specified. In terms of parts (i), (j), (m), Persimmon Homes consider that these are sensible stipulations to which the proposed Masterplan has had regard. 19. Policy CP3 Improving the telecommunications network (p188)Whilst paragraphs 43 to 46 of the NPPF establishes that local planning authorities should seek support the expansion of electronic communications networks it does not seek to prevent development that does not have access to such networks. By stating all, new dwellings must be served by super-fast broadband potentially allows the Council to refuse a development without such provision or impose a Grampian condition preventing a development from being occupied until such networks are provided. The provision of super-fast broadband is not in the control of the developer who requires a third party provider for such infrastructure. It is also the case that the house building industry is fully aware of the benefits of having their homes connected to super-fast broadband and what their customers will demand.We are also concerned that no additional costs have been included in the viability study for such provision. The study sets out in appendix 2 that these costs are incorporated into standard assumptions on development costs. However, we consider it essential that this policy is properly costed within the viability study. In particular the cost of such a policy on smaller developments in more rural communities could be significant and should be considered separately. Without this additional evidence there is clearly no justification to support this policy. In seeking to extend broadband to homes the Council should work proactively with telecommunications providers to extend provision and not rely on the development industry to provide for such infrastructure.The fourth bullet point following part d) of this policy should therefore be deleted.ConclusionPersimmon Homes welcomes the opportunity to comment. We support the Council’s ongoing Plan making process and the broad thrust of the Local Plan. We hope these representations are of assistance in taking the plan forward to the next stage of plan preparation and examination. Yours sincerely David Moseley, Planning Manager, Persimmon Homes Essex
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