Please reply to:

treasurer@eppingsociety.org.uk
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The Planning Policy Team,
Directorate of Neighbourhoods,
Epping Forest District

Council, Civic Offices,

323 High Street,

Epping,

Essex, CM16 4BZ

29 January 2018
Dear Sir or Madam

Representation form for Submission Version of the
Epping Forest District Local Plan 2011-2033 (Regulation 19 publication)

| enclose a Form A and Multiple Forms B in response to the Local Plan Submission Version which
have been prepared for The Epping Society and signed on its behalf.

We ask that these responses are presented to the Planning Inspector in full and not summarised or
included in aggregate presentations to him. We also ask that our responses be published in full
(together with all attachments) on the EFDC website for the Local Plan so members of the
community can see what we have written.

Please will you sign a copy of this ietter as an acknowledgement of receipt today.

We have found it difficult to complete our appraisal of the proposals and to draft our responses in
the short time available. The six week consultation period was too short, especially because it
included the Christmas and New Year period when your offices were closed and many of our activists
and members were away or busy with seasonal celebrations.

Some of our members and supporters were unable to begin their analysis of the proposals until they
were able to obtain printed copies of the plan which were not available until after the New Year
office closure. Many of them have commented on the size and late date of publication of several
documents, not least the sustainablility appraisal.

Yours sincerely

Susan Smith
Hon Treasurer

Registered charity number 263649



Representation form for Submission Version of the
Epping Forest District Local Plan 2011-2033 (Regulation 19 publication)

Part A

1. Are you making this representation as? (Please tick as appropriate)

a) Resident or Member of the General Public or

b} Statutory Consultee, Local Authority or Town and Parish Council or ¢} Landowner or
d) Agent

Other organisation (please specify) The Epping Society

2. Personal Details

3. Agent’s Details (if applicable)

Title Mr
First Name Andrew
Last Name Smith

Job Title {where relevant)
Organisation {where relevant) The Epping Society
Address Line 1
Line 2

Line 3

Line 4

Post Code

Telephone Number

E-mail Address

Note about The Epping Society

The Epping Society was founded in January 1972. Its aims remain the preservation of the
environment and promotion of the amenities of Epping town and the immediate surrounding
district. It is a voluntary society of local people who have come together to mobilise opinion and
take action to ensure that the special character of Epping is safeguarded and developed in the
best possible way

The Epping Society is fully independent of any political or commercial interests and stands for
people who live in, work in or just love Epping. It is a registered charity number 263649,

We have many aims, to protect the beauty of the town, to conserve buildings, to protect the
Green Belt, to review all proposed planning in the town and environs, to support local



organisations whose aims dovetail with ours, to lobby the town and district councils on matters of
importance and wherever possible work alongside them to steer future plans for the town.

It was formed to campaign for the M25 Motorway to be concealed by a tunnel on its route past
Epping, through the ancient forest of Epping Forest, across Bell Common. Initial plans were for it
to run through a wide and deep cutting which would have created noise and other pollution and
separated the town from the bulk of the forest which bears its name.

Since then the Society has worked to conserve and improve; as part of this it holds open meetings
and responds to public consultations on development and other local issues. In its routine work it
typicaily examines over 300 planning applications each year on which it consults internally and
makes representations for or {more often) against developments in the town and its immediate
surrounding area.

The Society is an active member of the London Green Belt Council which works to protect the
Metropolitan Green Belt.

We are supported by modest membership subscriptions from a wide range of members with
whom we communicate through newsletters, meetings, email and social media.

Note about this response

The Epping Society made a substantial response to the 2016 draft local plan consultation. The
bulk of our contribution was not included on the EFDC website of responses because of a decision
not to make attachments available to the public. Having regard to that experience we make the
following specific requests in relation to this response:

1. We will seek written and specific assurances from EFDC that our response will be
provided to the Inspector in full and not subsumed in a statistical summary of subjective
analysis

2. We reserve the right to make subsequent responses if EFDC issue any additional,
replacement, modified or new material available in support of their Local Plan or if the
Local Plan itself is amended.
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Attachments to this representation form

Representation form B1 Green Beit 180128

Representation form B1 Green Beit 180128 attachment LGBC 2016
Representation form B1 Green Belt 180128 attachment Brandon Lewis 2016
Representation form B1 Green Belt 180128 attachment PM QT answer 20Dec17
Representation form B2 Density 180128

Representation form B2 Density 180128 attachment Table 3

Representation form B2 Density 180128 attachment Community densities and types
Representation form B3 Failure to consult 180128

Representation form 83 Failure to consult 180128 attachment Notes
Representation form B4 Epping South

Representation form B4 Epping South attachment Numbers

Representation form B5 Bower Vale

Representation form B6 Epping Sports Centre

Representation form B7 Station car park

Representation form B8 Library + St Johns

Representation form B9 Cottis + Bakers Lane car parks

Representation form B10 Debden station

Representation form B11 P1 Epping

Representation form B12 DM1 Habitat Protection and Improving Diversity
Representation form B13 DM4 Green Belt

Representation form B14 DM7 Heritage Assets

Representation form B15 DM9 High Quality Design

Representation form B16 SP2 Spatial Development Strategy

Representation form B17 E4+4T1 Transport and Parking

Representation form B18 DM10 Housing Design and Quality

Representation form B19 DM14 Shopfronts and On Street Dining
Representation form B20 DM12 Subterranean, Basement Development and Lightwells



Response by The Epping Society
Response number B1

Part B - If necessary please complete a separate Part B form for each representation

4. To which part of the Submission Version of the Local Plan does this representation relate?
(Please specify where appropriate)

Paragraph Policy DM4 Green Belt Policies Map

Site Reference Settlement

5. Do you consider this part of the Submission Version of the Local Plan; *Please refer to the
Guidance notes for an explanation of terms

a} Is Legally compliant No b) Sound No

If no, then which of the soundness test(s) does it fail*

Positively prepared Effective

Justified x Consistent with national policy x

c) Complies with the duty to co-operate Yes / No

6. Please give details of why you consider the Submission Version of the Local Plan is not legally
compliant, is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance, soundness of the Local Plan or compliance
with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments

We consider the Local Plan to be unsound because it is not sustainable, justified or consistent with National Policy.
We strongly object to proposals to release Green Belt for housing and employment on the following grounds:

I Proposals to release large areas of Green Belt for housing developments are inconsistent with the NPPF and
with stated Government policy, as stated by the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government.

. The Green Belt sites proposed for housing meet the requirements as set out in the paragraphs on Green Belt
purposes as set out in the NPPF and their removal would compromise the integrity of the London
Metropolitan Green Belt.

. EFDC have not shown the exceptional circumstances which are necessary to adjust Green Belt boundaries as
set out, inter alia, by the Minister of State for Housing and Planning (Mr Brandon Lewis MP) in a letter dated
07/06/2016 and widely distributed.

V. EFDC have not fully examined all other reasonable solutions for any justifiable increase in local housing,
contrary to the obligations described by the Rt Hon Mrs Theresa May MP in answer to a Parliamentary
question on 20 December 2017 in which she said, inter alia “My Right Honourable Friend is right to raise this
issue on behalf of his constituents and, as he wili know, a local authority may only alter 2 Green Belt




boundary in exceptional circumstances. In our Housing White Paper we were very clear that this means
when they have examined fully all other reasonable options for meeting identified development needs and,
of course, that includes looking at brownfield sites and building on brownfield sites.”

V. Exceptional circumstances need to be shown for each and every site which EFDC proposed to take from the
Green Belt. But in Appendix & the sites do not even state whether the land is in the Green Belt or not.

VI.  Anassessment of 169 additional sites considered for development by EFDC is still being finalised {email from
William Marr-Heenan Planning Policy Officer 22 January 2018 at 11:53:22 GMT). The Council will make the
write-up of these available as soon as possible, but it is unlikely to be before the end of the publication
period. It seems difficult to understand how balanced consideration of these sites was made if working
assessments were not compiled in a form which could be published by 29 January 2018 (EFDC approved the
local plan on 14 December 2017 and it must have baen completed some time prior to that date).

These dafects touch on legality, soundness, national policy and they are unjustified.

The removal of land from the Green Beit which is proposed is a substantial 2.5 per cent in the EFDC district, whereas
across the Green Belt generally Brandon Lewis MP (see above) reported that only 0.02 per cent had been taken for
housing in 2014-15,

Responses by the public to consultations by EFDC in 2012 and 2016, including the following summary from the EFDC
analysis of responses: “The Green Belt was one of the most frequent issues raised, and was an opposing argument of
respondents across the majority of the policies proposed. The main concern was over the principle of development in
the Green Beit, Residents highlighted the importance of the Green Belt to them, arguing that, not only does the Green
Belt help to protect the District’s rural character (a key attraction to living in the area), it also prevents the merging of
settlements and becoming another suburb of London.”

7. Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the Submission Version of the
Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test you have identified in the question
above (Positively prepared/Justified/Effective/Consistent with National Policy) where this relates
to soundness. You will need to say why this change will make the Submission Version of the Local
Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested
revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

We believe the local plan is so substantially flawed in the ways described that considerable additional work is required
to rectify the omissions and errors, Further details can be seen at the EFDC website for responses to the draft local
plan consultation in 2016 at https://planpub.eppingforestde.gov.uk/NorthgatePublicDocs/00587902.pdf

8. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at
the oral part of the examination?

| wish to participate at the hearings at the hearings YES

9. If you wish to participate at the hearings, please outline why you consider this to be necessary:
The issues are compiex and the case cannot be stated in a few words on this response form.

10, Please let us know if you wish to be notified when the Epping Forest District Local Plan is
submitted for independent examination (Please tick) YES



11. Have you attached any documents with this representation?

LGBC response as above https://planpub.eppingforestdc.gov.uk/NorthgatePublicDocs/00587902.pdf
Minister of State’s letter as above

Transcript of PM's answer at QT 20 December 2017

Signatur

Date: '2(-’,_\_(1_3-—.8



London

By email to: ldfconsult@eppingforest.gov.uk
12 December 2016

Dear Sir or Madam

Response to Epping Forest District Council’s Draft Local Plan consultation on behalf of

London Green Bel ncil

The London Green Belt Council is a grouping of over 80 organisations representing over 50,000
people with a concern for the London Green Belt including CPRE Essex, Essex Area Ramblers
Association, Friends of Epping Forest, Grove Lane Residents’ Association, The Epping Society,
Loughton Residents’ Association, Theydon Bois Action Group and Theydon Bois Rural Preservation
Society.

We consider the Draft Local Plan to be unsound because it is not sustainable, justified or consistent
with National Policy.

We strongly object to proposals to release Green Belt for housing and employment on the following
grounds;

o Proposals to release large areas of Green Belt for housing developments are
inconsistent with the NPPF and with stated Government policy, as stated by
the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government.

o The Green Belt sites proposed for housing meet the requirements as set out
in the paragraphs on Green Belt purposes as set out in the NPPF and their
removal would compromise the integrity of the London Metropolitan Green
Belt.

The following points outline the reasons why we consider the Draft Local plan to be unsound..

1. The plan is inconsistent with the NPPF.

11 Green Belt sites proposed for development perfarm strongly in relation to Green Belt
purposes.

The Epping Forest District Council {EFDC) Draft Local Plan proposes to build in excess of 9000
homes on Green Belt, approximately 80% of its total housing target. EFDC claims this
amounts to only 1.5% of Green Belt {and but these sites are of strategic importance to the
Metropolitan Green Belt in its entirety. The sites include agricultural land, playing fields,
former sports grounds and land close to Epping Forest Buffer Land. It also includes land
significant for recreation, including the start of the Essex Way Long Distance Footpath and
land with wonderful views across the landscape.



12

13

In their own assessment of its green belt land, EFDC concludes that the Green Belt sites
proposed for development meet Green Belt purposes as set out in the NPPF. They therefore
are admitting that the inclusion of these sites is contrary to national policy, thus admitting
that their local plan is inconsistent with sustainable development as set out in the
Framework.

To endorse this argument on sustainability, in their own Green Belt Stage One Assessment
carried out in June 2015, EFDC, parcelled out segments of green belt [and and scored it on
how it met the five purposes of the Green Belt. It appears that some Local Planning
Authorities are misinterpreting NPPF paragraph 80. Any of the five purposes defines a Green
Belt and a simple scoring system, as used by some authorities, are likely to be challenged.

Over 70% of the Green Belt Parcels in EFDC were scored a maximum of 5 in meeting the
third Green Belt purpose, ‘Assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment’. This
should be enough to give these parcels protection under the NPPF.

Even when these Green Belt parcels were broken down into smaller segments and re-
assessed in the Stage Two Assessment, over 50% of all segments were rated as strongly
meeting Green Belt purposes and over 20% were rated as relatively strongly. Consequently,
the removal of these sites was assessed as posing either a very high or high leve! of harm. It
is quite clear that the harm of removing Green Belt land which strangly meet Green Belt
criteria in paragraph 80 of the NPPF, considerably outweighs any benefits.

Development around Harlow undermines the Green Belt's purpose of checking unrestricted
urban sprawl.

EFDC's Background Paper on Green Belt and District Open Land states:

‘The scale of growth envisaged in and around Harlow will necessitate the delivery of
significant elements of new infrastructure, which will be located within the Green Belt in
Epping Forest District.’

Far from preventing unrestricted urban sprawl, as stated in paragraph 79 of the NPPF, the
EFDC Draft Local Plan effectively encourages it.

EFDC has not proved that the benefit of releasing land within the Metropolitan Green Belt
area gutweighs the harm.

The strategic importance of these sites for the whole of the Metropolitan Green Belt, is
extensive, It includes removing legitimate Green Belt which exists to prevent urban sprawl
and therefore ensure that towns do not merge, so safeguarding the countryside from
encroachment, for recreational uses, environmental, health, amenity and social value.

Paragraph 44 of The Planning Practice Guidance states that:

‘The Framework is clear that local planning authorities should, through their Local Plans,
meet objectively assessed needs unless any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly
and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in the
Framework taken as a whole, or specific policies ... Such policies include ... land designated as
Green Belt’.



2.1

2.2,

EFDC in preparing its Draft Local Plan, has failed to take account of the significant harm of
rermoving Green Belt for housing, despite there being a clear environmental and social
impact for both the residents of EFDC as well as neighbouring authorities.

The Draft Local Plan is unsustainable

The methodology in the EFDC Green Belt Assessment is flawed

This letter of objection has already highlighted how, even when broken down into smaller
segments, the Green Belt assessment concluded that the clear majority of EFDC’s Green Belt
performs strongly and its removal would cause considerable harm.

In addition, the methodology used in the second stage of the Green Belt Assessment
whereby the parcels from Stage One have been broken up undermines the integrity of the
Green Belt by chipping away at strongly performing parcels and therefore leaving them less
defensible against future development as illustrated by the following examples:

e [nsome areas, only a thin ribbon of Green Belt will be left between sites. F or example
sites SR-003/-0417 and SR-0158A in North Weald Bassett and site SR-405 between
Coopersale and Epping which is also very close to Epping Forest Buffer Land next to The
Lower Forest,

e Asobserved in the minutes of Loughton Town Council’s Extraordinary Council Meeting
on November 29 2016, the relatively small piece of Green Belt Land at site SR-0176 in
Buckhurst Hill.

There is no clear infrastructure plan to support development around small towns and
villages.

The Draft Local Plan proposes significant growth on Green Belt around many of many of its
small towns and villages for example:

- North Weald Bassett, 1578 housing units;

- Epping, 1060 units;

- Waltham Abbey, 674 units;

- Chipping Ongar, 589 units;

- Theydon Bois, 325 units and

- Nazeing, 284 units.

While the Draft Local Plan states that EFDC will only lose 1.5% of its Green Belt, it does not
break this down according to each of the villages and small towns which stand to lose their
surrounding Green Belt. Our members have found it difficult to glean this information but
some local campaigners believe the figure to be close to 20% in the towns and villages they
represent.

Chapter 6 of the Draft Local Plan, Infrastructure and Delivery, highlights that the areas
earmarked for growth are already at capacity for example in relation to health, education
and sewage, however no figures are available for related infrastructure costs. The Plan risks



2.3.

3.1

putting further pressure on the green infrastructure and is not convincing in terms of careful
traffic modelling. (This is illustrated by the proposed development East of Harlow (site SP
3.4} around Junction 7a which risks apening a new traffic corridor towards Epping and the
M25.)

District Open Land

The Draft Local Plan includes a proposal to re-designate some Green Belt land as 'District
Open Land'. The level of local policy protection afforded by this designation would give far
less protection and increase the risk of future development, further undermining the Green

Belt.
The Draft Local Plan is unjustified.

Green Belt should have been considered as a constraint when settinghousing targets, but
this has not happened.

The government has made it clear that demand for housing is unlikely to be accepted as the
exceptional circumstances needed to justify changing Green Belt boundaries. EFDCis clearly
justifying the release of Green Belt by arguing it is needed for housing.

Guidance also states that councils should take account of constraints like Green Belt when
establishing housing targets. However, instead of taking account the constraint it faces (92%
of land being Green Belt in EFDC), the Council is striving to not only meet its own housing
targets but also to contribute to those of Harlow District Council.

In paragraph 13.3 of the Background Paper on Green Belt and District Open Land, EFDC
justifies releasing Green Belt land with the following statement:

“The Council considers that the need to promote sustainable patterns of
development to meet objectively assessed needs for development in the District over
the Plan period requires some alteration of Green Belt boundaries and that failing to
deliver development to meet those needs would not contribute to the achievement of
sustainable development in accordance with national planning policy. Therefore, the
Council considers that exceptional circumstances have been demaonstrated to alter
existing Green Belt boundaries as proposed in the Draft Local Plan.”

This is in contrast to the Secretary of State statement that Green Belt should be ‘absolutely
sacrosanct’ and ministers’ clarifications in letters to MPs, for example, “we have been
repeatedly clear that demand for housing alone will not change green belt boundaries”
referring directly to the Local Plan preparation process. [Letter from Brandon Lewis to MPs 7
June 2016].

Moreover, Paragraph 45 of the Planning Practice Guidance clearly states that councils should
take account of policies such as the Green Belt which indicate development should be
restricted,

“Once need has been assessed, the local planning authority should prepare o
Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment to establish realistic assumptions



about the availability, suitability and the likely economic viability of land to meet
the identified need for housing over the plan period, and in so doing take
account of any constraints such as Green Belt, which indicate that development
should be restricted and which may restrain the ability of an authority to meet its
need.”

3.2, Insufficient accurate factual information has been provided in order to assess the
plan.

Our member organisations within the boundaries of EFDC have complained that it has not
been possible to glean accurate information about the proposals and in itself this constitutes
grounds for objecting to the Plan. Maps are not clear and Parish Councils have been unable
obtain accurate figures from EFDC.

4, Proposed modifications.
The London Green Belt Council would like to suggest the following modifications:

¢ Revise housing targets taking into account the restriction that preservation of the
Green Belt requires.

s Remove all Green Belt site allocations from the Draft Local Plan.

Yours faithfully

Richard Knox-Johnston
Chair
The London Green Belt Council
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’m Department for Communities and Local
Government
Department for ar Floor -
Communities and Sy uling et
Local Government London
SW1P 4DF
Beverley Rumsey
Epping Town Council E’: 0303 444 1735
grﬂgﬁnl-slalgoa - Mail:Samantha.pigden@communities.gsi.gov.uk
Epping www.gov.uk/dclg
E
Ci:-le g 5JU Our Ref: 2246910

Data:16 June 2016

Dear Ms Rumsey,

Thank you for your letter of 8 March 2016 to Brandon Lewis MP, regarding permitted
development rights for change of use. [ have been asked to reply on his behalf and
apologise for the delay in responding. -

Permitted development rights play an important role in the planning system,
providing flexibility, reducing bureaucracy, and allowing thé best use to be made of
existing buildings. They also help support the most efficient use of our existing -
buildings and sites, providing the homes that are needed.

The permitted development right for the change of use from office to residential has
provided additional much needed new homes, and the Government has therefore
made the right permanent from 6 April 2016 so that it can continue to play a part in
meeting this ambition.

Permitted development rights seek to strike a balance between protecting local
amenity and allowing individuals’ freedom to carry out development. Where it is feit
that it is necessary to protect the local arhenity or wellbeing of an area, the local
planning authority can consult the local community on removing the right by making
an Article 4 direction.

Yours sincerely,

Sam Pigden
Planning — Development Management



Prime Minister’s Questions: 20 December 2017
Sir Paul Beresford:

Mr Speaker, If | could draw my Right Honourable Friend away from Brexit which is about to crop up |
suspect, | believe that it's common knowledge that the Conservative Party is the Party that strives to
protect our Green Belt. It was therefore a shock to me and a vast number of my constituents in the
Guildford ward at Mole Valley when Guildford submitted their draft Local Plan. The Council are
seeking to build 57% of the houses in their plan on Green Belt. Would my Right Honourable Friend
agree that local authorities should focus their imaginations on developing buildings of sufficient
height, density and imagination on brownfield sites, not Green Belt??

The Prime Minister:

My Right Honourable Friend is right to raise this issue on behalf of his constituents and, as he will
know, a local authority may only alter a Green Belt boundary in exceptional circumstances. In our
Housing White Paper we were very clear that this means when they have examined fully all other
reasonable options for meeting identified development needs and, of course, that includes looking
at brownfield sites and building on brownfield sites. In the case of Guildford | understand the local
plan has been submitted for examination earlier this month and of course it will be examined by an
independent inspector for soundness in due course and | can assure my Right Honourable Friend
that he is absolutely right that we want to ensure that Green Belt is protected.

Transcribed from a Parliamentary recording by

Susan Smith

25 January 2018



Response by The Epping Society
Response number B2

Part B - If necessary please complete a separate Part B form for each representation

4. To which part of the Submission Version of the Local Plan does this representation relate?
(Please specify where appropriate)

Paragraph Policy SP2 Spatial Development Strategy Policies Map
2011-2033

Site Reference Settlement

5. Do you consider this part of the Submission Version of the Local Plan: *Please refer to the
Guidance notes for an explanation of terms

a) Is Legally compliant No b) Sound No

If no, then which of the soundness test(s) does it fail*

Positively prepared X Effective x

Justified X Consistent with national policy x

c) Complies with the duty to co-operate Yes / No

6. Please give details of why you consider the Submission Version of the Local Plan is not legally
compliant, is unsound or faiis to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance, soundness of the Local Plan or compliance
with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments

We consider the Local Plan to be unsound because it is not sustainable, justified or consistent with National Policy.
We do not consider it was prepared with sufficient rigour and accordingly it has arrived at unsound conclusions. In
particular:

. The evidence base provided by EFDC does not analyse the development density (intensification} of the
existing communities in the district. Accordingly the Council has not attempted to identify areas which are
under developed and potentially suitable for redevelopment to achieve a higher density with more homes on
the same land area outside the Green Belt.

. Despite repeated requests for density information the EFDC Planning Policy Team has not produced such
evidence. Among the documents it did point to was Settlement Hierarchy Technical Paper September 2015
where Table 3 shows unusable data on the number of dwellings in each community. This has not been
updated so it appears it has not been properly utilized in the development of the local plan. EFDC Planning
Policy staff responded on 26 January 2018: “With regards to number of dwellings in Epping, | agree with you
that the numbers In Table 3 of the Settiement Assessment report look odd. Those numbers may be referring
to housing density e.g. 14.8 dwelling per hectare for Epping. Technically speaking, the Council do not have
an exact record of the number of dwellings in the District, What we do have Is Council Tax record, whichis a




vary good proxy for this kind of statistic. According to the latest figure from the Council Tax team (as of 15
lanuary 2018}, there are currently 5,514 dwellings in the town of Epping.” (emphasis added). The public can
have no confidence in a local plan which appears to be built on such defective underlying “evidence”.

. If the “#Dwellings” line on Table 3 above does indeed refer to development density as suggested in each
community then it shows how much potential there may be for greater intensification within their existing
boundaries. While one appreciates there may be areas, perhaps large areas, within communities that no one
would want to develop {such as village greens, children’s recreational areas etc) the Council cannot say they
have considered all options before proposing to use 2.5 per cent of the local Green Belt. It would seem likely
that most communities have areas of housing which are significantly undeveloped compared with the density
standards referred tc in the Local Plan for future developments.

v. Despite acknowledging the possibility of greater intensification when considering sites in Epping (paragraph
5.13) this seems to have been done without access to meaningful density data as none is available as a part
of the local pfan and the approach seems not to have been used throughout the district as it ought to have
been. Perhaps density was not considered at all as there are no workings to show that the matter had ben
considered and areas rejected in each and every case.

V. Greater intensity or densification is not an unrealistic solution. See http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-england-
london-42152542 29 November 2017 “Sadiq Khan wants more density, more building upwards, especially in
outer London and around or indeed an top of transport hubs.” (Emphasis added).

vi. EFDC have not fully examined all other reasonable solutions for any justifiable increase in local housing,
contrary to the obligations described by the Rt Hon Mrs Theresa May MP in answer to a Parliamentary
guestion on 20 December 2017 in which she said, inter alia “My Right Honourable Friend is right to raise this
issue on behalf of his constituents and, as he will know, a local authority may only alter a Green Belt
boundary in exceptional circumstances. In our Housing White Paper we were very clear that this means
when they have examined fully all other reasonable options for meeting identified development needs and,
of course, that includes looking at brownfield sites and building on brownfield sites.”

These defects touch on legality, soundness, national policy and they are unjustified.

7. Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the Submission Version of the
Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test you have identified in the question
above {Positively prepared/3ustified/Effective/Consistent with National Policy) where this relates
to soundness. You will need to say why this change will make the Submission Version of the Local
Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested
revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

We believe the local plan is substantially flawed in the ways described. Additional work Is required to rectify the
omissions in order to identify areas where greater densification could be used as an alternative to building on the
Green Belt.

8. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at
the oral part of the examination?

| wish to participate at the hearings YES

9. If you wish to participate at the hearings, please outline why you consider this to be necessary:

The issues are complex and the case cannot be stated in a faw words on this response form. Additional evidence may
well emerge when the EFDC detailed write-up of the assessment of the 169 additional sites has been finalised.



10. Please let us know if you wish to be notified when the Epping Forest District Local Plan is
submitted for independent examination {Please tick} YES

11. Have you attached any documents with this representation?
Settlement Hierarchy Technical Paper September 2015, Table 3

Comparative densities of communities

Signatu

Date: 212G, \ e ¥
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Response by The Epping Society
Response number B3

Part B - If necessary please complete a separate Part B form for each representation

4. To which part of the Submission Version of the Local Plan does this representation relate?
(Please specify where appropriate)

Paragraph Foreword; 1.8; 1.10; Policy Policies Map

Site Reference Settleament

5. Do you consider this part of the Submission Version of the Local Pian: *Please refer to the
Guidance notes for an explanation of terms

a) Is Legally compliant No b) Sound No

if no, then which of the soundness test(s) does it fail*

Positively prepared Effective x
Justified Consistent with national policy x
c) Complies with the duty to co-operate No

6. Please give details of why you consider the Submission Version of the Local Plan is not legally
compliant, is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish to support the legat compliance, soundness of the Local Plan or compliance
with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments

We consider the process for consultation during the development of the Local Plan to be unsound because there was
no effective consultation process. For consultation to be effective the following conditions must be met:

I The exercise must be advertised. There has been no advertising for the current consultation. During the
2016 consultation many residents in Epping told us The Epping Sociaty was the main vector for their
knowledge of that consultation.

I, Documents must be available. For the Local Plan only 2 copies were available at the council offices for
reading in the foyer. The main report was 246 pages long plus the important Appendix 6 at 264 pages.
Supporting evidence was made available very late so preparatory reading was not possible, for example the
Sustainability Appraisal {272 pages) was not published until December 2017. No printed copies of the Local
Plan were availabie from EFDC until after their Christmas — New Year shutdown. It is not believed that any of
the multitude of supporting material (such as Sustainablility Appraisal) were available from EFDC as paper
copies. The Local Plan printed copies in the local library were available only to visitors who asked for them -
they were not prominently advertised as being available,

. Consultation should be long enough lasting to enable residents to understand what is being proposed. The
absence of printed copies effectively reduced the consultation period to less than four weeks. This is in




contrast to Redbridge (a neighbouring London Borough) where: “Official consultation on the Pre-Submission
Plan began on 28th July 2016, and ran until 30th September 2016. This consultation period lasted 9 weeks
rather than the statutory requirement of 6 weeks in order to maximise opportunities for stakeholders to
comment, and in recognition that the consultation period included the summer holiday season.” The EFDC
consultation period of just 6 weeks included the Christmas — New Year shutdown at the council and a period
when many of the public would have been involved in travel and family entertaining and religious
observance.

Iv. An officer from Forward Planning contacted on 19 lanuary through EFDC Planning Reception reported that
missing Appendices {B,C,E and F) from the 2017 Report on Site Selection would be published but it was
unlikely that they would be published before the end of the Consultation period. Accordingly the public have
been unable to form a balanced view on whether the Local Plan meets the standards required.

V. DCLA Minister’s letter 21 July 2015 “Each local planning authority should produce a Local Plan for its area,
and in doing so should proactively engage a wide section of the community so that Local Plans, as far as
possible, reflect a collective vision for areas”. We believe this standard has been missed by a wide margin.

vi. EFDC have not published attachments to responses which denies readers the opportunity to see the
substance of others’ views {Planning Policy department email 26 January 2018). A member of our Society
advised that responses from the EFDC department charged with assisting enquirers was ineffective, his
responses were not published until he asked and then one still was not put on the website and supporting
documents for the lacal plan were extraordinarily difficult for even interested IT literate members of the
public to find.

VIl Less than two weeks before the end of the consulitation period a member of staff in the “LDFConsult”
department of EFDC, which was charged with assisting residents with questions on the Local Plan, went on
annual leave. Her email account at EFDC was not supported by other staff, her emails were not forwarded
internally for attention and no out of office message was sent to correspondents. Accordingly valuable time
was wasted and enquiries had to be made by telephone and subsequently re-sent by email in order to try to
get answers very close to the end of the consultation period. This shows a casual attitude by EFDC to the
consultation and a lack of commitment to dealing with questions on the Local Plan.

For consultation to be meaningful there has to be some response by the District Council to the views expressed by the
public in response to invitations to give their views. Time and again the public have expressed themselves clearly in
favour of protecting the Green Belt, improving infrastructure for the existing population’s demands never mind the
proposed large increase in population envisaged by the Local Plan.

This can be seen in the EFDC’s own summaries of the results of previous consultation exercises:
¢ Community Visioning {2011} and Community Choices (2012}
*  Draft Local Plan Feedback Consultation Report 2017

and also on page 9 of the Sustainability Appraisal (incorporating Equalities Impact Assessment) for the Epping Forest
District Local Plan, December 2017,

Evidence abounds that the public’s choices are very different from those advanced by EFDC in the Local Plan.
Accordingly it fails to meet the standard of consultation and consensus building which is expected.

7. Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the Submission Version of the
Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test you have identified in the guestion
above (Positively prepared/lustified/Effective/Consistent with National Policy) where this relates
to soundness. You will need to say why this change will make the Submission Version of the Local
Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested
revised wording of any palicy or text. Please be as precise as possible.



We believe the Jocal plan has been produced in spite of the views expressed by respondents to consultation and not in
accordance with their views. This is most marked in respect of the Green Belt, allocation of additional homes across
the district, a failure to provide any certainty as to Infrastructure upgrades, transport and traffic and support for local
high streets.

8. if your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at
the oral part of the examination?

I wish to participate at the hearings YES

9. If you wish to participate at the hearings, please outline why you consider this to be necessary:
The issues are complex and the case cannot be stated in a few words on this response form.

10. Please let us know if you wish to be notified when the Epping Forest District Local Plan is
submitted for independent examination (Please tick) YES

11. Have you attached any documents with this representation?

Notes from a local resident

Signatur|

Date: 28 .\, T=.¢



Responses to EFDC Local Plan 2017, referring to Epping town & to EFDC in general

The processes of consulting on both the Draft and this 2017 versions were flawed, lacking
accessibility and openness. The data used in the latest Plan seems to have been used irregularly.
The Plan is poorly formulated and incomplete. The implications of the Plan are heavily slanted to
the negative, and in places defeat its stated Objectives. The developments planned are unsound,
unsustainabie and poorly reasoned.

1. The process lacked access & openness

af the tast consultation (2016) process around the draft was unsatisfactory. | sent several emails to
Idf, but only one was replied to - with the justification that they were overwhelmed. One of my
responses did not feature on the published list; when | complained it was added, but after the
closure date; so | had no indication whether the planners or Councillors had seen it,

b/ the present, 2017 document was published in late November with consultation only until late
lanuary - a short, very busy, holiday time

¢/ the 2017 plan had almost no publicity - newspaper, fliers, leaflets, open meetings, which did
happen for the 2016 draft. There seems to be no attempt to gather genuine opinion.

d/ the 2017 documents online were initially hard to find on EFDC website, it was hard to decide
which thread to follow.

e/ the 2017 documents online were difficult to use eg the main report was at first 284Mb, difficult
for older computers. After complaints, it has been released in smaller chunks, but this has limited
the consultation period for some people.

f/ some documents online had so many links to other documents that it was unrealistic for citizens
to wade through

g/ printed editions were few and far. When | asked in late December the council office had 2 only,
which had to stay in the foyer, with no photocopying facilities

h/ | understand that one could erder a printed copy - about a week lag, £20
i/ there was 1 copy in Epping library, with partial opening hours, no posters / notices
2. The process was poorly executed, executed, justified

a/ According to the responses to the draft, the majority of respondents were strongly opposed in
general or specifically opposed to certain areas of the report. See data in -
http://rds.eppingforestdc.gov.uk/documents/s49377/C-006%201Q%20Responses%20Rpt.pdf Yet
still the Council pushed ahead with the 2017 Plan. Insult was added to injury by them continuing
to refer to it as "Your Plan”. Nowhere does the 2017 version acknowledge that they are failing to
comply with the expressed will of the residentst

b/ some sites had changed, between draft & 2017 eg Epping South is perhaps 20% larger with no
explanation given. The public were consulted on one plan, but now the Council proposes a
radically different plan.

¢/ there was no satisfactory explanation of why some sites had been removed: or some towns'



shares had been changed. For example, Theydon Bois has experienced a dramatic reduction in
proposed new houses. When challenged the Council leader is reported to have sald it was
because of flood risk. Why was this assessment revised? Does flood risk change? it must cast it
doubt ali other judgments based on flood risk assessments! How confident can we be about the
data used?

d/ | was told by a Councillor that one site had been removed because a third party planning
consultant had successfully challenged the ARUP assessment. Yet these assessments remain as
reliable data in the other sites.

e/ At the big Council meeting (November?) to publish the 2017 plan, several Councillors raised
concerns and suggested changes. They were told (pretty much verbatim) "you cannot change this
plan”. So what is the point of the present consultation?

f/ at the same meeting the "shotgun to the head "principal was explained - namely if Councillors
don't vote for this plan, Westminster will impose a bigger number. So again- what point this
consultation? And what has happened to the concept behind the Localism Act of 20117



Response by The Epping Society
Response number B4

Part B - If necessary please complete a separate Part B form for each representation

4. To which part of the Submission Version of the Local Plan does this representation relate?
{Please specify where appropriate)

Paragraph Policy Policies Map

Site Reference EPP.R1, EPP.R2 | Settlement Epping

5. Do you consider this part of the Submission Version of the Local Plan: *Please refer to the
Guldance notes for an explanation of terms

a) Is Legally compliant No b) Sound No

If no, then which of the soundness test(s) does it fail*

Positively prepared Effective

Justified X Consistent with national policy x

c) Complies with the duty to co-operate Yes / No

6. Please give details of why you consider the Submission Version of the Local Plan is not legally
compliant, is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance, soundness of the Local Plan or compliance
with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments

The inclusion of this large development site suffers from a number of significant shortcomings. Individually certain of
these issues would call into question its soundness or sustainability but taken together they appear to render the
proposals as weak and inadequately prepared.

1 Consultation

As shown in the table submitted with this response, the number of houses proposed has increased very considerably
from the draft plan which was consulted upon in 2016. The public have had no opportunity to contribute to the
decision-making process. Area of site (49 Ha = 120 Acres) versus area to be developed (29 Ha = 72 Acres) — will the
rest be developed later without public participation?

The number of homes indicated for the site is not consistent with Policy SP3 Place Shaping (iii) so the public are
entitled to suppose a hidden agenda to increase the number of dwellings on the development area specified {50
hectares x 30 to 50 dwellings per hectare = 1,500 to 2,500 on this site).




2 Air Quality

Air quality (para 4.159 ~ AQMA for Bell Common area) past which much of the additional traffic from these sites will
pass may be expected to deteriorate with more homes and more traffic and an ever. The sites are adjacent to an ever
more busy M25 motorway. The site appears to breach policy DM22 Air quality. Daily Telegraph reported 4 January
2017: “A decade-long study of 6.6 million people, published in The Lancet, found that one in 10 dementia deaths in
people living within 50 metres of a busy road was attributable to fumes and noise. There was a linear decline in deaths
the further people lived away from heavy traffic.

Air pollution is already known to contribute to the deaths of around 40,000 people in Britain each year by
exacerbating respiratory and heart conditions, while previous research showed emissions can cause brain shrinkage.”

3 Travel and Transport

The site is unsustainable due to distance from schools, shops, surgeries, Post Office. Residents can be expected to
drive to shops and work and school but no road building is suggested and car parking in the town centre will not
increase and is already inadequate. Reference to the following sections of the Local Plan gives us great cause for
concern (the text has been edited). As noted in the 2016 draft plan, the localpopulation is gently aging (Figure 2.3).

5.1.2

Significant levels of growth are planned for the District, which will place increasing pressure on existing transport
services and create increased demand for new infrastructure.

The assessiment (2013-onwards) found that the following junctions have arms operating noticeably above capacity:
*  Wake Arms PH (A104 / A121 / B1072 / B1393) - Epping
¢ Thornwood Road (B1393 / B181) - Epping
¢  Station Road {B1393 / Station Road) — Epping

“further functions that could experience capacity issues as a result of growth” do not include Station Road/High
Street; Bell Common lights; cross roads in Theydon Bois ~ so where will 4,000 additional traffic movements in and out
of Epping South go?

Answer from the Local Plan: “improvements to the existing bus services and improved walking and cycling”.

NB Epping South is the opposite side of a valley from Epping town and the local population is said to be ageing.
Google Maps states it is 1.2 miles and takes 25 minutes to walk; to 5t Johns School 1.8 miles and 38 minutes; to St
Margarets Hospital or The Limes GP surgery 1.9 miles and 40 minutes, These times do not take negotiating two hills
and crossing busy {and increasingly busy) roads into account.

5.1.5 gives the answer we expected but hoped not to read

“Funding scurces will be considered further once the future highways infrastructure requirements are better known.
Limited opportunities for funding major infrastructure will mean that additional growth in the District will be largely
accommodated by making better use of existing transport networks.”

4 Site Standards

The standards applicable to this site for housing appear to be less focused on the health of residents than was felt
necessary for traveilers in the 2009 EFDC consultation “Consultation Options: Development Plan Provision for Gypsies
and Travellers in Epping Forest District”. Appendix 4 showed constraints on such sites which excluded, inter alia:

. Special Areas of Conservation at 400m (we understand that the Habitats Regulation Assessment calls for a
mitigating green space of 10 hectare minimum on this site)

. Slope of no more than 20% {and we suspect the proposed site might exceed that in places)

. Areas of high Pressure Gas Pipeline Safeguarding zone ~ we understand there are major pipelines across this
site



. Areas within 300m of a motorway - this site is adjacent to the M25
. Areas within 150m of a high voltage overhead power line — such a line passes across this site

We are not aware that standards for domestic housing are lower than for Gypsies and Travellers.

5 Masterplan is not available

Palicy P1 Epping refers to a “Stategic Masterplan for the South Epping Area which has been formally endorsed by the
Council” yet no such document is known to exist and cannot be found on the EFDC web server.

Table 2.1 shows the Masterplan as a subordinate concept yet it is used as a justification for the Local Plan itself. No
Masterplan has been drafted and no consuiltations have taken place on its nature or priorities and so it is argued the
proposition is unsound and shows a failure to consult.

6 Environmental pressure — not sustainable

Habitats Regulations Assessment of Epping Forest District Council Regulation 19 Local Plan at Table 6: Screening
Assessment of Residential Site Allocations makes the following finding: “Due to its close proximity to Epping Forest
SAC, in-combination effects of recreational pressure require consideration, However {sic), due to the large number of
dwellings to be provided this site should consider bespoke greenspace provision”. This appears to mean that the
number of dwellings proposed on a site close to Epping Forest will generate unacceptable pressure on the use of the
Forest and accordingly on-site green space should be provided to alleviate that pressure. The local people have not
been adequately made aware that development pressures arising from the local plan are such that access to the
Forest needs to be discouraged to prevent harm. There Is little doubt how shocked local residents would be to learn
of these pressures and the undoubted risk of restrictions on public access generally.

7 Green Belt impact

This site alone means 73% of the additional homes in Epping would be on Green Belt land

7. Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the Submission Version of the
Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test you have identified in the question
above (Positively prepared/Justified/Effective/Consistent with National Policy) where this relates
to soundness. You will need to say why this change will make the Submission Version of the Local
Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested
revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

We understand that additional “evidence” or written material may he published by EFDC subsequent to the close of
representations and accordingly we need the opportunity to further challenge these. The defects appear to be so
substantial that further explanation and amplification might be necessary. We are aware that local residents close to
these sites are very agitated and deserve a hearing which we would like to support.

8. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at
the oral part of the examination?

| wish to participate at the hearings YES

9. If you wish to participate at the hearings, please outline why you consider this to be necessary:

The issues are complex and the case cannot be stated in a few words on this response form.



10. Please let us know if you wish to be notified when the Epping Forest District Local Plan is
submitted for independent examination (Please tick) YES

11. Have you attached any documents with this representation?

Epping South Masterplan Area statistics summary

Signatur

Date: 29, .\, 2o\ %



palealpul JoU si joym YL Uiy padojaaap aq o) Raly “passajul Ing DJ43 Agq patels Jou Ajsuag
“pue| jjag uaain uo ||e pue Suisnoy 10§ pAieudissp v

056 BLS 90s 905
peoy Yooug
10 yinog
L 002 Yydp 9zjooz puejuadof @y oipuell  GETTG-HS
Suiddy
174 05z saufsemod|  ydp Qgfosz pue] uadg| Jo (anos puejl  £€/6900-US
peoy
ueidizisey 74'dd3 PI2Y shauwnyd
056 T8'ZE S6'8Z z6'8Y duiddy yanos}  pue TY'dd3 112 95 ydp og|9s leamnopBy|  Aaj e puey| 6900-4S
9107 uejd
uopduasap soN sduyjamp uoljdudsap |e30} yeip
sujipma Ayjsuag BH Aag BH 3lls s e H ue|d yyesg dNYv sajoN| Amsuaq Vs 3ys| sweuays| upjasays

V34V NY1dUILSYIA HLNOS SNidd3




Response by The Epping Society
Response number BS

Part B ~ If necessary please complete a separate Part B form for each representation

4. To which part of the Submission Version of the Local Plan does this representation relate?
(Please specify where appropriate)

Paragraph Policy Policies Map

Site Reference EPP.R9 Settlement Epping

5. Do you consider this part of the Submission Version of the Local Plan: *Please refer to the
Guidance notes for an explanation of terms

a) Is Legally compliant b) Sound No

If no, then which of the soundness test(s) does it fail*

Positively prepared Effective

Justified X Consistent with national policy x

c) Complies with the duty to co-operate Yes / No

6. Please give details of why you consider the Submission Version of the Local Plan is not legally
compliant, is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish to support the legal compiiance, soundness of the Local Plan or compliance
with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments

Not sound and not sustainable to convert employment site to residential within the town to which residents could
currently walk or cycle when proposed new employment sites require use of a car and are situated on the Green Belt.

We highlight the considerable loss of employment space as office space due to Permitted Development conversion of
offices to flats in the town and the resultant scarcity of offices.

7. Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the Submission Version of the
Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test you have identified in the question
above (Positively prepared/Justified/Effective/Consistent with National Policy) where this relates
to soundness. You will need to say why this change will make the Submission Version of the Local
Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested
revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.




Make this site an employment site as it always has been, not a residential site.

8. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at
the oral part of the examination?

I wish to participate at the hearings YES

9. If you wish to participate at the hearings, please outline why you consider this to be necessary:
The issues are complex and the case cannot be stated in a few words on this response form.

10. Please let us know if you wish to be notified when the Epping Forest District Local Plan is
submitted for independent examination (Please tick) YES

11. Have you attached any documents with this representation?

Epping South Masterplan Area may be relevant as its residents might well pass this site where many of them could
find work if it was an employment site.

Signature:

Date:




Response by The Epping Society
Response number B6

Part B - If necessary please complete a separate Part B form for each representation

4. To which part of the Submission Version of the Local Plan does this representation relate?
{Please specify where appropriate)

Paragraph Policy Policies Map

Site Reference EPP.R5 Settlement Epping

5. Do you consider this part of the Submission Version of the Local Plan: *Please refer to the
Guidance notes for an explanation of terms

a) Is Legally compliant b) Sound No

If no, then which of the soundness test(s) does it fail*

Positively prepared Effective

Justified x Consistent with national policy x

c¢) Complies with the duty to co-operate Yes / No

6. Please give details of why you consider the Submission Version of the Local Plan is not legally
compliant, is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance, soundness of the Local Plan or compliance
with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments

Not sound to use this site for housing without giving any proposal for a replacement sports centre and it would be
unsustainable to locate a replacement outside the town centre as it would require additional vehicular traffic on
already over crowded roads.

If EFDC plans to site a replacement sports centre on the Green Belt {a move for which they have pravious bad
behaviour), it would be unsustainable, lack community intimacy and amount to additional indirect Green Belt
development. (EPF/1400/04 related to building a new school building in the Green Belt and developing its former
footprint into high density housing. This amounted to indirect development on the Green Belt. The public had been
led to believe that a new sports centre would be incorporated in the school site but it was not done. This has created
a good deal of local distrust,)

This sports centre acts as more than just that; it is also a social community which would not work on the edges of the
town to where the users have guessed it might be relocated.




Past consultations have shown the public want a sports centre within the town. Prospective capital funds arising from
the sale of the old site, the development of EFDC-owned 5t John’s Road site and from government housing incentive
payments appear to be ample for the provision of a replacement centre. The increased Council taxes resulting from
propased increased housing numbers appear to be more than adequate to support running costs which ought to be
lower in a modern purpose-designed centre.

7. Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the Submission Version of the
Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test you have identified in the question
above {Positively prepared/lustified/Effective/Consistent with National Policy) where this relates
to soundness. You will need to say why this change will make the Submission Version of the Local
Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested
revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

Identify and consult on the site and specification of a replacement sports centre within the town centre (not on the
fringes) before any move to redevelop this site.

8. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at
the oral part of the examination?

| wish to participate at the hearings YES

9. If you wish to participate at the hearings, please outline why you consider this to be necessary:
The issues are complex and the case cannot be stated in a few words on this response form.

10. Please let us know if you wish to be notified when the Epping Forest District Local Plan is
submitted for independent examination (Please tick) YES

11. Have you attached any documents with this representation?

Signature

Date:



Response by The Epping Society
Response number B7

Part B - If necessary please complete a separate Part B form for each representation

4. To which part of the Submission Version of the Local Plan does this representation relate?
(Please specify where appropriate)

Paragraph Policy Policies Map

Site Reference EPP.R3 Settlfement Epping

5. Do you consider this part of the Submission Version of the Local Plan: *Please refer to the
Guidance notes for an explanation of terms

a) Is Legally compliant b) Sound No

If no, then which of the soundness test(s) does it fail*

Positively prepared Effective

Justified X Consistent with national policy

¢} Complies with the duty to co-operate Yes / No

6. Please give details of why you consider the Submission Version of the Local Plan is not legally
compliant, is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance, soundness of the Local Plan or compliance
with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments

The proposal is for developers to be required to make a financial contribution to access management at EF Special
Areas of Conservation but not to improve pedestrian, bus and car access to the station. Improved access would
increase pedestrian safety, encourage the use of buses and speed the turn-around of buses.

The car park is full from a very early hour and commuters from the fringes of Epping and from neighbouring
communities drive to Epping to use the underground. Additional commuter traffic can be expected from
developments proposed in the Local Plan at North Weald, Thornwood, Epping South and even the developments to
the north of the district near Harlow. Additional parking at the station would help protact local roads and shoppers
parking in the town centre and patients parking at St Margarets Hospital, where commuters take a large proportion of
the spaces already. The proposed number of houses on this site suggests there should be ample space for a second
layer of car parking which would free space for improved pedestrian and bus access to the station entrance.

Proposal for retail at this site will further undermine the High Street. Other than improved café and newsagent
facilities for travellers, this is not a welcome proposal and is unsound, as it will destroy the market town centre. This




would be In addition to the retail developments required under SP3 if the proposed Epping South Masterplan is
carried through.

The locally listed Epping Station house would be overwhelmed by a multi-storey development but no protection for it
has been included in the plans.

7. Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the Submission Version of the
Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test you have identified in the question
above (Positively prepared/Justified/Effective/Consistent with National Policy) where this relates
to soundness. You will need to say why this change will make the Submission Version of the Local
Plan [egally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested
revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

Require additional car parking, improved pedestrian and vehicular access {especially buses) and increase the number
of flats consistent with respect for existing nearby residents.

8. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at
the oral part of the examination?

| wish to participate at the hearings YES

9. If you wish to participate at the hearings, please outline why you consider this to be necessary:

The issues are complex and the case cannot be stated in a few words on this response form.

10. Please let us know if you wish to be notified when the Epping Forest District Local Plan is
submitted for independent examination (Please tick} YES

11. Have you attached any documents with this representation?

Signature;

Date:



Response by The Epping Society
Response number B8

Part B - If necessary please complete a separate Part B form for each representation

4. To which part of the Submission Version of the Local Plan does this representation relate?
(Please specify where appropriate)

Paragraph Policy Policies Map

Site Reference EPP.R11 Settlement Epping
EPP.R4

5. Do you consider this part of the Submissian Version of the Local Plan: *Please refer to the
Guidance notes for an explanation of terms

a) Is Legally compliant b) Sound No

If no, then which of the soundness test(s) does it fail*

Positively prepared X Effective

Justified X Consistent with national policy

c) Complies with the duty to co-operate Yes / No

6. Please give details of why you consider the Submission Version of the Local Plan is not legally
compliant, is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance, soundness of the Local Plan or compliance
with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments

The town has lost its Magistrates’ Court and Police Station, schools have been expelled to the edges of the community
and the sports centre is expected to be located away from the centre. The Post Office counter is in a retail shop and
the parcel distribution centre is under threat of closure. Epping Hall is to close. The Registry Office is to close with the
Library. We feel the town is being hollowed out.

If the Library also goes there will be no community facilities in the town centre (we understand a commitment has
been given to create a new library “in the town” but that does not seem to necessarily mean the centre of the town).

To lose this facility for so few (11) homes is a poor bargain.

This development would prevent a proposed link between the St John’s Road site te connact the High Street with the
large 5t John’s Road development. The only pedestrian link would be a narrow, poorly maintained pavement around
St John’s Church next to a busy and ever busier junction. Such a link was part of an earlier consultation regarding the
St Johns Road site.




The proposed number of homes on the large St Johns Road site seems unreasonably low. While the public have
expressed their views on facilities which ought to be included on this site and others have been speculated about in
public debate — cinemna, hotel, supermarket {public did not want it) and boutique retail — there ought to be ample
opportunity for housing at a higher level without overpowering or overlooking neighbouring residents and heritage
buildings.

The public have already indicated they want the development to be strongly integrated with the High Street and the
rest of the town centre and the area should include a sustainable mix of uses and create high quality public streets
and spaces. The ideas for development should make the most of this once-in-a-generation opportunity for the town
but should be practical, deliverable and affordable.

The most popular options for this site were: Provision of improved sport and leisure facilities in the town centre was
the stand-out issue with 535 of all respondents ticking this option; protection of historic buildings and respect for
histaric scale were the next two most selected issues with 401 and 382 votes respectively; provision of space for adult
education received a high response of 315 votes; protecting existing trees and new high quality public space were the
next two most selected issues with 256 and 225 votes respectively; Smaller shops / boutiques received 203 votes; and
a new or improved library received 185 votes.

These do not seem to be consistent with losing the High Street link consequent on houses on the library site, nor do
the modest number of homes on 5t Johns site work for people.

7. Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the Submission Version of the
Local Pian legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test you have identified in the question
above (Positively prepared/Justified/Effective/Consistent with National Policy} where this relates
to soundness. You will need to say why this change will make the Submission Version of the Local
Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested
revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

Modify the proposal to incorporate the suggested changes.

8. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at
the oral part of the examination?

| wish to participate at the hearings YES

9. If you wish to participate at the hearings, please outline why you consider this to be necessary:

The issues are complex and the case cannot be stated in a few words on this response form.

10. Please let us know if you wish to be notified when the Epping Forest District Local Plan is
submitted for independent examination (Please tick) YES

11. Have you attached any documents with this representation?

Signature:

Date: v, W g



Response by The Epping Society
Response number B9

Part B - iIf necessary please complete a separate Part B form for each representation

4, To which part of the Submission Version of the Local Plan does this representation relate?
(Please specify where appropriate)

Paragraph Policy Policies Map

Site Reference EPP.R6 Settiement Epping
EPP.R7

5. Do you consider this part of the Submission Version of the Local Plan: *Please refer to the
Guidance notes for an explanation of terms

a) Is Legally compliant b) Sound No

If no, then which of the soundness test(s) does it fail*

Positively prepared x Effective

Justified x Consistent with national policy

¢) Complies with the duty to co-operate Yes / No

6. Please give details of why you consider the Submission Version of the Local Plan is not legally
compliant, is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance, soundness of the Local Plan or compliance
with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments

The scale of these proposed developments of flats above car parks could significantly alter the feel of our Market
Town. Itis not proposed to increase the number of shopper parking places. We would prefer to double capacity at
one site (EPP.RE) and devote the other mainly to flats (EPP.R7). The closure of the EFDC staff car park following its
development into flats might give rise to additional competition for the few parking places and further undermine the
shops and the historic market. In addition, we believe it is wrong that workers’ car parking spaces currently provided
at Epping Library site and at the EFDC offices site will not be replaced elsewhere. This can be expected to result in
further intense compatition for the few parking spaces available in the town with a consequent adverse effect on the
High Street both because staff and customers will be unabie to park nearby.

The scale of commuting into and through Epping and the district generally is known (see 2016 draft local plan Figure
2.16 - Travel to work visualisation, 2011). As the number of dwellings in Epping and to the north and north-east is to
increase substantially there will be a greater need for town centre parking. Staff at town centre retail and other
businesses already find it difficult to park during the working day, partly because commuters fill spaces all day. We
propose an increase in town centre parking. Policy T1 Sustainable Transport Choices has not been shown to be viable
{reduction in car use) and it is incompatible with the developments on the outskirts of settlements, especially Epping
South {also North Weald, Gilston, Thornwood),




Public responses to Community Choices consultation (Issues and Options) in 2012 said “Town centre parking was
frequently raised as a problem”

Policy E 4 Visitor Economy. We do not see how the plans allow for visitor economy with key community features lost
{library is the latest} and car parking removed. The Cottis and Bakers Lane car parks are already used by staff and
commuters so customers are more and more marginalised.

Epping Town - car parking. The three parks in the town are often full, especially on Mondays. The station park is full
by 7:30am and so the Council's agents have introduced widespread restrictions to stop commuters parking in
residential streets. The Plan proposes no significant increase in parking numbers, despite an increase in population -
surely not sound?

The Plan addresses car parking with three expensive and unsightly multi-storey structures, with housing on top /
adjacent. This may be reasonable in character at the Station, which is in a hollow: aithough this involves destroying an
industrial / retail site and its employment {contrary to one of the Plan's Objectives).

However the other two car parks are on the edge of the town centre on rising ground - where multi-storey structures
will be unsuited to the setting and character of a smali market town, Again the finance for these structures is to come
from the developers; is this really financially viable? One also has to ask, where to park while these structures are
being built ~ there is no mention in the Plan.

7. Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the Submission Version of the
Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test you have identified in the question
above (Positively prepared/Justified/Effective/Consistent with National Policy) where this relates
to soundness. You will need to say why this change will make the Submission Version of the Local
Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested
revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

Meodify the proposal so that one car park has increased capacity but not in a way which overlooks local residents’
homes nor detracts from the market town character of Epping, while making use of another site {if we must) for
housing. The people of Epping would prefer to keep and increase the car parking in the town, especially as increased
development in and around Epping will ganerate more traffic (or, if it doesn’t, the High Street is finished).

8. if your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at
the oral part of the examination?

| wish to participate at the hearings YES
9. If you wish to participate at the hearings, please outline why you consider this to be necessary:
The issues are complex and the case cannot be stated in a few words on this response form,

10. Please let us know if you wish to be notified when the Epping Forest District Local Plan is
submitted for independent examination (Please tick) YES

11. Have you attached any documents with this representation?

Signature:

Date: *z/\t CN 2 ?



Response by The Epping Society
Response number B10

Part B — If necessary please complete a separate Part B form for each representation

4. To which part of the Submission Version of the Local Plan does this representation relate?
(Please specify where appropriate)

Paragraph Policy Policies Map

Site Reference LOU.R2 Settlement Loughton

5. Do you consider this part of the Submission Version of the Local Plan: *Please refer to the
Guidance notes for an explanation of terms

a) Is Legally compliant b) Sound No

If no, then which of the soundness test(s) does it fail*

Positively prepared X Effective

Justified X Consistent with national policy

c) Complies with the duty to co-operate Yes / No

6. Please give details of why you consider the Submission Version of the Local Plan is not legally
compliant, is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance, soundness of the Local Plan or compliance
with the duty to co-operate, please aiso use this box to set out your comments

This proposal seems likely to destroy or drive away to another town or district a thriving local business renting cars
and vans. In view of local parking difficulties and a policy of no car parking for flats near transport hubs (which we do
not oppose), the service of car rental seems likely to be needed more, not less.

To make the van and car hire firm move will generate additionai vehicle traffic but probably also damage a thriving
local business.

Proposals for retail at this site will further undermine local retail centres. Already The Broadway faces competition
from the EFDC-owned retail park at Langston Road, the ground floor retail units under the flats at the old Churchill
public house development on Rectory Lane and now also at the station. Other than improved café and newsagent
facilities for travellers, this is not a welcome proposal; it is unsustainable and unsound.

Scattered small groups of retail outlets have the capacity to undermine the local retail centres without any
countervailing benefits, These are not corner shops for new large housing developments but remote places to which
shoppers would, most likely, drive to shop.




7. Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the Submission Version of the
Local Pian legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test you have identified in the question
above (Positively prepared/Justified/Effective/Consistent with National Policy) where this relates
to soundness. You will need to say why this change will make the Submission Version of the Local
Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested
revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

Leave the car rental commercial business in place, eliminate retail (other than, perhaps, a tube station related café
and newsagent) and build flats above.

8. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at
the oral part of the examination?

| wish to participate at the hearings YES

9. If you wish to participate at the hearings, please outline why you consider this to be necessary:

The issues are complex and the case cannot be stated in a few words on this response form.

10. Please let us know if you wish to be notified when the Epping Forest District Local Plan is
submitted for independent examination (Please tick) YES

11. Have you attached any documents with this representation?

Signature

Date: 29 v, = B



Response by The Epping Society
Response number B11

Part B - If necessary please complete a separate Part B form for each representation

4. To which part of the Submission Version of the Local Pian does this representation relate?
(Please specify where appropriate)

Paragraph Policy P1 Policies Map

Site Reference Settlement Epping

5. Do you consider this part of the Submission Version of the Local Plan: *Please refer to the
Guidance notes for an explanation of terms

a) Is Legally compliant b) Sound No

If no, then which of the soundness test(s) does it fail*

Positively prepared x Effective

Justified Consistent with national policy

c) Complies with the duty to co-operate Yes / No

6. Please give details of why you consider the Submission Version of the Local Plan is not legally
compliant, is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance, soundness of the Loca! Plan or compliance
with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments

P1 Epping

Paragraph 5.13 identifies the fact that intensification within the existing settlement (of Epping) can minimize potential
harm to the wider landscape and incidentally {but not primarily) also the Green Belt. But in fact that has not been
done. While new sites have a higher density than the existing settlement (we believe — no data has been published to
evidence that), the existing developed areas have not been scheduled for redevelopment to a higher density (and in
many cases, a higher building standard). Similarly for other settlements. The higher development density referred to
in 5.13 is not included in policy P1 Epping nor in similar policies for other settlements, It is unsound because it fails to
incorporate the issue the LPA had itself identified as a means of minimizing harm.

7. Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the Submission Version of the
Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test you have identified in the question
above (Positively prepared/lustified/Effective/Consistent with National Policy) where this relates
to soundness. You will need to say why this change will make the Submission Version of the Local




Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested
revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

Research opportunities for greater intensification in order to protect the Green Beit.

8. tf your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at
the oral part of the examination?

| wish to participate at the hearings YES

9. If you wish to participate at the hearings, please outline why you consider this to be necessary:

The issues are complex and the case cannot be stated in a few words on this response form.

10. Please let us know if you wish to be notified when the Epping Forest District Locai Plan is
submitted for independent examination {Please tick) YES

11. Have you attached any documents with this representation?

Signature:

pate: 2\, 7o g



Response by The Epping Society
Response number B12

Part B - If necessary please complete a separate Part B form for each representation

4. To which part of the Submission Version of the Local Plan does this representation relate?
{Please specify where appropriate)

Paragraph Policy DM1 Policies Map

Site Reference Settlement

5. Do you consider this part of the Submission Version of the Local Plan: *Please refer to the
Guidance notes for an explanation of terms

a) Is Legally compliant b) Sound No

If no, then which of the soundness test(s) does it fail*

Positively prepared Effective

Justified X Consistent with national policy

c) Complies with the duty to co-operate Yes / No

6. Please give details of why you consider the Submission Version of the Local Plan is not legally
compliant, is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance, soundness of the Local Plan or compliance
with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments

DM1 Habitat Protection and Improving Biodiversity

This policy appears to apply to all development in the LPA but it is unrealistic and would be excessively costly to
enforce this on all proposed developments. It is unsound because it would suppress all small developments.
Specifically, paragraph A would be unrealistic for small sites (contrast with policy DM17 B which specifically excludes
small sites from its remit); paragraph E would unreasonably increase the cost of an application for smaller sites;
paragraph F is so vague as to offer no protection to habitat while imposing considerable uncertainty upon developers;
paragraph | does not define which applications would be “relevant” and, accordingly, unreasonably increase costs and
risks to developers.

Similar considerations apply to other policies which appear oppressive and unnecessary for small developments.




7. Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the Submission Version of the
Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test you have identified in the question
above (Positively prepared/Justified/Effective/Consistent with National Policy) where this relates
to soundness. You will need to say why this change will make the Submission Version of the Local
Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpfui if you are able to put forward your suggested
revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

Qualify the requirement to larger developments, Allow planning consents to be subject to be “conditioned” for
smaller developments where necessary to do so.

8. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at
the oral part of the examination?

| wish to participate at the hearings YES

9. If you wish to participate at the hearings, please outline why you consider this to be necessary:

The issues are complex and the case cannot be stated in a few words on this response form.

10. Please let us know if you wish to be notified when the Epping Forest District Local Plan is
submitted for independent examination (Please tick) YES

11, Have you attached any documents with this representation?

Signature:

Date: LY v, =¥



Response by The Epping Society
Response number B13

Part B - If necessary please complete a separate Part B form for each representation

4. To which part of the Submission Version of the Loca! Plan does this representation relate?
(Please specify where appropriate)

Paragraph Policy DM4 Policies Map

Site Reference Settlement

5. Do you consider this part of the Submission Version of the Local Plan: *Please refer to the
Guidance notes for an explanation of terms

a) Is Legally compliant b) Sound No

If no, then which of the soundness test(s) does it fail*

Positively prepared Effective

Justified X Consistent with national policy

¢) Complies with the duty to co-operate Yes / No

6. Please give details of why you consider the Submission Version of the Local Plan is not legally
comptliant, is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance, soundness of the Locat Plan or compliance
with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments

DM4 Green Belt

This policy is inadequate in view of the history of EFDC granting planning consent on the Green Belt in recent years in
the absence of Exceptional Circumstances. A much stronger policy is needed to prevent the LPA in future from
breaching existing policy. (Knolly's Hill Nursery at Pick Hill Waltham Abbey is in the Green Belt. The site is not a part
of the local community but a separate place beyond the village envelope. EFDC policy was to refuse development on
the Graen Belt in accordance with national policy unless there are “very special circumstances”. However, the
application for 79 dwellings was given consent {EPF/1162/15)).

7. Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the Submission Version of the
Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test you have identified in the question
above (Positively prepared/lustified/Effective/Consistent with National Policy) where this relates
to soundness. You will need to say why this change will make the Submission Version of the Local




Pian legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested
revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

Qualify the requirement to [arger devalopments. Allow planning consents to be subject to be “conditioned” for
smaller developments where necessary to do so.

8. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at
the oral part of the examination?

| wish to participate at the hearings YES

9. If you wish to participate at the hearings, please outline why you consider this to be necessary:

The issues are complex and the case cannot be stated in a few words on this response form.

10. Please let us know if you wish to be notified when the Epping Forest District Local Plan is
submitted for independent examination (Please tick) YES

11. Have you attached any documents with this representation?

Signature:

Date:



Respoanse by The Epping Society
Response number B14

Part B - If necessary please complete a separate Part B form for each representation

4. To which part of the Submission Version of the Local Plan does this representation relate?
(Please specify where appropriate)

Paragraph Policy DM7 Policies Map

Site Reference Settlement

5. Do you consider this part of the Submission Version of the Local Plan: *Please refer to the
Guidance nctes for an explanation of terms

a) Is Legally compliant b} Sound No

If no, then which of the soundness test(s} does it fait*

Positively prepared X Effective

Justified Consistent with national policy

c) Complies with the duty to co-operate Yes / No

6. Please give details of why you consider the Submission Version of the Local Plan is not legally
compliant, is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible, if you wish to support the legal compliance, soundness of the Local Plan or compliance
with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments

DM7 Heritage Assets

The policy is defective in that it seeks to place responsibility on others but no commitments are made by the local
authority which has in the past been remiss in failing to identify and adequately protect the built environment.

7. Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the Submission Version of the
Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test you have identified in the question
above {Positively prepared/iustified/Effective/Consistent with National Policy) where this relates
to soundness. You will need to say why this change wifl make the Submission Version of the Local
Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are abie to put forward your suggested
revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

Add an obligation of commitment for EFDC to be more pro-active inn seeking out and listing heritage assets.




8. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at
the oral part of the examination?

| wish to participate at the hearings YES

9. If you wish to participate at the hearings, please outline why you consider this to be necessary:
The issues are complex and the case cannot be stated in a few words on this response form,

10. Please let us know if you wish to be notified when the Epping Forest District Local Plan is
submitted for independent examination (Please tick) YES

11. Have you attached any documents with this representation?

Signature:

Date: A TR



Response by The Epping Society
Response number B15

Part B - If necessary please complete a separate Part B form for each representation

4. To which part of the Submission Version of the Local Plan does this representation relate?
(Please specify where appropriate)

Paragraph Policy DM9 Policies Map

Site Reference Settlement

5. Do you consider this part of the Submission Version of the Local Plan: *Please refer to the
Guidance notes for an explanation of terms

a) Is Legally compliant b} Sound No

If no, then which of the soundness test(s) does it fail*

Positively prepared x Effective

lustified Consistent with national policy

c) Complies with the duty to co-operate Yes / No

6. Please give details of why you consider the Submission Version of the Local Plan is not legally
compliant, is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance, soundness of the Local Plan or compliance
with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments

DM High Quality Design

Paragraph D{v) was not consulted upon so it is unsound. The development management policies, while supported in
general, are defective in detail for being both vague when clarity is needed and so prescriptive in other cases that
excessive costs could fall on smaller developments and so discourage development or else 5o load them with costs
that the quality of the works would be impaired through economic pressures. For example DM18-A is oppressively
demanding for smalil developments and seems a disproportionate demand.

The policy suffers from not having any criteria nor specifying how this will be supported.

7. Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the Submission Version of the
Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test you have identified in the question
above (Positively prepared/lustified/Effective/Consistent with National Policy) where this relates
to soundness. You will need to say why this change wiil make the Submission Version of the Local




Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested
revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

Improve an otherwise welcome policy which, as written, seems too subjective and open to political whim and
commercial pressure,

8. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at
the oral part of the examination?

| wish to participate at the hearings YES

9. If you wish to participate at the hearings, please outline why you consider this to be necessary:
The issues are complex and the case cannot be stated in a few words on this response form.

10. Please let us know if you wish to be notified when the Epping Forest District Local Plan is
submitted for independent examination (Please tick) YES

11. Have you attached any documents with this representation?

Signature:

Date: S R U o Wt %



Response by The Epping Society
Respanse number B16

Part B - If necessary please complete a separate Part B form for each representation

4. To which part of the Submission Version of the Local Plan does this representation relate?
{Please specify where appropriate)

Paragraph Policy SP2 Policies Map

Site Reference Settlement

5. Do you consider this part of the Submission Version of the Local Plan: *Please refer to the
Guidance notes for an explanation of terms

a) Is Legally compliant b} Sound No

If no, then which of the soundness test(s) does it faii*

Positively prepared x Effective

Justified Consistent with national policy

c) Complies with the duty to co-operate Yes / No

6. Please give details of why you consider the Submission Version of the Local Plan is not legally
compliant, is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish to support the iegal compliance, soundness of the Local Plan or compliance
with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments

SP2 Spatial Development Strategy 2011-2033

This policy was not consuited upon in the 2016 draft plan. The idea of creating a Garden Village at Gilston has been
imposed and not consented to by the people of the District and accordingly it is unsound.

The primary development in the sequence proposed in this policy is located on Green Belt land and the case has not
been made to show why there are Exceptional Circumstances to do so. Within the LPA district all alternative options
have not been adequately examined and on each of these grounds the policy is not in accordance with national policy.

The sequence of priorities is not logical and no justification for the order of priority has been given.

Paragraph 1.44 “Key Issues for the Plan to Address” makes clear by its omission that increased density (intensification)
was not considered (or not adequately considerad) as a possible solution to the limited non-Green Belt land in the
area. Asthe plan failed to adequately consider all alternatives the proposed reduction of the Green Belt by a material
2.5% is unsound.

Developing Green Belt land because it is held to be “of least value”, “of greater value” or “of most value” is not
permitted under national policy which calls for exceptional circumstances in each and every case. The Green Belt




review was conducted on the basis of grading parcels of Green Belt to find those subjectively considered to be less
meritorious and then to propose to build on them. That was a flawed decision methodology.

Part B of the policy states the numbers of dwellings in each settlement. The allocation does not appear to reflect local
wishes, local infrastructure or match the character of respective places. Substantial proportionate and absolute
additions to certain places has been proposed on new [and outside existing development even though various places
in the district appear to have low density of development within their existing boundaries. This observation has to be
judged because the LPA has failed to ascertain the density in existing developments (and material sub-parts of them)
so it could not have properly discharged its duty to find out and plan accordingly,

Part C specifically refers to Garden Town Communities around Harlow but the submission version of the Local Plan
fails to justify the concept of these developments nor why additional development should take place on Green Belt
around Harlow when it appears to be a low density development within Harlow. Maps 2.2 and 2.3 appear to confirm
that there Is substantial space within Harlow for development but a more general analysis ought to be provided by the
SHMA authorities and EFDC to support their proposals. The proposed Garden Villages will have materially greater
development density that the existing town of Harlow itself (so far as one can judge, in the absence of any empirical
data from the EFDC or the SHMA authorities).

There is no investigation whether, if there are to be Garden Villages, and they are to be on Green Belt, the Gilston and
near-Harlow sites are the best. For example, the A414 passes close to North Weald which could have become a
garden village with the attendant infrastructure provision. (This is not a proposal, simply an example of how the plan
seems not to have been worked out holistically),

7. Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the Submission Version of the
Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test you have identified in the question
above (Positively prepared/Justified/Effective/Consistent with National Policy) where this relates
to soundness. You will need to say why this change will make the Submission Version of the Local
Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested
revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

Rework the garden village concept and get public consultation responses.

Justify on first principles why the loss of Green Belt is possible especially given the low development densities in
Harlow nearby.

8. If your representation is seeking 2 modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at
the orat part of the examination?

t wish to participate at the hearings YES

9. if you wish to participate at the hearings, please outline why you consider this to be necessary:

The issues are complex and the case cannot be stated in a few words on this response form.

10. Please let us know if you wish to be notified when the Epping Forest District Local Plan is
submitted for independent examination (Please tick) YES

11. Have you attached any documgnts with this representation?




Response by The Epping Society
Response number 817

Part B - If necessary please complete a separate Part B form for each representation

4. To which part of the Submission Version of the Local Plan does this representation relate?
(Please specify where appropriate)

Paragraph Policy E4 Policies Map
T1

Site Reference Settlement

5. Do you consider this part of the Submission Version of the Local Plan: *Please refer to the
Guidance notes for an explanation of terms

a) Is Legally compliant b) Sound No

If no, then which of the soundness test(s) does it fail*

Positively prepared x Effective

lustified x Consistent with national policy

¢) Complies with the duty to co-operate Yes / No

6. Please give details of why you consider the Submission Version of the Local Plan is not legally
compliant, is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance, soundness of the Local Plan or compliance
with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments

Community Choices consultation {Issues and Options) which ran from July to October 2012 and the view was “There s
concern about traffic congestion and the general capacity of motorway junctions and the local road network. Impact
of road traffic on Epping Forest was also raised.” And "People felt that the difference in travel costs between the
overground rail and the Central Line needs to be addressed — to reduce overcrowding on the latter and pressure on
car parks in towns and villages with Central Line stations.”

Policy E 4 Visitor Economy. How does the Plan allow for visitor economy with key community features lost and car
parking removed or reduced through competition from drivers displaced from other places {such as the Library and
EFDC offices).

Policy T 1 Sustainable Transport Choices. How has the Plan included sustainable tra nsport choices when there are no
plans for sustainable transport, e.g. tube running increase, ability to park, park and ride offered,

There appears to be a clear public acknowledgement of traffic problems and poltution in Epping but have no solutions
from the Local Plan:

An initial analysis of traffic growth across the District, Work has shown that even without development in the
future, parts of the highway network will be operating over-capacity, in some cases by 2026 and in other cases




9. If you wish to participate at the hearings, please outline why you consider this to be necessary:
The issues are complex and the case cannot be stated in a few words on this response form.

10. Please let us know if you wish to be notified when the Epping Forest District Local Plan is
submitted for independent examination (Please tick) YES

11. Have you attached any documents with this representation?

Signatur

Date: (LC‘] A\



Response by The Epping Society
Response number B18

Part B - If necessary please complete a separate Part B form for each representation

4. To which part of the Submission Version of the Local Plan does this representation relate?
(Please specify where appropriate}

Paragraph Policy DM10 Policies Map

Site Reference Settlement

5. Do you consider this part of the Submission Version of the Local Plan: *Please refer to the
Guidance notes for an explanation of terms

a) is Legally compliant b) Sound

If no, then which of the soundness test(s) does it fail*

Positively prepared x Effective

Justified Consistent with national policy

c) Complies with the duty to co-operate Yes / No

6. Please give details of why you consider the Submission Version of the Local Plan is not legally
compliant, is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible. if you wish to support the legal compliance, soundness of the Local Plan or compliance
with the duty to co-operate, please alsc use this box to set out your comments

DM10 Housing Design and Quality

While we welcome the principle of paragraph E we note an all too ready acceptance of minor variations in the past
which negates many good designs at approval stage. We also note that thase design standards for residential
extensions do not seem to apply to commercial property or to new builds, which we propose they should. It is not
clear if this policy Is intended to relate also to Permitted Developmaents, which we believe it should.

As with policy DM9 we ask for a much clearer statement of how this policy will avoid succumbing to bureaucratic
dictat.

7. Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the Submission Version of the
Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test you have identified in the question
above (Positively prepared/justified/Effective/Consistent with National Policy) where this relates
to soundness. You will need to say why this change will make the Submission Version of the Local




Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested
revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

Tighten up the palicy

8. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at
the oral part of the examination?

I wish to participate at the hearings YES

9. If you wish to participate at the hearings, please outline why you consider this to be necessary:

Tha issues are complex and the case cannot be stated in a few words on this response form.

10. Please let us know if you wish to be notified when the Epping Forest District Local Plan is
submitted for independent examination (Please tick) YES

11. Have you attached any documents with this representation?

Signatur

Date: r\__C\_ \ _'L.S*tg



Response by The Epping Society
Response number B19

Part B — If necessary please complete a separate Part B form for each representation

4. To which part of the Submission Version of the Local Plan does this representation relate?
(Ptease specify where appropriate)

Paragraph Policy DM14 Policies Map

Site Reference Settlement

5. Do you consider this part of the Submission Version of the Local Plan: *Please refer to the
Guidance notes for an explanation of terms

a) Is Legally compliant b) Sound

If no, then which of the soundness test(s) does it fail*

Positively prepared X Effective

Justified Consistent with national policy

c) Complies with the duty to co-operate Yes / No

6. Please give details of why you consider the Submission Version of the Local Plan is not legally
compliant, is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance, soundness of the Local Plan or compliance
with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments

DM 14 Shop fronts and On Street Dining

It is unfortunately the case that many shops in the EFDC area were built in the 1960s and 1970s with shop fronts
which are antithetical to the market town character of Epping and other places. In the case of Debden Broadway the
case can be made that period shop fronts should be prefarred over traditional ones which ¢an look “twee” in 19605
buildings.

The policy should more strongly encourage refitting traditional shop fronts especially in conservation areas while
respecting the different character of the modern shopping streets. It is noted that an EFDC-sponsored retail unit at
Langston Road Loughton displays no attempt to reflect traditional design nor the rural aspect to its rear.




7. Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the Submission Version of the
Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test you have identified in the question
above (Positively prepared/Justified/Effective/Consistent with National Policy) where this relates
to soundness. You will need to say why this change will make the Submission Version of the Local
Plan legally compliant or sound. it will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested
revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

Tighten up the policy

8. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at
the oral part of the examination?

I wish to participate at the hearings YES

9. If you wish to participate at the hearings, please outline why you consider this to be necessary:

The issues are complex and the case cannot be stated in a few words on this response form.

10. Please let us know if you wish to be notified when the Epping Forest District Local Plan is
submitted for independent examination (Please tick) YES

11. Have you attached any documents with this representation?

Signature:

Date: 22X N, o= ¥



Response by The Epping Society
Response number B20

Part B — If necessary please complete a separate Part B form for each representation

4. To which part of the Submission Version of the Local Plan does this representation relate?
(Please specify where appropriate)

Paragraph Policy DM12 Policies Map

Site Reference Settlement

5. Do you consider this part of the Submission Version of the Local Plan: *Please refer to the
Guidance notes for an explanation of terms

a) Is Legally compliant b) Sound

If no, then which of the soundness test(s} does it fail*

Positively prepared x Effective

Justified Consistent with national policy

c) Complies with the duty to co-operate Yes / No

6. Please give details of why you consider the Submission Version of the Local Plan is not legally
compliant, is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance, soundness of the Local Plan or compliance
with the duty to co-operate, please aiso use this box to set out your comments

DM12 Subterranean, Basement Development and Lightwells
Paragraph B{ii) appears arbitrary and no justification is given for this limit.

Paragraphs C and E conditions ought to be equally applicable to all development in the district and not limited to
subterranean works.

Paragraph G appears to be in conflict with the Green Belt legislation which restricts development there. While the
openness of the Green Belt is its most fundamental aspect, the quantity of development also impacts its character
and ought to be restricted according to Green Belt legislation.

7. Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the Submission Version of the
Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test you have identified in the question
above (Positively prepared/Justified/Effective/Consistent with National Policy) where this relates




to soundness. You will need to say why this change will make the Submission Version of the Local
Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested
revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

Tighten up the policy

8. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at
the oral part of the examination?

| wish to participate at the hearings YES

9. If you wish to participate at the hearings, please outline why you consider this to be necessary:

The issues are complex and the case cannot be stated in a few words on this response form,

10. Please let us know if you wish to be notified when the Epping Forest District Local Plan is
submitted for independent examination (Please tick) YES

11. Have you attached any documents with this representation?

Signaturd

Date: TS,V W
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