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

This form should be used to make representations on the Submission Version of the Epping Forest
District Local Plan which has been published. Please complete and return by 29 January 2018 at 5pm.
An electronic version of the form is available at http://www.efdclocalplan.org/

Please refer to the guidance notes available before completing this form.

Please return any representations to: Planning Policy, Epping Forest District Council, Civic Offices, 323
High Street, Epping, Essex, CM16 4BZ

Or email them to: LDFconsult@eppingforestdc.gov.uk

BY 5pm on 29 January 2018

This form has two parts —

Part A—  Personal Details
Part B—  Your representation(s). Please fill in a separate sheet for each representation you wish to
make.

Please attach any documents you wish to submit with your representation

Part A
1. Are you making this representation as? (Please tick as appropriate)
a) Resident or Member of the General Public [:I or

h) Statutory Consultee, Local Authority or Town and Parish Council D or

c) Landowner ;' or

d) Agent IZ

Other organisation {please specify)
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2. Personal Details : 3. Agent’s Details (if applicable)

Title | | | N l

First Name I | |\ ﬁ\"_f(-; |
Last Name l I | LW Tamgon |
Job Title r I | Ph\,;c.\‘ok\ Km AN |

(where relevant)

Organisation |’\T:n_ Crpan ?(\‘_,ELJ |A‘M¢ (—F;;&‘( U\Mme_\-o_|/

(where relevant)

Address Line 1 | Clo f’t\,\)g».'c J IG..\Q\._; ot |
Line 2 | | [Fen\we n oA |
Line 3 i -

ine | | L \ﬁ-’n’r \JC, |
Line 4 | | | - I
Post Code I | [Cv1 C\.}I 2’ |
Telephone a

Number r J |6H'IG S NG I

J lSzUJE'-u‘-\\:c.M,Sc/\- @ &MQC;UoCs?M

E-mail Address
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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 | SPY + -PL‘. Policies Map

Site Reference |SE€ - 6117 Settlement Ck:pp-ﬁ Of}a'\_f'
~J NJ

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 Yes I:I No I:I
) v 7]

b) Sound Yes

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

Positively prepared E/ Effective Ij
Justified Iz/ Consistent with national policy IZ/

c) Complies with the Yes I:I No

duty to co-operate

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

{Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)




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.

Sz_\e__ %‘tb‘ﬁ-b\'-q.ok ne S‘\Poﬁ-&/\ =

{Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

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

Vd

No, | do not wish to participate / Yes, | wish to participate
at the hearings at the hearings
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9. If you wish to participate at the hearings, please outline why you consider this to be necessary:

(& % 0—99‘0#\(‘”\ (.'5 P--(ETE~ ;c..-\'c A~ S o
\
COCTe o{— e G(’-J/\ ES‘““:.\‘QJ (__o\_d‘m)h;*j

af OA-}?\O C?U._r.

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

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)

Ieres I___l No

11. Have you attached any documents with this representation?

/

IZ Yes I:l No

CoRTel. .....Redacted..... SRR
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Epping Forest District Council
Submission Local Plan — Consultation January 2018

Response on behalf of The Crown Estate

Amec Foster Wheeler is retained by The Crown Estate to respond to the Local Plan Submission Version
consultation on its behalf with regard to its land interest at Chipping Ongar. Overall, we feel there is a
significant risk of the Plan being found unsound because it will not meet the Council’s significant development
needs over the Plan Period. It appears that the Plan is being submitted in haste to avoid the implications
Government’s proposed standard methodology for calculating housing needs. This suggests an almost
doubling of the Council’s housing target is required to meet the District’s significant development needs. The
Plan has gaps in its evidence base and the strategy is not the most appropriate when considered against
reasonable alternatives.

The Submission Plan fails the tests of justified, effective and consistency with national policy. The Council is
currently planning for a shortfall against its Objectively Assessed Need (OAN). Accordingly, in order to ensure
the Plan’s soundness and to better reflect the guidance in NPPF, particularly the need to significantly boost
housing supply and approve sustainable development proposals without delay, the Council will need to
increase the housing target in the Plan and make further allocations in addition to making additional
amendments to the Green Belt boundary.

In our response to Policy P4 we demonstrate sustainable and deliverable options at Chipping Ongar (Site SR-
0112) to assist the Council in maintaining a supply of housing land which could be developed without harm
to the openness of the Green Belt. The Council has assessed this site through its site assessment report as
having no significant constraints which would prevent development on the site and it could be delivered to
meet some of the shortfall in housing need. It also provides the opportunity to safeguard land to meet
additional development needs if other sites fail to deliver as anticipated without necessitating further
revisions to the Green Belt boundary and can assist in the delivery of a sound Plan.

1. Draft Policy SP2: Spatial Development Strategy

Summary: The Crown Estate considers Policy SP2 to be unsound as the level of growth set out in the policy
to 2033 will fail to meet the OAN for market and affordable housing. Policy SP2 plans for the delivery of
11,400 homes in the period 2011 to 2033 which is significantly short of the level of growth identified as being
the OAN (12,573). Further evidence recently tested through the East Herts Local Plan (within the same HMA)
suggests that a 14% uplift to the OAN is required to respond to outmigration trends from London. The bulk
of this growth will be allocated to Harlow with the balance split between the main towns. Whilst The Crown
Estate broadly supports the spatial strategy it is concerned that the level of growth currently set out in Policy
SP2 is not deliverable and does not provide a sound basis to meet housing needs in the District over the Plan
Period and also may not be deliverable within the Plan Period due to an over-reliance on largescale strategic
sites at Harlow. To be found sound the Plan will need to adopt a higher housing target responding the latest
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evidence on the OAN and allocate more sites including at sustainable locations such as south west Chipping
Ongar.

Comments on Policy SP2:

» Policy SP2 will fail to meet objectively assessed needs

Paragraph 47 of NPPF states that to significantly boost supply, local planning authorities should “use their
evidence base to ensure that their Local Plan meets the full objectively assessed needs for market and
affordable housing (emphasis added).” The Council is currently planning for a shortfall against the objectively
assessed need.

The Crown Estate is concerned that the level of growth set out in the Plan is not ambitious enough in the
context of NPPF and will not adequately address housing needs over the Plan Period. The NPPF requires that
local plans are positively prepared (paragraph 182). Itis clear therefore, that the Council’s decision to pursue
a lower figure than that required to meet the OAN does not meet the requirements of NPPF; the Plan is not
justified or effective and should therefore be found unsound.

The emphasis of the NPPF is to ensure that all policies are underpinned by sufficient evidence to ensure their
soundness (paragraph 182). The four tests of soundness include “justified”, the plan should be the most
appropriate strategy, when considered against reasonable alternatives, based on proportionate evidence.
Policy SP2 as currently set out in the Plan does not meet the tests of soundness given that the policy pays no
regard to the Council’s own evidence base and is therefore not justified. Evidence suggests that there is
significant upward pressure on housing need which the Local Plan will need to address. The following
evidence highlights that a more positive framework for the delivery of much needed homes should be
included in the Plan to ensure its soundness:

> West Essex and East Herts SMHA (2017): The basis of the Council’s chosen housing target is
set out in the Housing Background Paper!. This outlines that the 2015 SHMA identifies an
objectively assessed housing need of 46,100 across the HMA. For Epping Forest District, it
identified a requirement of 11,300 new homes over the Local Plan period (2011-2033).
However, a SHMA update? indicated that the actual level of housing need is much higher
than previously anticipated based on the latest household projections. This stated that the
OAN for the HMA was 54,000 rather than 46,100 as previously thought. This identified a
20% uplift based on market signals. Although a more recent SHMA update estimated the
need to be lower than the 2016 update, it identifies a greater need than that identified in
the Local Plan. The 2017 SHMA update® states that across the HMA, the OAN is 51,700
dwellings in the period to 2033 which is slightly greater than the level being planned for
across the HMA (51,100). The latest SHMA evidence also suggests that Epping Forest
District’s overall requirement is substantially higher at 12,573 dwellings rather than 11,400
dwellings proposed in Policy SP2. The councils within the HMA have considered a higher
target but feel that the level of infrastructure requirements along with the environmental
constraints would prevent them from meeting the OAN. Instead the maximum amount of
growth that they feel can be accommodated would be 51,100. As we demonstrate in our
response to Policy P4 there are available and sustainable sites at south west Chipping Ongar
which can assist in meeting housing needs.

» East Herts District Council Local Plan Examination: The East Herts Local Plan has recently
undergone examination. The Council falls within the same HMA as Epping Forest and the
same SHMA evidence has just undergone scrutiny throughout 2017. At the Inspector’s

1 Epping Forest District Council (2016) BPG1 — Housing Background Paper
2 OPS (2016) Updating the overall housing need: Based on the 2014-based projections for West Essex and East Herts
3 OPS (2017) Establishing the full objectively assessed need.
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request after the hearings, further information was submitted by the Council to apply an
uplift to the Council’s proposed housing target. This was on the basis of evidence from the
GLA which identified patterns of increased rates of outmigration from Greater London to
the HMA. Evidence produced by the GLA suggests that there will be a net gain of over 2,000
people per annum to the HMA, from the GLA area. Subsequently, through a Main
Modification, the Council must apply a 14% adjustment to the projection based estimate set
out in figure 5 of the West Essex and East Hertfordshire Strategic Housing Market
Assessment to reach the final OAN. If the same percentage uplift is applied to the OAN for
Epping Forest outlined in the 2017 SHMA (12,573 dwellings) this would equate to a need of
14,333 dwellings in the period to 2033. This is significantly greater than the level proposed
through the Submission Local Plan (11,400). Even if this uplift is not applied, the Council’s
evidence (see above) suggests that the OAN is still higher than then level of 11,400 being
proposed through the Local Plan and that as a minimum 12,573 homes are required to meet
the full OAN.

» Government’s standard methodology for calculating housing needs: The Government’s
recent consultation on further measures set out in the housing white paper to boost housing
supply in England* suggests a standardised approach to calculating housing needs. The
standard methodology for calculating housing needs ‘Indicative assessment of housing need
based on proposed formula, 2016 to 2026’ indicates that the projected need in Epping Forest
District is significantly greater than is identified in the Local Plan and latest SHMA evidence.
This indicates that rather than a need of at least 518 dwellings per annum proposed in the
Local Plan, the annual needs is much greater and is in fact 923 dwellings per annum which
would equate to 20,306 homes over the plan period. Whilst the Council is seeking to submit
the Plan in the window before the implications of the standard methodology come into force
(March 2018), the Government’s latest evidence confirms that the figure in the Local Plan is
the wrong figure in any event and therefore the Plan is unsound as it will not adequately
address housing needs.

The NPPF requires that local plans are positively prepared (paragraph 182) and significantly boost housing
supply (paragraph 47). It is clear therefore, that the Council’s decision to adopt a lower figure than that
required to meet objectively assessed needs does not meet the requirements of NPPF. Furthermore, since
the publication of NPPF in March 2012, the presumption in favour of sustainable development is a key
material consideration which is described in the NPPF as a “golden thread running through both plan-making
and decision-taking.” Specifically, in relation to plan- making, paragraph 14 of the NPPF states that this
means that:

> “Local planning authorities should positively seek opportunities to meet the development
needs of their area.

» Local Plans should meet objectively assessed needs with sufficient flexibility to adapt to rapid
changes, unless:

o anyadverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits,
when assessed against the policies in this Framework taken as a whole...”

In line with the NPPF local authorities will be expected to identify and manage the release of land to maintain
the momentum of housing delivery. This should be achieved through adopting a flexible approach to delivery
by not treating housing figures as ceilings whilst ensuring that sites and development are focussed on
sustainable locations that can deliver the Plan’s Spatial Strategy, such as at Chipping Ongar.

Although on face value it would appear from the Council’s housing trajectory that there is sufficient supply
to meet the Local Plan target of 518 dpa, there is a significant shortfall against the development target

4 www.gov.uk (September 2017) Planning for the right homes in the right places: consultation proposals
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required to meet the objectively assessed need (14,333 if a further 14% uplift is required as in the case of
East Herts). The Council also appears to have persistently under delivered against its proposed housing
target. It has delivered on average around 222 dwellings over the last six years against an annual requirement
of 518. This is largely due to an out of date plan (the current plan was adopted in 1998 with alterations
adopted in 2006) and restrictive Green Belt boundaries. To meet the housing target set out in the Local Plan
over the remainder of the Plan Period, the Council will need to deliver on average 671 dwellings per annum,
therefore significantly greater than previous delivery rates. The Crown Estate is a willing land owner and is
committed to bringing land forward for development to assist in the meeting the significant housing needs.

These points emphasise the need for a step change in housing delivery and to allocate more strategic sites in
the Local Plan to maintain a rolling land supply to better respond to housing needs. The Council should
prepare a housing trajectory which shows a positive position in significantly boosting housing supply in line
with the emphasis of NPPF. In addition the housing distribution should take account of the higher
requirement. This will ensure the Plan’s soundness and compliance with NPPF, particularly the need to
provide flexibility and significantly boost housing supply. To provide a more positive strategy which
significantly boosts housing supply, the Council will need to give consideration to a higher rate of growth and
allocate additional sites accordingly. Increasing the number of allocations would be consistent with the call
to significantly boost housing delivery as required by paragraph 47 of NPPF. This should include additional
land at Chipping Ongar on The Crown Estate’s land which the Council’s evidence base clearly sees as a
sustainable location for growth (see response to question P4).

» The Duty to Co-Operate (DTC) has not been met

The authorities in the West Essex and East Herts HMA have a record of joint working including several
memorandums of understanding but it appears that they may have agreed that the full OAN cannot be met
due to environmental constraints rather than seeking to agree mechanisms to enable the full housing need
to be met. There some similarities with the Castle Point Local Plan where the Inspector concluded that
conspiring not to meet the full OAN did not constitute a DTC. The Inspector concluded that:

“..notwithstanding the lengthy and detailed engagement across south Essex there is no formal
mechanism in place to distribute unmet housing need. In order to comply with the duty there is no
requirement for this to be done by any particular means. Indeed, the outcome of joint working in this
respect could take a variety of forms and it is not for me to say what they should be. Nevertheless,
the position is that there is simply nothing in the New Local Plan to indicate how the unmet need for
housing will be tackled.”

Castle Point has now withdrawn its Plan following concerns raised about an unjustified reduction in planned
growth for housing and shortcomings in the duty-to-cooperate. Given that the Epping Local Plan proposes a
level of growth below its OAN, and the HMA is also not delivering its full OAN, the Submission Local Plan has
also failed to demonstrate effective mechanisms for the delivery of unmet housing need. It could also be
concluded that therefore that Epping Forest has failed in its Duty to Cooperate.

» The Plan places an over-reliance on sites at Harlow to deliver

Policy SP2 identifies that the main bulk of growth will be delivered through significant urban extensions at
Harlow (16,100 dwellings within the HMA, 3,900 of which will be within Epping Forest District). There are
significant concerns about the deliverability of sites in Harlow and whether the local market will be able to
sustain this level of growth over the full Plan Period. Furthermore, these allocations are contingent on the
delivery of significant infrastructure to support the proposed level of growth. The proposed level of growth
at Harlow will result in some 35-40% more vehicular trips on the road network to 2033°. To support this level
of growth significant infrastructure delivery is required including major improvement of junction 7 of the
M11 and a wholly new junction (7a). This is on top of a substantial investment in sustainable travel, including

5 Aecom (2015) Sustainability Appraisal of Strategic Spatial Options for West Essex and East Hertfordshire HMA.
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a new bridge over the River Stort, to provide a viable sustainable transport corridor. The level of investment
required at Harlow will hinder the delivery of new homes in a timely manner and it poses a significant risk to
the deliverability of the Plan within the time horizon to 2033. The Environment Agency has also raised
concerns about the strategic housing allocation ‘East of Harlow’, which has the main river Pincey Brook
dissecting the site with its associated flood plain surrounding it.

To save placing reliance on a few large options and to compliment allocations in Harlow, the Plan should
allocate a mix of sites, including alternative smaller options in settlements such as Chipping Ongar. This will
provide flexibility in supply and thereby allow the Council to more quickly respond to fluctuations in delivery
than the approach set out in Policy SP2. Given the infrastructure requirements at Harlow, sites are also likely
to deliver less affordable housing. Identifying a mix of sites, including more in the market towns such as
Chipping Ongar will therefore also assist in the delivery of affordable homes.

Furthermore, it is unclear from the Spatial Strategy outlined in Policy SP2 how development on the edge of
Harlow responds to development needs in other parts of the district. The weighting towards Harlow will not
adequately address rural housing needs. NPPF and the Planning Practice Guidance state the importance of
addressing issues facing rural areas in terms of housing supply and affordability, and recognise the role that
housing can play in supporting the sustainability of villages and smaller settlements. The Plan should
therefore provide an alternative distribution of housing which more effectively addresses housing needs
elsewhere. As the main settlement in the eastern part of the district, further development at Chipping Ongar
can assist in meeting development needs for the town as well as its rural hinterland.

> Sites at Flood Risk have been allocated ahead of sites at less flood risk

The Submission Plan allocates housing sites that fall partially within Flood Zone 2, 3a and 3b including East of
Harlow. There is no evidence to demonstrate why flood risk considerations outweigh other sustainable
development criteria and the presumption in favour of allocating sites wholly in flood zone 1. The Council’s
approach is not sound; it fails the tests of justified, effective and consistency with national policy.

The NPPF (paragraph 101) states that a sequential approach to site selection should be applied so that
development is, as far as reasonably possible, located where the risk of flooding lowest. It states,
‘development should not be allocated or permitted if there are reasonably available sites appropriate for the
proposed development in areas with a lower probability of flooding.’

Where a Local Planning Authorities is to consider sites within areas with a greater probability of flooding, the
Exception Test must be passed and land should only be allocated if it is demonstrated that there are wider
sustainability benefits to the community that outweigh the flood risk (NPPF paragraph 102). No such
sustainability case exists to warrant development on land at greater flood risk.

Furthermore, the Council has provided no overriding evidence to justify allocating sites within Flood Zone 2
and 3 over sustainable options in locations in flood zone 1. As we demonstrate in our response to Policy P4,
sustainable sites exist such as The Crown Estate’s land at Chipping Ongar which are entirely in flood zone 1
and should be sequentially preferred over sites at greater flood risk.

In responding to the Draft Local Plan (2016) the Environment Agency commented that:

“You have already undertaken a Level 1 assessment. Where a plan cannot accommodate all
development areas on land outside of areas at flood risk, it is necessary to increase the scope of the
SFRA to a Level 2. A Level 2 SFRA should consider the detailed nature of the flood characteristics within
the sites containing areas of flood risk. Alternatively, you could remove all of the allocated sites
containing a flood zone from the plan, or amend the site boundaries to remove all areas within Flood
Zone 2, 3a and 3b. Of particular concern is the strategic housing allocation ‘East of Harlow’, which
has the main river Pincey Brook dissecting the site with its associated flood plain surrounding it. It is
therefore very likely you will need to undertake a level 2 SFRA.”
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The Submission Plan has not addressed the Environment Agency’s concerns. It has not removed sites of flood
risk from the plan, it has not revised boundaries of allocations, and is not supported by an SFRA level 2
applying the Exception Test.

The findings of the SFRA are not fully reflected in the scoring for the SA of site options. The Local Planning
Authority would need to demonstrate through its SA that other sustainability criteria outweigh flood risk
issues in the decision-making process with reasoned justifications for any decision to allocate land in areas
at high flood risk (planning Practice Guidance Paragraph: 022 Reference ID: 7-022-20140306). This has not
adequately been demonstrated. Sites such as SR-0112 (South West chipping Ongar) are identified by the
Council’s Site Selection evidence as one of the least constrained sites in the District. It is entirely Flood Zone
1 and has no barriers to development. It has fewer constraints than sites currently proposed for allocation
and can deliver sustainable development. However, it is not preferred over sites containing Flood Zones 2,
3a and 3b.

The Council’s evidence base and approach to flood risk is fundamentally flawed. In order to be consistent
with National Policy the approach should have followed the following steps in line with NPPF:

1. Undertaken a Sequential Test which ensures that a sequential approach is followed to steer new
development to areas with the lowest probability of flooding (paragraph 101). The preference
should be to allocate land in Flood Zone 1.

2. If following the application of the Sequential Test, it is not possible, consistent with wider
sustainability objectives, for the development to be located in zones with a lower probability of
flooding, the Exception Test can be applied (paragraph 102). The more detailed assessment should
be provided in an SFRA level 2. This has not been produced contrary to Environment Agency advice
on the draft Plan.

Furthermore, given that the Council’s SFRA was produced in 2015 it has not applied the Government’s advice
on “Flood risk assessments: climate change allowances.” The local planning authority’s Strategic Flood Risk
Assessment should have taken this into account, which clearly it has not given that the evidence pre-dates
the Government’s guidance on this issue. The flood risk mapping and evidence on which the Local Plan is
based is therefore out of date but the Local Plan has been submitted in haste to avoid the implications of the
Government’s proposed standard methodology for calculating housing needs. The plan should therefore be
found unsound.

» The Plan has not safequarded sufficient Green Belt land to meet longer term needs

In order for the Local Plan to provide a sound and sustainable development strategy, the desire to protect
the Green Belt will need to be balanced against the need to deliver homes. Given the extent of Green Belt in
the district some Green Belt release will be necessary.

Given the risks to deliverability in placing an over-reliance on sites in Harlow to deliver, the Council should
identify additional land for development to meet any shortfall should sites not deliver as expected in the Plan
Period. Subsequently the Local Plan will also need to take a longer-term view in assessing Green Belt
boundaries to ensure they do not require further revision before the end of the Plan Period and also endure
beyond the Plan Period. The NPPF (paragraph 85) advises:

“Where necessary, identify in their plans areas of ‘safeguarded land’ between the urban area and the
Green Belt, in order to meet longer-term development needs stretching well beyond the plan period...”
(our emphasis).

In our response to Policy P4 we demonstrate sustainable and deliverable options at South West Chipping
Ongar to assist the Council in maintaining a supply of housing land which could be developed without harm
to the openness of the Green Belt. It is considered that land at south west Chipping Ongar makes a limited
contribution to Green Belt purposes owing to its close proximity to Chipping Ongar and strong sense of
enclosure. The site would form a logical extension to the town with potential to safeguard land in the Green
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Belt for future development needs. This approach would avoid the incremental and piecemeal erosion of
the Green Belt as might be provided by the current strategy.

Suggested amendments to Policy SP2 to ensure the Plan’s soundness:
In summary, it is considered that the Epping Forest Local Plan should be found unsound given that the District
Council is planning for a level of growth which will fail to address the substantial housing need.

Accordingly, in order to ensure the Plan’s soundness and to better reflect the guidance in NPPF, particularly
the need to significantly boost housing supply and approve sustainable development proposals without
delay, we recommend the following amendments to the Policy:

1. The Council’s evidence suggests that level of housing proposed through the Submission Local Plan
(11,400) will not meet its full OAN. The Council should increase the rate of housing growth from
11,400 (518 dpa) to at least 14,333 (651 dpa) in order to meet the level of growth required to meet
objectively assessed needs (as identified by the Council’s own evidence base and evidence tested
through the East Herts Local Plan). Even if this level of uplift is not applied, the Council’s evidence
suggests that the OAN is still higher than then level of 11,400 being proposed through the Local Plan
and that as a minimum 12,573 homes are required to meet the full OAN.

2. The Council should prepare a housing trajectory which shows a positive position in significantly
boosting housing supply in line with the emphasis of NPPF.

3. The Plan should allocate more sustainable sites in order to provide a sound growth strategy which is
sufficiently flexible in line with the emphasis of NPPF as outlined above. Land at south west Chipping
Ongar provides a highly sustainable location to plan for immediate and longer term needs.

4. The Council will need to release more land from the Green Belt and also safeguard land to provide
flexibility should sites not deliver as anticipated (this should also be reflected in Policy SP5).

The above amendments would support the emphasis of NPPF which seeks to ensure local plans are positively
prepared (paragraph 182) and significantly boost housing supply (paragraph 47). In addition, local plans
should be sufficiently flexible to adapt to rapid changes.

Suggested amendment to Policy SP 2: Spatial Development Strategy 2011-2033

Within the period 2011-2033 the Local Plan will provide for a minimum of 43,488 12,573 new homes
allocated in accordance with the following sequential approach:

2. Draft Policy P4: Chipping Ongar

The current strategy provided by Policy P4 plans for the provision approximately 600 homes spread across
eight sites. The Crown Estate considers the approach set out in policy P4 to be unsound for the following
reasons:

» The Strateqy will not address development needs and will result in a piecemeal
erosion of the Green Belt.

The Crown Estate considers Policy P4 to be unsound as the level of growth set out in Policy SP2 and
subsequently the number of allocations made in Policy P4 will fail to meet objectively assessed needs. The
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Council will need to significantly increase its housing target and allocate more sites to make the Plan sound.
The Council’s current strategy is also only able to accommodate a level of growth sufficient to meet the
town’s immediate growth needs. The allocation of eight sites around the settlement edge would result in an
incremental and piecemeal erosion of the Green Belt which could be avoided through a longer-term
approach and the allocation and safeguarding of land for future development on land owned by The Crown
Estate at south west Chipping Ongar.

Furthermore, as noted in our response to Policy SP2 we are concerned that the Council has not made
sufficient provision to ensure that the Green Belt boundaries endure beyond the Plan Period to meet the
District’s housing needs, particularly if other sites fail to deliver as anticipated. Subsequently in order to be
found sound the plan will need to make sufficient provision to meet longer housing and economic
development needs over the Plan Period and beyond.

Paragraph 83 of NPPF states that through a review of a Local Plan, regard should be given to Green Belt
boundaries and ‘their intended permanence in the long term so that they are capable of endurance beyond
the plan period.” Paragraph 85 of NPPF also encourages local planning authorities to, where necessary
safeguard land between the urban areas in order to ‘meet long term development needs stretching well
beyond the plan period (emphasis added)’.

The Crown Estate owned site Site SR-0112 has strong landscape boundaries to all sides. There is also a large
block of woodland on the eastern site boundary which conceals the site from Stanford Rivers Road. The
strong landscape framework provides a strong and defensible boundary for the Green Belt. It also provides
a strong sense of enclosure and although development would result in encroachment into the countryside
(as would most options around the town), its visual impact would be modest. Therefore, the release of this
land would not undermine the purposes of the Green Belt. The site represents an important opportunity to
accommodate some of the town/District’s immediate development needs, as well as planning for longer
term growth needs. Further land could be safeguarded to meet future development needs and would avoid
the incremental and piecemeal erosion of the Green Belt that would be provided by the Council’s current
approach.

» The strategy for Chipping Ongar is not the most appropriate when considered
against other reasonable alternatives.

The Crown Estate’s land at Chipping Ongar (site SR-0112) provides a sustainable location for new
development and can make a significant contribution to increasing the supply housing to assist the Council
in meeting its objectively assessed needs. There are particular advantages to allocating land at south west
Chipping Ongar including:

1. The land provides a sensible rounding off of the settlement edge and is well enclosed by a strong
tree belt. It enables the council to take a longer-term view to Green Belt release rather than persisting
with the incremental and piecemeal erosion of the Green Belt provided by the current strategy.

2. The Council’s evidence base identifies this as one of the least constrained sites in the town. It has
fewer constraints than sites currently proposed for allocation and should be a priority for release
particularly if further sites are allocated in order to meet the Council’s OAN.

3. The site provides a highly sustainable location for development and in this section, we identify a
range of options at site SR-0112 which can assist the Council in meeting its development needs. The
Council has allocated other sites to the east of Stanford Rivers Road in the Submission Plan, thereby
demonstrating that they consider this a sustainable location.

It should however, be noted that the Council is yet to publish its updated site selection evidence to justly the
allocations in the Plan. Appendices B and C of the ‘Report on Site Selection’ produced by Arup in December
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2017 were not available during the consultation period. These provide the detailed analysis and justification
for the allocation of sites and therefore are critical to assessing the soundness of the Council’s strategy. Itis
understood they will not be available until after the consultation has closed. There has been no opportunity
to comment on this information during in the consultation period which appears unreasonable. The
consultation period should be extended to allow sufficient time to consider this information which the
Council has said will not be permitted. This provides further evidence that the Plan is being submitted in
haste to avoid the implications Government’s proposed standard methodology for calculating housing needs.
Subsequently, the Plan has gaps in its evidence base and the strategy/site allocations are not the most
appropriate when considered against reasonable alternatives. The Submission Plan fails the tests of justified,
effective and consistency with national policy.

Evidence based work undertaken by the Council demonstrates the advantages of site SR-0112 over other
development options around Chipping Ongar and therefore the strategy in Policy P4 is not justified.
However, more sites are needed to meet the Council’s OAN. In line with the Council’s evidence base site SR-
0112 should be a priority for release from the Green Belt for the reasons outlined below:

» Landscape: The Council’s settlement edge landscape assessment® divides the land around
Chipping Ongar into six landscape setting areas. These are then graded as being either of
low sensitivity or high sensitivity to change. The Crown Estate’s land interest in Chipping
Ongar is identified as being in Landscape Character Area 5. Therefore, the report concludes
that in landscape terms as The Crown Estate’s site is the lowest in sensitivity terms, it has
the greatest capacity to accept change out of all the development options in the town.

Development would be visually well contained by the existing landscape framework. The
Council’s site selection report also concludes that site SR-0112 is within an area of low
landscape sensitivity ‘able to accommodate development without significant character
change’. Conversely, the Council’s site selection evidence concludes that sites ONG.R1,
ONG.R2, ONG.R4 and ONG.R5 as being within an area of high landscape sensitivity being
‘vulnerable to change and unable to absorb development without significant character
change’.

The release of land at site SR-0112 being in the least sensitive location should be given
priority. Allocating land of the least landscape value would be consistent with NPPF which
requires new development to protect and enhance valued landscapes (paragraph 109) and
allocate land of the least amenity value (paragraph 110).

> Green Belt: The Council’s Green Belt evidence (prepared by Land Use Consultants) concludes
that the release of The Crown Estate’s land would be very harmful to Green Belt purpose 3
(safeguarding land from encroachment). This is despite the strong sense of enclosure
around the land provided by the existing landscape framework. Contrary to this, the
Council’s landscape evidence which as noted above, concludes the land is less sensitive in
landscape terms due to the sense of enclosure which is not reflected in the Green Belt
assessment.

The Council’s site selection report also contradicts the Green Belt assessment concluding
that site SR-0112 would result in low harm to the Green Belt. Conversely, the Council’s site
selection evidence concludes that sites SR-0067i, SR-00120, SR-00184, SR-00185 and SR-
0390 as being within an area of where the release of land would be harmful to the Green
Belt.

» Historic Environment: The Council’s settlement edge study identifies potential
environmental constraints to development in the town. Most of these environmental assets

6 Chris Blandford Associates (2010) Epping Forest District Settlement Edge Landscape Sensitivity Study.

January 2018
Doc Ref: 38458



are located in the centre and the north of the town and might be impacted on by other
development options. None of these is located near to The Crown Estate’s site. However,
there is a Grade II* listed building to the north-eastern site boundary (Marden Ash House).
This is separated from the site by an existing tree belt and would not preclude development
on SR-0112. A high-quality development, including the retention of boundary planting,
would help protect the setting of this heritage asset. Most sites proposed for allocation are
assessed as being near to heritage assets (listed buildings or the Conservation Area) but
these issues are not considered as being insurmountable.

> Flood Risk: Site SR-0112 is located wholly within Flood Zone 1 and therefore has no flood
risk issues. In line with comments made on policy SP2, Site SR-0112 should have been
sequentially preferred over options at greater flood risk. The Council has failed to
demonstrate through its site selection process or SA why other sustainable development
considerations outweigh flood risk considerations. As also noted the Council has not
produced an SFRA level 2 which is required to apply the Exception Test.

> Access and Sustainability: Site SR-0112 is located to the south of the town centre and forms
the southwestern perimeter to a residential area that is located between the A113 Stanford
Rivers Road/Coopers Hill and The Borough/Greensted Road. An existing footpath links the
site to The Borough/Greensted Road. The site is immediately adjacent to Chipping Ongar
Primary School and the existing footpath provides a direct link between the site and the
school. Additional pedestrian connectivity exists between the site and the town centre,
thereby enabling access to local shops and services. Connectivity is achieved via the
footways along the A113 Stanford Rivers Road/Coopers Hill/High Street or through the
residential area to the north of The Borough off Fairfield Road. Site SR-0112 is located in
proximity to a number of bus services that operate along Coopers Hill/High Street. These
bus services enable journeys to these key employment destinations to be undertaken.

The Council has already acknowledged that this is a sustainable location for development
through the proposed allocation of sites ONG.R6, ONG.R7, ONG.R8 located just to the east
of the site, on the opposite side of Stanford Rivers Road to Site SR-0112.

> Sustainable development Options at Chipping Ongar

As noted above, technical work undertaken by Amec Foster Wheeler in addition to the Council’s evidence
base to support the Local Plan preparation, points to significant advantages of The Crown Estate’s
landholding over other less sustainable development options at Chipping Ongar. It provides an alternative
site to those already identified and can assist in significantly boosting housing supply to meet the Council’s
OAN. The site can play a significant role in delivering a sound plan and meeting future development needs
at Chipping Ongar in a highly sustainable way.

A high level concept plan prepared for site SR-0112 (see Appendix A) identifies land which is considered as
being suitable for release. Any of these three parcels could be brought forward to meet development needs
with the additional areas not required to meet development needs at that time being safeguarded to meet
future development needs beyond the current Plan Period. The SHLAA identified this as a suitable site.

Whilst the total site area is around 16 hectares, there are smaller development options available. The plan
provided in Appendix A, demonstrates how the site could come forward in three main phases to meet a range
of development needs. Each phase is in the order of 100 dwellings and can come forward independently to
meet development needs at that time, thereby providing flexibility. In line with the requirements of NPPF,
parcels not required at this time can be safeguarded from the Green Belt to meet future development needs.
Identifying such land would avoid the incremental and piecemeal erosion of the Green Belt that might be
provided by other less sustainable and smaller development options. It therefore provides an important
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opportunity
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to plan for longer term needs and provide certainty. Land is also available for the future

expansion of the primary school should this be required on land owned by The Crown Estate.

In summary,

the site provides a highly deliverable and developable site in line with guidance in the NPPF. In

particular, the site is available now, it offers a suitable location for development and is achievable with a
realistic prospect that housing could be delivered within five years. The site is deliverable because:

>

>

It is not covered by any strategic constraints which would prevent development. The site is not
at risk of flooding and the area proposed for development is entirely located in Flood Zone 1
(lowest probability of flooding). It is within a single ownership allowing long term comprehensive
planning and deliverability with the land free of significant constraints.

It presents a logical and sustainable location for new housing provision. The site can deliver a
high quality development set within a mature landscape setting, to assist in meeting the
significant development needs in the District. Although located within the Green Belt, the site
makes a limited contribution to the openness of the Green Belt and should be considered for
release. Areas suggested for development represent a natural rounding off of the existing
settlement edge utilising the established landscape framework.

The Crown Estate is willing to bring the site forward. The site is currently in agricultural use which
does not hinder it being brought forward within five years. The site can deliver a high quality
development to assist in meeting the Local Plan requirement, including a mix of dwellings as
well as a proportion of affordable homes to meet local needs.

Suggested amendments to Policy P4 ensure the Plan’s soundness:

In order to ensure the Plan’s soundness and to better reflect the guidance in NPPF, particularly the need to
significantly boost housing supply we recommend the following amendments to the Policy:

1. The Plan needs to set a higher housing target which addresses the objectively assessed need.

2. It should then increase allocations which address the shortfall in housing delivery. Allocations should
be increased in sustainable locations including at south west Chipping Ongar, in order to provide a
positive growth strategy which is sufficiently flexible in line with the emphasis of NPPF as outlined
above. The Council’s own evidence base has not identified any constraints to bringing this site
forward.

3. Addi

tional land at south west Chipping Ongar can be safeguarded from the Green Belt to meet longer

term needs.

4. The settlement boundary will need to be revised to include land at South West Chipping Ongar (see—
Appendix A).
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Appendix A - Concept Plan for South West Chipping
Ongar
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