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This document has been created using information from the Council’s database of responses to the Draft Local Plan Consultation
2016. Some elements of the full response such as formatting and images may not appear accurately. Should you wish to review
the original response, please contact the Planning Policy team:

Survey Response:

1. Do you agree with the overall vision that the Draft Plan sets out for Epping Forest District?
Strongly disagree
Please explain your choice in Question 1:

Contains considerable detail on proposed builds but NO information on infrastructure or funding to support
housing growth.

2. Do you agree with the overall vision that the Draft Plan sets out for Epping Forest District?
Disagree
Please explain your choice in Question 2:
Use derelict/Brownfield land instead of Green Belt.

3. Do you agree with the proposals for development around Harlow?
Strongly disagree
Please explain your choice in Question 3:

The development around Harlow is on Green Belt land. The proposal is not compatible with the stated aims of
the plan.
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4. Do you agree with the proposed shopping area in...
Epping?
Yes
Buckhurst Hill?
No
Loughton Broadway?
No
Chipping Ongar?
No
Loughton High Road?
Yes
Waltham Abbey?
Yes
Please explain your choice in Question 4:

5. Do you agree with the proposals for new employment development?
Disagree
Please explain your choice in Question 5:
In Nazing much of the employment force is migratory and workers travel in from outside the area.
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6. Do you agree with the proposed sites in your area?
Epping (Draft Policy P 1):
No opinion
Please provide reasons for your view on Epping:
Loughton (Draft Policy P 2)
No opinion
Please provide reasons for your view on Loughton:
Waltham Abbey (Draft Policy P 3)
No opinion
Please provide reasons for your view on Waltham Abbey:
Chipping Ongar (Draft Policy P 4)
No opinion
Please provide reasons for your view on Chipping Ongar:
Buckhurst Hill (Draft Policy P 5)
No opinion
Please provide reasons for your view on Buckhurst Hill:
North Weald Bassett (Draft Policy P 6)
No opinion
Please provide reasons for your view on North Weald Bassett:
Chigwell (Draft Policy P 7)
No opinion
Please provide reasons for your view on North Weald Bassett:
Theydon Bois (Draft Policy P 8)
No opinion
Please provide reasons for your view on Theydon Bois:
Roydon (Draft Policy P 9)
No opinion
Please provide reasons for your view on Roydon:
Nazeing (Draft Policy P 10)
No
Please provide reasons for your view on Nazeing:

The traffic infrastructure cannot currently sustain the volume, the flow, the weight of traffic and LGV/HGV's;
so imagine the impact of 600 additional vehicle movements per day Tom the proposed extra housing.

Thornwood (Draft Policy P 11)
No opinion
Please provide reasons for your view on Thornwood:
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Coopersale, Fyfield, High Ongar, Lower Sheering, Moreton, Sewardstonbury, Sheering, Stapleford Abbots (Draft
Policy P 12)

No opinion

Please provide reasons for your view on Coopersale, Fyfield, High Ongar, Lower Sheering, Moreton,
Sewardstonbury, Sheering, Stapleford Abbots:

7. Do you agree with the approach to infrastructure provision being proposed in the plan?
Strongly disagree
Please explain your choice in Question 7:

Sewers need upgrading for extra demands on local schools. Commitment is needed from EFDC that these funds
are not spent elsewhere.

8. An Interim Sustainability Appraisal has been commissioned to support the Draft Local Plan. We would welcome any
comments you may have on this.

Local plan does not clearly demonstrate need to build on Primary Green Belt.

9. Do you wish to comment on any other policies in the Draft Local Plan?

The deteriorating availability of puplic transport is promoting the growth of car dependency and the
consequential increase in traffic, congestion and pollution.
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