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Response to the Epping Forest District Local Plan Submission Copy 2018 for Mr 
Mark Gregory. 
 
Appendix b to the Response Form Parts A and B. 
 
1 The Council’s Local Plan Submission Development Plan Document has been 
issued without a full review of all the brownfield sites in the District and the Housing 
Capacity Study has compounded this oversight by excluding a review of all 
brownfield sites outside the defined development boundaries. It has also been 
prepared and issued independently of the publication of the Brownfield Register 
which the Authority has confirmed will not now be published until after this Local 
Plan Submission Copy Consultation has ended. Is this sound? 
 
1 The Council appears to have rushed to publish and commence a public 

consultation over the Christmas and New Year period for this Local Plan, not only 
when the public are distracted by the holiday period, such that this does not appear 
to be best practice for community involvement, but also because the Authority has 
now failed to publish their Brownfield Register as required by the 31st December 
2017. Upon informal inquiry in the Autumn of 2017 it was understood that the Local 
Plan Submission Copy would not be consulted upon until sometime January-
February 2018. However it was issued on the 18th December 2017 with the 
consultation period ending 29 January 2018 well before the Brownfield Register is 
to be completed and published.  This does not appear to be the best way forward 
as Part 2 of the Register will bring forward sites where a permission in principle will 
be given. 

 
2 This change appears to be arise from the Authority’s possible reaction to the 

Ministerial Statement and Consultation on the Government’s proposed national 
approach to objectively assessed housing need issued in September 2017. This is 
under consultation at present. If the new approach and transitional guidance is 
adopted nationally, as proposed, then it is likely to generate a far higher number of 
dwellings to be provided during the Local Plan period in the Epping Forest District 
area than is presently being planned for. This is due to the high cost of housing 
relative to local wages and this will have to be taken fully into account in later 
development plan documents. 

 
3 In order to avoid this new methodology being imposed upon a Local Planning 

Authority this Local Plan Submission Copy must be submitted by the 31 March 
2018 to the Secretary of State for Examination in due course. However it should 
not be submitted if the approach and preparation is unsound. It is considered the 
approach adopted has been rushed and therefore the Plan is unsound. Further 
explanation and reasons for this are given below, but the failure to coordinate the 
Plan and the Brownfield Register is evidence of a failure to adopt an integrated and 
comprehensive approach to the planning for re-use of brownfield land/previously 
developed land. 

 
4 The starting point for plan making is set out in the National Planning Policy 

Framework (NPPF). The purpose of the planning system is stated in para. 6 to 
contribute to the achievement of sustainable development and the NPPF states this 
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is primarily about what this means in practice, with three roles that cannot be 
undertaken in isolation. (Para.8). In essence sustainable solutions are always 
required and the re-use of previously developed land is very important even if it is 
within the defined Green Belt. 

 
5 Para.12 states it is desirable to have an up to date Plan in place. Sustainable 

development is the golden thread (para.14) and Plans should be flexible to meet 
objectively assessed needs unless there are adverse impacts or the NPPF 
indicates development should be restricted. 

  
6 The objective of plan-making is sustainable development (para. 150) and this also 

has to be consistent with the NPPF. (Para.151),  
 
7 This then requires positive planning for development and the flexible use of land, 

providing detail on form, scale, access and the quantum of development where 
appropriate, or where development will be inappropriate. It is clear with regard to 
this Local Plan and the supporting evidence base that insufficient and 
inadequate research has been undertaken to fully and properly identify 
locations that reflect the existence of settlements, defined or not, or other 
places that can be developed into more sustainable settlements, or smaller 
sites for sustainable development.  

 
2 Is the failure to include Sewardstone (and perhaps other sizeable undefined 
settlements in the District) as defined settlements with built up area boundaries an 
unsound approach to long term sustainable development? 
 
8 This is the case for Sewardstone which has significant elements of a 

sustainable settlement already in place, and an existing possible location for 
further brownfield land development. It should have been identified as a 
settlement with defined boundaries to take it out of the defined Metropolitan 
Green Belt in the Local Plan. This failure is made clear by Policy P12 where 
other villages in the Green Belt are also considered for development. 
Sewardstone, although it is mentioned in the title, is not then referred to in 
the text nor on any plan, nor any other plan within the suite of documents as 
a defined settlement in P12. It is nevertheless considered as a settlement in 
the background documents. This does appear to be an oversight and may 
reflect a rushed Plan? This too appears unsound. 

 
9 This is surprising given that the 2011 Census Built Up Area Plan, as attached, gives 

a population for Sewardstone at 653. (Census 2011 information attached). The core 
village area population will be somewhat less but should exceed 500 as an 
estimate. Other small, and a much smaller settlement have been considered, e.g. 
Coopersale understood to be around 1,000, Fyfield around 800, and Moreton about 
366. (ONS Census information and map obtained is attached). 

 
10 Sewardstone is now a settlement of sufficient size to warrant defined boundaries 

and to be taken out of the Green Belt irrespective of whether additional housing or 
other development should be allocated to it. There is also a direction for this in the 
NPPF. See further below. 

 
11 The lack of availability of any consultation prior to the preparation of the Brownfield 

Register and the lack of the Register is unhelpful. It is further compounded by the 
failure to respond positively to the Call for Sites submission for this site in 



Document file reference:    EFDC LOCAL PLAN SUBMISSION RESPONSE APPENDIX B 17554AS 
 

Page 3 of 21 

 

Sewardstone, which as is set out in Appendix A, was ignored. Other sites submitted 
during 2017 and to date may also have been ignored. 

 
12 The approach is not positive nor pro-active as required in the NPPF because: 
 

(i) The Plan looks back to the restrictive and inflexible policies that have 
always been previously adopted for the Sewardstone built up area as part 
of the Green Belt and this historic approach has been left unchanged and 
this is ill-considered. Thus there has also been inadequate regard for the 
potential for infill development that could contribute to Sewardstone 
becoming a more sustainable settlement. The principles of sustainable 
development and pro-active and positive planning are not therefore applied 
in the background documents to the Plan or in the Plan. (Again see further 
below and attachments referred to below).  

 
(ii) The only site allocation in the vicinity is in a far less sustainable location for 

which planning permission has already been given at the Pine Tree Nursery 
site on Amey Lane in 2017. The copy Decision Report for this site is 
attached to this Response. This has been primarily justified under para.89 
in the NPPF, allowing limited infilling in the Green Belt. This is not a planned 
nor pro-active approach for a settlement like Sewardstone or for the wider 
District where there is significant scope for such infilling on existing 
previously developed sites. This therefore creates pressure for essentially 
unplanned redevelopments with only the NPPF guidance for the quantum 
of development. These could then take place without planning for the 
matching infrastructure.  

 
(iii) It also does not allow for a positive consideration of the potential and 

efficient use of land, especially where such land is separated from the wider 
open countryside, or other land holdings or uses. Likewise where it is sited 
between buildings and large blocks of housing e.g. Godwin Close 
Sewardstone, or in locations adjoining settlements where sustainable 
development could take place. This is precisely the position in Sewardstone 
and in particular the Farm Tyres site lying between Godwin Close and 
Butlers Drive housing areas. 

 
(iv) Furthermore, the Plan, by leaving the built up area as defined on the 2011 

Census Plan as an area “coloured washed through by the Green Belt”, then 
gives no guidance for development whether by way of use, form, scale or 
the quantum of development appropriate to the circumstances. There is 
thus no proactive or positive drive, or flexibility inherent in this approach. 
Leaving future development to the guidance in para.s 89 and 90 of the 
NPPF is not positive planning for sustainable development. 

 
14 Relying on para.s 89 and 90 of the NPPF alone is unsound and the 

exceptional circumstances for a Green Belt Review required a more detailed 
small scale site review and assessment which the higher level more strategic 
approach adopted by the Authority and its consultants misses. 
Consequently the Plan is unsound. This is considered further below. 
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3 Has there been an effective review of Green Belt Boundaries as required by the 
NPPF when preparing a development plan as these are exceptional circumstances? 
Have the locations of previously developed land in the Green Belt and adjoining 
settlements, defined or otherwise, been properly assessed?  It appears that the 
evidence base does not suggest so given the assessment approach to 
Sewardstone, and possibly other settlements. Therefore is the Plan is unsound? 
 
15 The making of a new plan is an exceptional circumstance for the review of the 

Green Belt boundaries. Para. 83 of the NPPF makes it clear that boundaries should 
be reviewed. This should also include where there are presently no boundaries 
such as at Sewardstone. Other smaller settlements in the District have defined 
boundaries. Why not Sewardstone? 

 
16 Thus the weighted guidance and twelve principles as set out in para. 17 is 

not followed and it is now highly likely that future development will not be 
genuinely plan led in Sewardstone and possibly other locations.  

 
17 The NPPF does discourage new isolated houses in the countryside but it allows for 

a positive and pro-active approach to non-isolated housing in the countryside which 
cause no harm to its intrinsic character and beauty. Likewise housing on brownfield 
or previously developed land currently within the Green Belt can readily be taken 
out of the defined Green Belt area especially where the Green Belt function has 
been compromised. This is the case in the core area of Sewardstone, with the Farm 
Tyres land and former Headlands, and it could have and should have been 
redefined as residential or other development land to be part of an existing 
settlement. This has been undertaken for land around Waltham Abbey for 
example where large areas of greenfield green belt land are being re-
allocated for development despite their lower status in the sequential 
approach said to have been adopted in the Plan and in Plan-making. 
(Brownfield land in the Green Belt should be considered first. See further 
below). 

 
18 It is therefore likely that there are other areas with smaller sites adjoining existing 

settlements where there will be little or limited adverse impacts on the wider Green 
Belt that should be excluded and defined for development. The Authority itself is 
demonstrating this for a small brownfield site in the same Local Plan area of 
Waltham Abbey Parish. See in particular the planning decision report appended for 
land at Pine Tree Nursery in Avey Lane. This is attached and permission was 
granted in 2017. The retrospective inclusion of this site in the Local Plan with other 
sites in the Local Plan Appendix 6d after a planning decision to allow development 
for eight dwellings, reflects in my view the consequences of a failure of positive 
planning. (Site reference WAL.R7. Planning permission reference: (EPF/2881/16)). 

 
19 In the case of the Farm Tyres and adjoining land there is scope for at least 9 

dwellings to be built as two storey houses with scope for more dwellings if some 
smaller flats are substituted for some houses. A final scheme of appropriate size 
and mix might offer perhaps up to 12-15 dwellings on the previously developed land 
which the Farm Tyres land with the bungalow comprises within a single freehold 
ownership. (See the feasibility drawing prepared by Medusa Design as attached). 

 
20 The Farm tyres site with the former Headlands could offer at least 9, or up to 15 

dwellings with flats. Potentially, with other brownfield sites perhaps missed by the 
approach and the methodology adopted by the Authority, more such sites could be 
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properly identified and this might well reduce significantly the amount of greenfield 
land required to meet the currently adopted objectively assessed housing need 
across the District. It could also contribute to the probable even higher levels of 
housing needed to meet a revision of the assessment of housing need to accord 
with the September 2017 Ministerial Statement 2017. It could also help to secure 
sufficient scope for new housing sites to help exceed any minimum target provision 
over the life of the Plan, when finally adopted. 

 
21 The Plan thus fails to meet Objective A1 of the Local Plan, to encourage use 

of previously developed land. This appears unsound. 
 
22 Where a site suitable for new housing could be located in or by villages or 

settlements with some services, such places where there is water gas and 
electricity availability, as is the case in the Sewardstone Road area, then this is a 
more sustainable location for development than in locations where these utilities 
are not readily available. (Whether the settlement is formally defined as a 
settlement; or not, e.g. Pine Trees Nursery in Avey Lane, very distant from other 
dwellings and services). 

 
23 The Local Plan in para. 2.66 sets out the sequential approach the Authority says it 

has adopted. Step 4 considers previously developed land within the Green Belt. 
Step 5 then considers Green Belt/Greenfield land on the edge of settlements, with 
a preference for the least valuable land to the Green Belt (4a). It does not restrict 
the assessment of such land on the edge of settlements to defined settlement 
boundaries. 

 
4 It appears that the sequential approach as adopted compared to how it has 

been undertaken is flawed. It should give great weight to the identification of 
previously developed land, including smaller sites and land in the Green Belt, 
and to such land adjoining undefined settlements. It should have a policy to 
consider sustainable redevelopment where these circumstances apply. Has 
this been achieved or is the Plan unsound? 

 
24 Policy SP2 follows the above approach for the Plan period 2011-2033. See also 

SP2A4, A5 and A6. Policy SP2 then restricts granting permission to the 
allocated sites under SP2C. Even where there is previously developed land 
in the Green Belt unallocated sites are left without the positive weight of an 
adopted policy in the Plan to guide the type and quantum of development. 
This will lead to the more restrictive approach in the NPPF being applied and 
so failing to maximise the scope for sustainable developments and efficient 
re-use of land. 

 
25 Policy SP6 confirms the restricted approach to the revisions of the Green Belt 

boundaries based upon the Green Belt Review and does not include Sewardstone 
built up area as an area to be amended. The policy SP6 and Map 2.5 requires 
amendment to take Sewardstone out of the Green Belt and redefine it as a 
settlement with defined boundaries to include the Farm Tyres site. In the 
alternative the Farm Tyres site needs to be taken out of the Green Belt as has 
the Pine Trees Nursery site in Avey Lane, both being previously developed 
and both having potential adverse impacts on residential properties nearby 
as the use is not controlled by conditions. 
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26 The methodology, review and approach and the policies to be adopted are in 
essence in conflict, and as a result the Plan is unsound. 

 
5 Should the Sewardstone settlement have been defined as a settlement with 
settlement boundaries given its size for at least the core area, and if so should these 
have allowed for some local additional edge of settlement development? Does the 
Sewardstone settlement itself contribute to the openness of the Green Belt. If not, 
the settlement and the Farm Tyres site should be excluded from the Green Belt. 
Accordingly is this part of the Plan unsound? 
 
27 Sewardstone is not defined as a settlement in this Local Plan although not only are 

there utilities available but there are further local facilities and services available 
within the wider built up area that comprises the settlement. This is approximately 
the built up area plan used by Office for National Statistics to estimate the 
Sewardstone population as attached. Facilities include for example, a shop at the 
Texaco Garage and a delicatessen almost opposite at Netherhouse Farm, for 
everyday essentials, and a number of public houses and a hotel, as well as some 
nearby farm gate sales of various kinds. These are all within reasonable walking or 
cycling distances, and where there are maintained paths and lighting, these assist 
in supporting Sewardstone as a reasonably sustainable location for the 600 plus 
residents.  

 
28 This all the more the case as there are public transport services available along the 

Sewardstone Road. The 215 bus route runs from Walthamstow Central 
Underground Station on the Victoria Line to the Lee Valley Camp Site which is 
located about 0.7 miles or a 14 minute walk south of the Farm Tyres land. (From 
Google Maps). The route operates Monday to Friday approximately every 20 
minutes from 05.45 to 23.26 hours. It also operates regularly on Saturday and 
Sunday and gives access to the London Underground and Overground services at 
Stations en route. 

 
29 The 505 bus stops close to the property at Freddies and the Plough, and this is a 

Trusty Bus operated service running services connecting Sewardstone with 
Chingford Station, Harlow, and Waltham Abbey. It operates 5-6 times a day 
Monday to Saturday. There is no Sunday service.  

 
30 Sewardstone is well connected to the road network with the M25 not far to the north, 

and the North Circular A406 to the south. There is a country park not far to the north 
at Gunpowder Mills. There are accessible Epping Forest Walks across 
Netherhouse Farm and in the wider Lee Valley and Epping Forest areas and open 
countryside is also close by. 

 
31 There are schools reasonably close by: 
 
 High Beech Primary School 1.4 miles distant. 
 Yardley Primary School 2.0 mile distant. (215 bus route part of way). 

There are secondary schools at Waltham Abbey and Roding Valley (4 miles). 
 
32 Further shopping is available at Waltham Abbey and the southern end of 

Sewardstone Road in the London Borough of Waltham Forest. 
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33 Sewardstone therefore has the physical characteristics and appearance of a large 
village settlement with accessible services. Accordingly it is a location that should 
be considered positively and flexibly and defined as such. 

 
34 Para. 2.19 of the Stage 2 Green Belt Review by LUC for Epping Forest District 

Council refers to Sewardstone in the context of six hamlets to be considered: 
 
 “Six hamlets were identified for inclusion, as exceptions to this general principle, 

because: • Known development management concerns exist around the potential 
erosion of Green Belt policy (High Beach); or • The hamlet is within an area of the 
District that is in close proximity to a large built up area, where detailed assessment 
is necessary (Lower Sheering, Epping Green, Sewardstone); or Epping Forest 
District Green Belt Assessment: Stage 2 10 August 2016 • The Green Belt currently 
“washes over” a settlement where the continued designation should be assessed 
for suitability (Moreton and Willingale)”. 

  
35 Table 2.3 sets out areas for further assessment and included: 
  

“The Green Belt land within the defined buffer by Hawes Lane and Sewardstone 
Road to the north, tracks to the east and absolute constraints to the south and to 
the west. The identified area is extended to join Gilwell Hill and the District boundary 
to the south, to ensure a continuous assessment of the land between settlements”. 

 
36 Table 4.1 summarised their assessment based upon the four purposes of the 

Green Belt and it was concluded that Sewardstone with regard to parcels 059.1 
and 059.2 would have very high harm to the Green Belt. Parcel 059.1 accords more 
closely to the Farm Tyres area.  

 
37 However para. 3.1 makes clear the assessment was based upon areas 

adjacent to existing settlements and did not consider taking the settlement 
itself out of the Green Belt or small adjoining parcels of previously developed 
land as the NPPF requires to be considered in the exceptional 
circumstances. 

 
38 The Review undertaken was therefore was too “high level” and too strategic 

an assessment to pick up smaller sites previously within and adjoining 
settlements in the Green Belt, especially those washed through settlements 
like Sewardstone and consider removal from the Green Belt. There is no 
reference to NPPF para. 86 in the assessment. 

 
39 This is confirmed by the Technical Annexe Section dealing with Sewardstone. 

(Extract attached). The red line assessment extends much further from the existing 
settlement boundaries which are relatively well defined around Godwin Close to 
Butlers Drive and a southern ribbon development west of Sewardstone Road. 
Major strategic development, would, it concluded, tend to coalesce Waltham Abbey 
and Chingford as reasonably concluded. This confirms a high level overview of 
larger development but it gives no consideration to taking the existing settlement 
out of the Green Belt nor any small extension thereto on any previously developed 
land.  

 
40 The assessment was simply too “broad brush” and insufficiently detailed 

and did not address whether Sewardstone could be defined by boundaries 
as a settlement and suitable for small scale development. The Local Plan 
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then relies upon this high level assessment and this was and remains 
unsound. It also does not sufficiently accord with the NPPF, especially para. 
85 where there is no need to keep the settlement and other previously 
developed land open. 

 
41  It is also clear that para. 86 of the NPPF applies. The core areas of Sewardstone 

village makes no important contribution to the openness of the Green Belt in itself; 
it has no open character. This paragraph also directs the village be taken out 
of and excluded from the Green Belt. 

 
42 Table 4.3 lists anomalies but the Farm Tyres site was not identified, nor anywhere 

else in Sewardstone, although later the Pine Trees site was added to the Local Plan 
by reason of a permission and taken out of the Green Belt. 

 
43 The Plan, the evidence base, and the technical assessments fail to properly 

follow the requirements of the NPPF, in its entirety, as it should do, and in 
these circumstances the Plan is therefore unsound. 

 
44 When the Arup Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) was undertaken it 

considered a large area of adjoining land and a small part of the Farm Tyres site 
towards the rear of the site. It did not include the Farm Tyres buildings sited towards 
the Sewardstone Road. It was appended to the Call for Sites submission I made in 
July 2017 as evidence of suitability for development and is attached to Appendix A. 

 
45 The relevant page from the Arup SEA of the adjoining site and a small part of the 

Farm Tyres sites makes clear that there are no fundamental physical or ecological 
constraints that would adversely affect development potential of that site nor would 
logically also constrain development of the Farm Tyres Site together with 
Headlands. Although no detailed SEA of all of the Farm Tyres site has been 
undertaken this partial SEA is fully indicative of an acceptable location and site for 
sustainable development without constraint save for Green Belt purposes. 

 
46 NPPF para. 182 directs that Examinations have to confirm a positive preparation of 

this Local Plan. This fails to be demonstrated by the Authority for brownfield land in 
the District. 

 
47 In the matters considered above, in a number of respects, it has not been 

positively or pro-actively prepared for the many reasons given above with 
regard to: 
previously developed land,  
housing capacity assessments,  
green belt boundaries assessments and boundaries  and para. 86 of the 
NPPF, and 
the reliance on para.s 89 and 90 of the NPPF to guide development in and 
around Sewardstone, as both a village and settlement. 

 
48 This is not positive planning. There is a failure to exclude the Farm Tyres site 

comprising previously developed land from the Green Belt and the exclusion 
of Sewardstone core area from the Green Belt to accord with the NPPF. 

 
49 It is therefore not consistent with the National Planning Policy Framework as 

it fails two of the three criteria in para. 182 and therefore also the fourth 
criterion.  
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50 This is important for future decision taking as the planning system remains plan-

led. Para. 187 requires local planning authorities for look for solutions not problems, 
and the presumption in favour of sustainable development should be allowed to 
apply (para.197). This Plan does not provide for this. 

 
51 The proposed Policy P12 requires amendment to properly mention and give 

Sewardstone core village area defined settlement boundaries. Appendix 6 
therefore requires amendment to include Sewardstone and the Farm Tyres site as 
part of a settlement and to be excluded from the Green Belt.  

 
52 The Plan then needs to identify for release for housing development in the next 5-

15 years the Farm Tyres site. Precise timing depends on when the business has 
reached their maximum use of the Farm Tyres site and when relocation will then 
be required. 

 
53 Without such amendments the Plan is unsound. The Examiner is invited to 

agree and find this Plan unsound. 
 
 
 
Alan Wipperman BA MRICS MRTPI C Dip AF     26th January 2018. 
 
ATTACHMENTS REFERRED TO FOLLOW. 
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ONS BUILT UP AREA POPULATION AND MAP. 
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PINE TREE NURSERY AVEY LANE DECISION REPORT FROM 2017. 
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MEDUSA DESIGN LAYOUT DRAWING FOR THE FARM TYRES AND FORMER HEADLANDS  
SITE. (NOT TO SCALE). 
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EXTRACT FROM THE TECHNICAL ANNEXE TO THE GREEN BELT REVIEW – 
SEWARDSTONE. 
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