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Site Selection EFDC-S2-0018-Rev2 Residential Sites for Stage 2 and Stage 6.2

Assessment in North Weald Bassett Residential sites assessed at Stage 2 and Stage 6.2

Date: March 2018 N
— , ===
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This legend shows only key map symbology. A full legend can be found at the beginning of the Appendix.
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0003 Hertford
Parish: North Weald Bassett
Size (ha): 9.10 : ) AT
. £ !
Address: Two fields East and West of Church Lane (North of Lancaster b
Road), North Weald Bassett, Essex gﬁ -
. . . s hunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Agricultural land
‘ 4,‘35 Brentwood

Baseline yield: 200-250 dwellings
Source for Indicated in Call for Sites (equivalent to 22-27 dph) Cllent
baseline yield: Epping Forest District Council

Job Title

Epping Forest District Local Plan
Site ) No constraints identified. Drawing Status -
constraints:

Issue March 2018

Drawing No Issue
Site selection None SR-0003 Rev 2

adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

H . . . P . © Contains OS data ® Crown copyright and database right (2016)
Communlty Feedback was received on NWB-AF which is within or near to this Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,

. T i i GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ord| S , Esri J; , METI, Esri China (H K ), swisstopo,
feedback: site. Refer to Appendix B1.4 for further details. s © Opanctrebiiian conmotor. ot i Gl User oy or Kona). svissiopo

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
DweII ings: 200 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 Effects of allocating site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination

with other sites).

1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites ) Site falls within an Impact Risk Zone and due to the nature and scale of development proposed it is likely to be |Due to the development type (over 100 residential dwellings), development of the site is likely to pose a risk and

possible to mitigate the effects of the proposed development. consultation with Natural England is required. However, it is likely that mitigation to reduce the risk would be possible.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.

Ancient Woodland

Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.

1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is partially within a Deciduous Woodland buffer zone. The site may indirectly affect the BAP priority habitat.
- P ty Sp: There may be effects from this impact but mitigation can be implemented to address this.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites © Features and species in the site may not be retained in their entirety but effects can be mitigated. The site encompasses a small portion of Church Lane Flood Meadow LNR LWS. The site may directly affect some of
. P it ! the features and species of this LWS but effects can be mitigated.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1. Some 93% of the site is in Flood Zone 1. Higher Flood Risk Zones 2 and 3a totalling 7% are located along the eastern
-f Floodris site boundary and can be avoided through site layout.
: Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site. Unlikely to impact on setting of Schedule Monument due to distance.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets (+)
1.8b Impact on archaeolo 0 There is a medium likelihood that further archaeological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
. P 9y unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt A |So|$ve |§wwc|)t:“r:eedir§rin Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site between 400m and 1000m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities ) Site is less than 1000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.

3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.

3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land © Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement. 100% greenfield site, adjacent to an existing settlement (Epping).

4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).

4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space © Development may involve the loss of public open space but there are opportunities for on-site off-setting or ~ |Although woodland and semi-natural public open space aligns with the development site, opportunities for re-

mitigation. configuration may enable the yield of houses to be delivered without any overall loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit A Site falls within an area of medium landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are resilient to change
. P fvity ¥ and able to absorb development without significant character change.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit 0 Development is unlikely to have an effect on settlement character. Site is located near the settlement centre, in an area of low sensitivity to change, and some distance from historic
- fivity church. Therefore, development is not likely to have an impact on the housing character of the area.
6.1 Topography constraints A Topographical constraints exist in the site but potential for mitigation.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.

The intensity of site development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or

6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 adjacent to the site.

6.4 Access to site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Good access from two roads - Siskin Way and Church Lane.

6.5 Contamination constraints A Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. _Potential Contaminatio_n_ (Military Land - petrol depot, buried munitions etc. and Sewage Sludge). Potential adverse
impact that could be mitigated.

6.6 Traffic impact 0 Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time. B465
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Site Suitability Assessment
Site Reference: SR-0023i Hertford
Parish: North Weald Bassett
Size (ha): 0.64 : ) AT
. £ !
Address: Weald Place Farm, Thornwood, Epping, Essex ¥
o
. es hunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Land on Weald Place Farm
4, Brentwood
-~ h)
Baseline yield: 19 dwellings
Client

Source for
baseline yield:

Site None

constraints:

Site selection None

adjustment:

Community
feedback:

Dwellings: 19

Feedback was received on THO-B which is within or near to this
site. Refer to Appendix B1.4 for further details.

Indicated in Call for Sites using 30 dph

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status Date

Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
SR-0023i Rev 2

ARUP

© Contains OS data © Crown copyright and database right (2016)

Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,

GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordnance Survey, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
P ,©0 and the GIS User Communi

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,

AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

EBB8OS5Fiii

Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘I’Evfi“:ﬁcshzfr 2:ng?tlng site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sit -~ Site falls within an Impact Risk Zone and due to the nature and scale of development proposed it is likely to be |Due to the development type (all planning applications, except householder), development of the site is likely to pose a
' pact on Nationally Frotected sites ) possible to mitigate the effects of the proposed development. risk and consultation with Natural England is required. However, it is likely that mitigation to reduce the risk would be
possible.
. Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland. The site is wholly within the 250m buffer for Epping-Wintry Wood Ancient Woodland. The site is unlikely to directly
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 affect the Ancient Woodland
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land. Site is not touching Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is wholly within Deciduous Woodland and Wood Pasture and Parkland buffer zones. The site may indirectly
- P ty Sp: affect the BAP priority habitats. There may be effects from this impact but mitigation can be implemented to address
this.
- " Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site. The site is within the 250m buffer for Thornwood LNR LWS. The site is unlikely to affect the features and species of
1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites 0 this LWS
1.7 Flood risk n Site within Flood Zone 2 and exception test not required. Although 91% of the site is in Flood Zone 2 it is noted that within this only 2% is in Flood Zone 3a. The larger portion of
-f Floodris ) the higher Flood Zone (3a) is located in the north-western corner of the site and can be avoided through site layout.
: Site is located within the setting of a heritage asset and effects can be mitigated. Possible impact on setting of Marshalls moated site (Scheduled Monument) to east. Mitigation through sensitive layout
1.8a Impact on heritage assets 0 and high quality design
1.8b Impact on archaeolo 0 There is a medium likelihood that further archaeological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
. P 9y unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt A Isol‘:ve |§ng?::eedirfrin Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site between 400m and 1000m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land © Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement. 100% greenfield site, adjacent to an existing settlement (Thornwood).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit A Site falls within an area of medium landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are resilient to change |The relevant site character context is the wider open countryside. The form of any development would have to be
. P Y and able to absorb development without significant character change. sensitive to the location to avoid potential adverse impact on the wider landscape character.
e Development is unlikely to have an effect on settlement character. Site located on edge of settlement and unlikely to have an impact on settlement character.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivity 0
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Zgjeaégrtirglzeo;;lte development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.4 Access to site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Access from Duck Lane and Woodside.
o . No contamination issues identified on site to date. No potential contamination identified.
6.5 Contamination constraints 0

6.6 Traffic impact

Site below site size threshold where it would be expected to significantly affect congestion.

B466
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Site Suitability Assessment
Site Reference: SR-0036 Hertford
Parish: North Weald Bassett
Size (ha): 11.38 : ) AT
. £ !

Address: Land at Blumans, North Weald (north/south of A414) b

o

. es hunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Agricultural fields
S ,,,)5 Brentwood
Baseline yield: 323 dwellings
Client

Source for
baseline yield:

Site None

constraints:

Site selection None

adjustment:

Community
feedback:

Dwellings: 323

Assumption based on 30 dph

Feedback was received on NWB-A which is within or near to this
site. Refer to Appendix B1.4 for further details.

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status Date

Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
SR-0036 Rev 2

ARUP

© Contains OS data © Crown copyright and database right (2016)

Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,

GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordnance Survey, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
P ,©0 and the GIS User Communi

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,

AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

EBB8OS5Fiii

Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 \I/Evgﬁcsh(; 2:I‘chziting site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 g:j:lip?:e:\rﬁs Ilr}:fﬁigtlylﬂslgoignae;St[i’]foreséssg(-) requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of © ISite conlaips Ancient alnd/crr Veteran trees bull gl a sufficiently low density across the site that removal could be |There is 1 Ancient tree directly aﬁected by the s_ite4 The tree is Iocalted to the north pf the site and may be affected by
Ancient Woodland argely avoided or possible impacts could be mitigated. development. Impacts may be mitigated by considered masterplanning or translocation.
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. mzier es(i;ley iasﬁzgntiﬁ(lelyBXgh:;iovr\ilg/o:aEi?astt:.r?'hir:g nl:’:;kingﬁzg:js ﬁjtmr:]iigglt'%\:]egfnrszsiﬁgi ?nueff:tre sotzeasd(;l'rxssitthﬁsrhay
1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site. ;I;:se E\I/:/esls within 250m buffer of Tylers Green Grasslands LWS. The site is unlikely to affect the features and species of
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets *) Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site. Unlikely to impact setting of Scheduled Monument due to distance.
1.8b Impact on archaeology 0 There is a medium Iikelihopd that further ar_chagological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality © Site lies wiltljin an area which has been identified as being at risk of poor air quality, but it is likely that the risk  |Parts of the site are very close to the A614 and therefore mitigation measures are likely to be required.
could be mitigated or reduced.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt 0 Site is within Green Belt, but the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be none. Almost the entirety of the site is located within a Green Belt parcel which does not meet the purposes. If the site was
released it would not harm the purposes of the wider Green Belt.
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land © Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement. 100% greenfield site, adjacent to an existing settlement (North Weald Basset).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
o e a1 of e adicape re resient o charge
5.2 Settlement character sensitivity 0 Development is unlikely to have an effect on settlement character. E;t‘?eis;ﬁr;n?::‘o;nhiifgﬁgigg‘gfgt?m: ;oretgle north of North Weald Bassett. Development in this location is not likely to
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 The i_ntensity of site development would be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or adjacent to | The protected trees on or adjacent to thg sitg could be incqrporated into thg deyglopment proposed, subject to care in
the site. the layout, but would be likely to have a significant adverse impact on the suitability of the site for development
6.4 Access 1o site ) Suitable access to site already exists.
6.5 Contamination constraints A Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. SPi?ett.ential contamination (Farm / infilled ground). Potential adverse impact that could be mitigated over eastern end of
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Low level congestion expected at peak times within the vicinity of the site.

B467
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Site Suitability Assessment S
Site Reference: SR-0042A Hertford @@
Parish: North Weald Bassett Harlow
8.34 b Mgl
Address: Land north and east of Park Place, Woodside, Thornwood % i
g
: . . s hunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Garage and a residential gardens
S ,,,)5 Brentwood
Baseline yield: Approx. 8 dwellings
Client

Source for
baseline yield:

Site None
constraints:

Site selection None
adjustment:

Community

feedback: near to this site.
Dwellings: 8

The Council did not consult on a growth location which covers or is

Indicated in Call for Sites (equivalent to 32 dph)

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status Date

Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
SR-0042A Rev 2

ARUP

© Contains OS data © Crown copyright and database right (2016)

Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,

GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordnance Survey, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
P ,©0 and the GIS User Communi

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,

AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

EBB8OS5Fiii

Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘I’Evfi“:ﬁc;?hzfr 2:2(8:5;1tmg site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sit -~ Site falls within an Impact Risk Zone and due to the nature and scale of development proposed it is likely to be |Due to the development type (all planning applications, except householder), development of the site is likely to pose a
' pact on Nationally Frotected sites ) possible to mitigate the effects of the proposed development. risk and consultation with Natural England is required. However, it is likely that mitigation to reduce the risk would be
possible.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland. ;Il;r;e/_\srﬁelitp\;avr;);g::g the 250m buffer for Epping-Wintry Wood Ancient Woodland. The site is unlikely to directly affect
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land. Site is not touching Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is partially within Deciduous Woodland and Wood Pasture and Parkland buffer zones. The site may indirectly
- P ty Sp: affect the BAP priority habitats. There may be effects from this impact but mitigation can be implemented to address
this.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
: Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site. Unlikely to impact on setting of Scheduled Monument due to distance.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets (+)
1.8b Impact on archaeolo 0 There is a medium likelihood that further archaeological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
. P 9y unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air qualit © Site lies within an area which has been identified as being at risk of poor air quality, but it is likely that the risk  |Parts of the site are very close to the M11 and therefore mitigation measures are likely to be required.
. P a Y could be mitigated or reduced.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt A Isol‘:ve |§ng?::eedirfrin Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is greenfield land that is neither within nor adjacent to a settiement. 100% greenfield site, 300m from existing settlements (North Weald and Thornwood).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit A Site falls within an area of medium landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are resilient to change |The key characteristics of the adjacent moderately assessed landscape sensitivity zone extend to site. However there
. P Y and able to absorb development without significant character change. is potential to impact the high sensitivity zone. The form and extent of any development would have to be sensitive to
the location.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit A Development could detract from the existing settlement character. Site would likely have a negative impact on the dispersed settlement pattern along Woodside, including historic
- ftivity & buildings set in large grounds. Mitigation through layout, lower density, sensitive design and screening would be
required.
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Zgjeaégrtirglzeo;tilte development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.4 Access to site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Access from Epping Road and Woodside.
- . Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Military Airfield / Infilled Pond). Potential impact that could be mitigated.
6.5 Contamination constraints (-)

6.6 Traffic impact

Site below site size threshold where it would be expected to significantly affect congestion.
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EB8O5SF

Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0043 Hertford
Parish: North Weald Bassett
Size (ha): 5.72 o &) A
Address: Land at Weald Hall Lane, Thornwood ‘. .
i
eshunt @

Primary use:  Residential 3
Site notes: Agricultural field

‘ 4,95 Brentwood

Baseline yield: 86 dwellings and 11,400 sqm commercial

Source for Assumption based 50:50 housing employment at 30 dph or Plot Crent
baseline yield: Ratio of 0.4 for Employment Epping Forest District Council
Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan
Site . None Drawing Status Date
constraints:
Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
Site selection None SR-0043 Rev 2

adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

f : LR oie withi . © Contains OS data ® Crown copyright and database right (2016)
Communlty Feedback was received on THO-A which is within or near to this Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,
. i i i GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordnance Survey, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
feedback: site. Refer to Appendix B1.4 for further details. e o e o o (Hong Kon), uisstopo
Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
Dwell ings: 86 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment

Effects of allocating site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination

1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 with other sites).

1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 Site falls within an Impact Risk Zone and due to the nature and scale of development proposed it is likely to be  |Due to the development type (all planning applications, except householder), development of the site is likely to pose a
possible to mitigate the effects of the proposed development. ;zl;s?gldelconsultatlon with Natural England is required. However, it is likely that mitigation to reduce the risk would be

1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.

1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.

Ancient Woodland

Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.

1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0

1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site.

1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.

1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1. The majority of the site is in Flood Zone 1. Higher Flood Risk Zones 2 (12%) and 3a (covering 4% within) runs along
-f Floodris the southern boundary of the site and can be avoided through site layout.

: Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site. Unlikely to impact on setting of Scheduled Monument due to distance.

1.8a Impact on heritage assets +)

1.8b Impact on archaeolo 0 There is a medium likelihood that further archaeological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
. P Y unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.

1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.

2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt A |So|$ve |§wwc|)t:“r:eedir§rin Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very

3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.

3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site between 400m and 1000m of a bus stop.

3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.

3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.

3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.

3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.

3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land © Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement. 100% greenfield site, adjacent to an existing settlement (Thornwood).

4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).

Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.

4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0
5.1 Landscape sensitivity 0 gite falls withinA an area Qf low landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are able to accommodate
levelopment without significant character change.
) [Pevecement o etact o e exting sttement characer.
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 szzggrtsrgi%eo;tiife development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.4 Access 1o site ) Suitable access to site already exists.
6.5 Contamination constraints A Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Military Camp and infilled ponds). Potential adverse impact that could be mitigated.
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time. B469
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Site Suitability Assessment
Site Reference: SR-0046A-N Hertford
Parish: North Weald Bassett
Size (ha): 150.85 : ) AT
: £ !
Address: Latton Priory Farm, London Road, Harlow, Essex, CM18 7HT %
g
. es hunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Agricultural land
4, Brentwood
-~ 5
Baseline yield: 2,500 dwellings
Client

Source for
baseline yield:

Indicated in representation to Draft Local Plan consultation

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Site HSE Inner Zone affects small part (1%) to the south east of the F——— Dat
constraints:  Site. However, the concept masterplan provided by promoter rawing Status ate
accounts for this constraint. No adjustment made to capacity. Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue

Site selection None SR-0046A-N Rev 1

adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council
www.eppingforestdc.gov.uk

Community  Feedback was received on HAR-C which is within or near to this Soureat B, HERE, Dekorm, e, ncamant - Go, GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NS, NRCAN,

feedback- Slte Refer to Appendlx B1 4 for further detaI|S GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordnance Survey, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), swisstopo,

. . N " ©0

p 3 and the GIS User Communit
Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,

EBB8OS5Fiii

DweII ings: 2.500 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘I’Evfi“:ﬁcshzfr 2:ng?tlng site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites ) Site falls within an Impact Risk Zone and due to the nature and scale of development proposed it is likely to be |Due to the development type (over 100 residential dwellings), development of the site is likely to pose a risk and
' P Y possible to mitigate the effects of the proposed development. consultation with Natural England is required. However, it is likely that mitigation to reduce the risk would be possible.
. Site is adjacent to or contains Ancient Woodland but possible effects can be mitigated. The site is adjacent to Marks Bushes/Latton Park Ancient Woodland. The site would likely affect a small area of the
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland ) Ancient Woodland but it is likely that potential effects can be mitigated.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of © Site contains Ancient and/or Veteran trees but at a sufficiently low density across the site that removal could be |There are approximately 16 Ancient trees directly affected by the site. The trees are dispersed in the centre of the site,
A-ncientr\)Noodland largely avoided or possible impacts could be mitigated. and development may directly affect the trees. Impacts will be mitigated by considered design as proposed in the
masterplan.
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
- . . Features and species in the site may not be retained in their entirety but effects can be mitigated. The site encompasses multiple areas of Deciduous Woodland and is adjacent to multiple BAP priority habitats with no
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats ) main feature. The site is likely to directly and indirectly affect all BAP priority habitats, but effects may be reduced with
mitigation.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites © Features and species in the site may not be retained in their entirety but effects can be mitigated. The site comprises small part of Mark Bushes Complex LWS and is partially within the relevant 250m buffer zone. Site
. P is likely to directly affect the Local Wildlife Site, but mitigation in the form of considered masterplanning can be
implemented.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets © Site is located within a Conservation Area or adjacent to a Listed Building or other heritage asset and effects can |Impact on settings of SMs of Latton Priory and moated site to east of site. Possible mitigation through sensitive layout
. P 9 be mitigated. (locating development away from SMs and utilising existing landscape features), high quality design, and good
screening.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo A Existing evidence and/or a lack of previous disturbance indicates a high likelihood for the discovery of high quality
: P 9y archaeological assets on the site.
1.9 Impact of air qualit © Site lies within an area which has been identified as being at risk of poor air quality, but it is likely that the risk  |Parts of the site are very close to the M11 and therefore mitigation measures are likely to be required at the areas
. P a Y could be mitigated or reduced. closest to the M11 (within 200m).
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt Site is within Green Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be high or |Substantive parts of the site overlap high and very high sensitivity Green Belt parcels that contribute to preventing the
. very high. spraw! of Harlow. If released, this area may harm the purposes of the wider Green Belt.
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site between 400m and 1000m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations “ Site is more than 2400m from an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is more than 4000m from the nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land © Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement. 95% greenfield site, adjacent to an existing settlement (Harlow).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space *+) Development could provide an opportunity to improve links to adjacent existing public open space or provide  |A negligible part of the site contains open space. The proposals could be configured to avoid loss of open space. An
: pacily P P P access to open space which is currently private. existing site masterplan identifies opportunities to provide new public open space in the development proposal.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit Site falls within an area of high landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are vulnerable to change |Site characteristics are such that a detailed assessment would likely find high vulnerability, at least in part of the site.
: P Y and unable to absorb development without significant character change. Development would need to be strongly constrained in extent and form so as not likely to affect adversely the wider
landscape.
e Development may improve settlement character through redevelopment of a run-down site or improvement in  |Site is identified as a potential regeneration area. It is located on the edge of Harlow and provides an opportunity to
5.2 Settlement character sensitivity *) townscape. establish a new settlement character. Therefore redevelopment could enhance the character of the area.
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Distance to gas and ol pipelines ) Gas or oil pipelines may constrain part of the site but there is potential for mitigation. Around 1% of site is in HSE inner zone and 6% is in middle zone, running through south eastern part of site. Proposed
- g pip layout in submitted concept masterplan addresses this constraint. HSE guidance is don't advise against development
for affected area.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 The intensity of site development would be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or adjacent to |Although protected trees are present on or adjacent to the site, as a result of their locations it is likely that they could be
. P the site. incorporated into the proposed development subject to reasonable care in layout and design.
6.4 Access 1o site ) Suitable access to site already exists. Existing access from London Road and Fern Hill Lane. There is potential to provide further points of access from Rye
. Hill Road and Ridings Lane.
- . Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Stables / Kennels / Sewage Sludge / Farm / Earthworks / Infilled Ponds / Infilled Moat).
6.5 Contamination constraints ©) Potential adverse impact could be mitigated.
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Low level congestion expected at peak times within the vicinity of the site.
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Site Suitability Assessment
Site Reference: SR-0072 Hertford
Parish: North Weald Bassett
Size (ha): 1.29 : ) AT
: 2f !

Address: Land at Tylers Farm [271 High Road], North Weald ¥

-

. s hunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Existing farm buildings and land
g 4,95 Brentwood
Baseline yield: 38 dwellings
Client

Source for
baseline yield:

Site None

constraints:

Site selection None

adjustment:

Community
feedback:

Dwellings: 38

Assumption based on 30 dph

Feedback was received on NWB-A which is within or near to this
site. Refer to Appendix B1.4 for further details.

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status Date

Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
SR-0072 Rev 2

ARUP

© Contains OS data © Crown copyright and database right (2016)

Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,

GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordnance Survey, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
P ,©0 and the GIS User Communi

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,

AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

EBB8OS5Fiii

Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘I’Evfi“:ﬁcshzfr 2:2(8:5;1tmg site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites © development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is wholly within Wood Pasture and Parkland and Semi Improved Grassland buffer zones. The site may
- P ty Sp: indirectly affect the BAP priority habitats. There may be effects but mitigation can be implemented to address this.
—_— " Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site. The site is within 250m buffer of Tylers Green Grasslands LWS. The site is unlikely to affect the features and species of
1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites 0 this LWS
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets ~ Site is located within a Conservation Area or adjacent to a Listed Building or other heritage asset and effects can |Site contains Gll Tylers Farmhouse. Possible mitigation through reduced capacity, appropriate layout/density and high
. P 9 ) be mitigated. quality design/materials.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo 0 There is a medium likelihood that further archaeological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
. P 9y unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air qualit © Site lies within an area which has been identified as being at risk of poor air quality, but it is likely that the risk  |Parts of the site are close to the A414 and therefore mitigation measures are likely to be required.
. P a Y could be mitigated or reduced.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt 0 Site is within Green Belt, but the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be none.
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land © Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement. Split site (50% greenfield and brownfield). Site adjacent to an existing settlement (North Weald Basset).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit A Site falls within an area of medium landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are resilient to change
. P fvity ¥ and able to absorb development without significant character change.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit A Development could detract from the existing settlement character. Site located at junction of A414 and High Road, within the polygonal settlement. The site contains Tylers Farmhouse
i ftivity & Grade I Listed Building, and significant vegetation. Development of the site could detract from the historic character of
the farm.
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 The intensity of site development would be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or adjacent to [The protected trees on or adjacent to the site could be incorporated into the development proposed, subject to care in
. P ! 3 the site. the layout, but would be likely to have a significant adverse impact on the suitability of the site for development
6.4 Access 1o site ) Suitable access to site already exists.
- . Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Farmyard). Potential adverse impact that could be mitigated.
6.5 Contamination constraints (-)
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Low level congestion expected at peak times within the vicinity of the site.
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Site Suitability Assessment
Site Reference: SR-0074 Hertford
Parish: North Weald Bassett
Size (ha): 10.50 : ) AT
: £ !
Address: Land to the east of the A414, New House Farm, Harlow ¥
o
. eshunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Vacant agricultural land
4, Brentwood
-~ <
Baseline yield: 310 dwellings
Client

Source for
baseline yield:

Site None

constraints:

Site selection None

adjustment:

Community
feedback:

Dwellings: 155

Feedback was received on HAR-C which is within or near to this
site. Refer to Appendix B1.4 for further details.

Assumption based on 50:50 housing to employment at 30 dph and
0.4 plot ratio for employment

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status Date

Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
SR-0074 Rev 2

ARUP

© Contains OS data © Crown copyright and database right (2016)

Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,

GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordnance Survey, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
P ,©0 and the GIS User Communi

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,

AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

EBB8OS5Fiii

6.6 Traffic impact

Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘I’Evfi“:ﬁcshzfr 2:ng?tmg site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
13al + on Ancient Woodland Site is adjacent to or contains Ancient Woodland but possible effects can be mitigated. The site is adjacent to Marks Bushes/Latton Park Ancient Woodland. The site would likely affect a small area of the
->a Impact on Ancient ¥V oodlan ) Ancient Woodland but it is likely that potential effects can be mitigated.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is partly within Deciduous Woodland, wholly within one buffer and partly within two more buffer zones. The site
- P ty Sp: may directly affect a small area of Deciduous Woodland. There may be effects from this impact, but mitigation can be
implemented.
—_— " Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site. The site is adjacent to Mark Bushes Complex LWS. The site is unlikely to affect the features and species of either
1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites 0 LWS
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets ) Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo A Existing evidence and/or a lack of previous disturbance indicates a high likelihood for the discovery of high quality
: P 9y archaeological assets on the site.
1.9 Impact of air qualit © Site lies within an area which has been identified as being at risk of poor air quality, but it is likely that the risk  |Parts of the site are very close to the A614 and therefore mitigation measures are likely to be required.
. P a Y could be mitigated or reduced.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt Site is within Green Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be high or JAlmost the entirety of the site is located within a high sensitivity Green Belt parcel which contributes strongly to
. v very high. preventing the sprawl! of Harlow. If the site was released it would likely harm the purposes of the wider Green Belt.
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site between 400m and 1000m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations “ Site is more than 2400m from an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is more than 4000m from the nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is greenfield land that is neither within nor adjacent to a settiement. 100% greenfield site not within or adjacent to an existing settlement.
4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space. No public open space is located in the site area. Development will not involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit Site falls within an area of high landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are vulnerable to change |Key characteristics of the adjacent landscape sensitivity zone assessed as highly sensitive extend to the whole of this
. P Y and unable to absorb development without significant character change. site. Development would be likely to adversely affect the wider landscape character.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit A Development could detract from the existing settlement character. Site is adjacent to Mark Bushes and Latton Park Ancient Woodlands, and is located to the south and east of Latton
- ftivity & Common, constituting area of high character sensitivity. Development would require mitigation through design and
layout.
6.1 Topography constraints A Topographical constraints exist in the site but potential for mitigation.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Zgjeaégrtirglzeo;;lte development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
. Access to the site can be created within landholding adjacent to the highway. Site access achievable from A414.
6.4 Access to site 0
- . Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (farmyard / infilled ponds). Potential adverse impact that could be mitigated.
6.5 Contamination constraints (-)

Moderate peak time congestion expected within the vicinity of the site.
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0076

Parish: North Weald Bassett
Size (ha): 6.04 : ) AT

: £t !
Address: Land south of Vicarage Lane, North Weald %

Residential
Agricultural land

Primary use:
Site notes:

Baseline yield: 181 dwellings

Source for
baseline yield:

Site None

constraints:

Site selection None

adjustment:

Community
feedback:

Dwellings: 91

Feedback was received on NWB-A which is within or near to this
site. Refer to Appendix B1.4 for further details.

Hertford

es hunt

4, Brentwood

Client

Assumption based on 50:50 housing to employment at 30 dph and
0.4 plot ratio for employment

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status Date

Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
SR-0076 Rev 2

Epping Forest
District Council
www.eppingforestdec.gov.uk

© Contains OS data © Crown copyright and database right (2016)

Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,

GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordnance Survey, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
p ,©0 and the GIS User Communi

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,

AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

EB8O5SF

Criteria

Score

Qualitative Assessment

Effects of allocating site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination

1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 with other sites)
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Tr tside of ~ Site contains Ancient and/or Veteran trees but at a sufficiently low density across the site that removal could be |There is 1 Ancient tree directly affected by the site. The tree is located in the south of the site and may be affected by
-ob Impact o clent/vetera ees oulside o 6 largely avoided or possible impacts could be mitigated. development. Impacts may be mitigated by considered masterplanning or translocation.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is partially within Deciduous Woodland and BAP priority habitat with no main feature buffer zones. The site
- P ty Sp: may indirectly affect the BAP priority habitats. There may be effects but mitigation can be implemented to address this.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site. The site is within the 250m buffer of Church Lane Flood Meadow LNR LWS and St. Andrew's Churchyard, North Weald
. P LWS. The site is unlikely to affect the features and species of these LWS.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1. 97% of the site is in Flood Zone 1. Flood Risk Zone 2 totalling 3% is located in the south-western corner of the site and
-f Floodris can be avoided through site layout.
18al £ on herit " 0 Site is located within the setting of a heritage asset and effects can be mitigated. Possible impact on setting of Grade II* listed church on part of site directly south of Vicarage Lane and opposite
-0 Impact on heritage assets church. Possible mitigation by locating development to south of site.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo 0 There is a medium likelihood that further archaeological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
. P Y unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt A |So|$ve |§wwc|)t:“r:eedir§rin Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site more than a 1000m from a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is greenfield land that is neither within nor adjacent to a settiement. 100% greenfield site, 300m from an existing settlement (North Weald Bassett).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit © Site falls within an area of medium landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are resilient to change
. P Y and able to absorb development without significant character change.
e Development could detract from the existing settlement character. Site fronts onto Vicarage Lane, nearby the historic church, and forms part of the historic field pattern. Any impact on
5.2 Settlement character sensitivity ©) settlement character could be mitigated through design and layout that respects the dispersed settlement pattern.
6.1 Topography constraints A Topographical constraints exist in the site but potential for mitigation.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 szzégrtsrglxeo;tilte development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.4 Access 1o site ) Suitable access to site already exists.
6.5 Contamination constraints 0 No contamination issues identified on site to date. No potential contamination identified.
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time.
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Site Suitability Assessment : 3
Site Reference: SR-0077 Hertford @ﬁ
Parish: North Weald Bassett Harlow
Size (ha): 20.76 : ) AT
. £ !
Address: Land at Thornwood Common, North Weald, Essex %
g
. es hunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Agricultural land
‘ 4,‘35 Brentwood

Baseline yield: 620 dwellings
Source for Assumption based on 50:50 housing to employment at 30 dph and Crent
baseline yield: 0.4 plot ratio for employment Epping Forest District Council

Job Title

Epping Forest District Local Plan
Zl)t:stra'nts None Drawing Status Date

ints:

Issue March 2018

Drawing No Issue
Site selection None SR-0077 Rev 2

adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

community The Counpil fjid not consult on a growth location which covers or is ?ﬁ?é'é‘:f"éf’a,??ﬁffui’fﬁ"mZf’\pnyf;??a?‘fndc?'eﬁf.?Sgchéfs‘,’Eeésco, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,
feedback: near tO thls S|te. GeoBase, \Gl\é {}fadaster NL, Ordnance Survea):;dEi‘:\3 JsalpsaszI:IrECTll),mE;:r;:mna (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
. SQI:PCE. Esn: DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
DweII |ngs: 310 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘I’Evfi“[ﬁc;?hzfr 2:I‘chz?mg site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sit -~ Site falls within an Impact Risk Zone and due to the nature and scale of development proposed it is likely to be |Due to the development type (over 100 residential dwellings), development of the site is likely to pose a risk and
' pact on Natlonally Frotected siles ) possible to mitigate the effects of the proposed development. consultation with Natural England is required. However, it is likely that mitigation to reduce the risk would be possible.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land. Site is not touching Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is partially within the Deciduous Woodland and Traditional Orchard buffer zones. The site may indirectly affect
- P ty Sp: the two BAP priority habitats. There may be effects from this impact but mitigation can be implemented to address this.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
: Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site. Unlikely to impact on setting of Scheduled Monument due to distance.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets (+)
1.8b Impact on archaeolo 0 There is a medium likelihood that further archaeological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
. P 9y unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt © Site is within Green Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very JAlmost the entirety of the site is located in a moderate sensitivity Green Belt parcel. Subject to the provision of robust
. v low, low or medium. planting along the site boundaries, the site would have limited harm to the purposes of the wider Green Belt.
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site between 400m and 1000m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is more than 4000m from the nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is greenfield land that is neither within nor adjacent to a settiement. 100% greenfield site not within or adjacent to an existing settlement.

4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).

Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.

4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0
5.1 Landscape sensitivit A Site falls within an area of medium landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are resilient to change

. P fvity ¥ and able to absorb development without significant character change.

e Development could detract from the existing settlement character. Large site on the edge of Thornwood that could detrimentally impact the dispersed, low density character of the area.

5.2 Settlement character sensitivity (-)
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.

The intensity of site development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or

6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 adjacent to the site.

6.4 Access to site *+) Suitable access to site already exists.

6.5 Contamination constraints A Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (sewage sludge). Potential adverse impact that could be mitigated.

6.6 Traffic impact 0 Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time. B474
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0139 Hertford
Parish: North Weald Bassett
Size (ha): 1.52 : ) AT
: £ !
Address: Riddings Lane, Hastingwood Road, Hastingwood, North Harlow, ¥
Essex, CM18 7THT )
b S
: . . s hunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Vacant and derelict nursery site
g 4,95 Brentwood

Baseline yield: 50 dwellings
Source for Indicated in Call for Sites Cllent
baseline yield: Epping Forest District Council

Job Title

Epping Forest District Local Plan
Site . None Drawing Status Date
constraints:

Issue March 2018

Drawing No Issue
Site selection None SR-0139 Rev 2

adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

H . . . P . © Contains OS data ® Crown copyright and database right (2016)
Communlty Feedback was received on HAR-C which is within or near to this Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,

. T i i GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ord| S , Esri J; , METI, Esri China (H K ), swisstopo,
feedback: site. Refer to Appendix B1.4 for further details. s © Opanctrebiiian conmotor. ot i Gl User oy or Kona). svissiopo

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
DweII ings: 50 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 Effects of allocating site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination

with other sites).

Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed

1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites v development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.

. Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland. The site is partly within the 250m buffer for Ancient Woodland. The site is unlikely to directly affect the Ancient
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Woodland
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.

Ancient Woodland

Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.

1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is partially within the Deciduous Woodland buffer zone. The site may indirectly affect the BAP priority habitat.

- P ty Sp: There may be effects from this impact but mitigation can be implemented to address this.

—_— " Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site. The site within the 250m buffer for the Mark Bushes Complex LWS. The site is unlikely to affect the features and
1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites 0 species of either LWS
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
: Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site. Unlikely to impact on setting of Scheduled Monument due to distance.

1.8a Impact on heritage assets (+)
1.8b Impact on archaeolo A Existing evidence and/or a lack of previous disturbance indicates a high likelihood for the discovery of high quality

: P 9y archaeological assets on the site.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.

2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt Site is within Green Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be high or

very high.
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site between 400m and 1000m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations “ Site is more than 2400m from an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is more than 4000m from the nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land © Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement. 100% greenfield site, adjacent to an existing settlement (Harlow).

4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).

4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space. No public open space is located in the site area. Development will not involve the loss of public open space.

5.1 Landscape sensitivity Site falls within an area of high landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are vulnerable to change |Key characteristics of the adjacent landscape sensitivity zone assessed as highly sensitive extend to the whole of this

and unable to absorb development without significant character change. site. Development would be likely to adversely affect the wider landscape character.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit A Development could detract from the existing settlement character. Former garden centre site. Proposed quantum of development may not be suitable given isolated location on rural
- fivity . fringe. Impact could be mitigated through reduction in quantum, and design and layout.
6.1 Topography constraints A Topographical constraints exist in the site but potential for mitigation.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.

The intensity of site development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or

6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 adjacent to the site.

6.4 Access to site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Existing access off Riddings Lane.

6.5 Contamination constraints A Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Horticultural Nursery / Depot). Potential adverse impact that could be mitigated.

6.6 Traffic impact 0 Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time. B4TS
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0149 Hertford
Parish: North Weald Bassett
Size (ha): 4.01 o A
Address: Tudor House, High Road, Thornwood, with adjacent land. ¥ i
g

Primary use: Residential < -
Site notes: Dwelling house and adjacent land (fields)

‘ 4,‘35 Brentwood

Baseline yield: 175 dwellings

Source for Indicated in Call for Sites Cllent

baseline yield: Epping Forest District Council
Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Zi)tr?straintS' None Drawing Status Date

) Issue March 2018

Drawing No Issue

Site selection None SR-0149 Rev 2

adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

f : LR oie withi . © Contains OS data ® Crown copyright and database right (2016)
Communlty Feedback was received on THO-A which is within or near to this Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,
. i i i GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordnance Survey, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
feedback: site. Refer to Appendix B1.4 for further details. e o e o o (Hong Kon), uisstopo
Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
Dwe" ings: 175 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment

Effects of allocating site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination

1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 with other sites).

1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 Site falls within an Impact Risk Zone and due to the nature and scale of development proposed it is likely to be  |Due to the development type (all planning applications, except householder), development of the site is likely to pose a
possible to mitigate the effects of the proposed development. ;zl;s?gldelconsultatlon with Natural England is required. However, it is likely that mitigation to reduce the risk would be

1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.

1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.

Ancient Woodland

Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.

1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is adjacent to a Deciduous Woodland buffer zone. The site may indirectly affect the BAP priority habitat. There

- P ty Sp: may be effects from this impact but mitigation can be implemented to address this.

—_— " Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site. The site is within the 250m buffer for Thornwood LNR LWS. The site is unlikely to affect the features and species of
1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites 0 this LWS
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
: Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site. Unlikely to impact on setting of Scheduled Monument due to distance.

1.8a Impact on heritage assets +)
1.8b Impact on archaeolo 0 There is a medium likelihood that further archaeological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is

. P Y unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt A |So|$ve |§wwc|)t:“r:eedir§rin Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.

3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.

3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land © Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement. 95% greenfield site, adjacent to an existing settlement (Thornwood).

4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).

Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.

4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0
5.1 Landscape sensitivity © Site falls within an area of medium Iandsqaplel sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are resilient to change
and able to absorb development without significant character change.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivity A Development could detract from the existing settlement character. Eoer:/:ilggtr:?:tu?gat:i:pf:\(;/l \ggsl:ﬂs Eﬁ?k%rli;?oi us;%r;iﬂc:onr:e?eer\:te;%p;rr;rxtgir:] ;Zesee?t?: rr?; r-:-thg(i'?x’tz(.)d- Development may
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Zz;‘igrt]ir:;i%eoiitiife development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.4 Access 1o site ) Suitable access to site already exists.
6.5 Contamination constraints A Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Depot, Works, infilled pond). Potential adverse impact that could be mitigated.
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time. B476
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0158A Hertford

Parish: North Weald Bassett

Size (ha): 28.11 3 i
Address: Land at North Weald Bassett, South of Vicarage Lane Vil :

Residential
Agricultural fields

Primary use:
Site notes:

Baseline yield: Up to 600 dwellings.

Source for
baseline yield:

Site None

constraints:

Site selection
adjustment:

Community
feedback:

Dwellings: 600

Based on promoter material.

Capacity updated to reflect masterplan submitted by promoter.

Feedback was received on NWB-A which is within or near to this
site. Refer to Appendix B1.4 for further details.

es hunt

4, Brentwood

Client

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status Date

Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
SR-0158A Rev 2

ARUP

© Contains OS data © Crown copyright and database right (2016)

Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,

GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordnance Survey, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
P ,©0 and the GIS User Communi

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,

AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

EBB8OS5Fiii

Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘I’Evfi“[ﬁc;?hzfr 2:I‘chz?mg site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites ) Site falls within an Impact Risk Zone and due to the nature and scale of development proposed it is likely to be |Due to the development type (over 100 residential dwellings), development of the site is likely to pose a risk and
' P Y possible to mitigate the effects of the proposed development. consultation with Natural England is required. However, it is likely that mitigation to reduce the risk would be possible.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of © Site contains Ancient and/or Veteran trees but at a sufficiently low density across the site that removal could be |There is 1 Ancient tree directly affected by the site. The tree is located to the east of the site and may be affected by
-oD Imp largely avoided or possible impacts could be mitigated. development. Impacts may be mitigated by considered masterplanning or translocation.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site. The site is within the 250m buffer of Church Lane Flood Meadow LNR LWS and St. Andrew's Churchyard, North Weald
. P LWS. The site is unlikely to affect the features and species of these LWS.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets *) Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site. Unlikely to impact settings of Scheduled Monument or Grade II* listed church due to distance.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo 0 There is a medium likelihood that further archaeological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
. P 9y unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air qualit © Site lies within an area which has been identified as being at risk of poor air quality, but it is likely that the risk  |Parts of the site are close to the A414 and therefore mitigation measures are likely to be required.
. P a Y could be mitigated or reduced.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt © Site is within Green Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very |The site is almost entirely within a medium sensitivity Green Belt parcel. If the site was released it would have limited
) low, low or medium. harm to the purposes of the wider Green Belt.
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site between 400m and 1000m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land © Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement. 100% greenfield site, adjacent to an existing settlement (North Weald Bassett).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space *+) Development could provide an opportunity to improve links to adjacent existing public open space or provide |A negligible part of the site contains public open space. Development will not likely involve any loss. An existing
: pacily P P P access to open space which is currently private. masterplan proposes public open space enhancements on the site.
e Site falls within an area of medium landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are resilient to change
5.1 Landscape sensitivity Y and able to absorb development without significant character change.
e Development could detract from the existing settlement character. Site is proposed for a significant level of development, and could result in coalescence of the main part of North Weald
5.2 Settlement character sensitivity ©) Bassett with the dispersed settlement on Vicarage Lane, and the loss of substantial areas of historic field patterns.
6.1 Topography constraints A Topographical constraints exist in the site but potential for mitigation.
6.2a Distance 1o gas and oil pipelines A Gas or oil pipelines may constrain part of the site but there is potential for mitigation. Gas distribution pipeline (intermediate pressure) running through the site from north east to south west. Potential for
- g pip mitigation due to size of site, through site layout.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Zgjeaégrtsrglzeo;tilte development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.4 Access 1o site ) Suitable access to site already exists.
6.5 Contamination constraints Potential severe contamination on site, where assurances would have to be sought from the developer that Domestic landfill present in central eastern part of the site. Subject to further investigation, it should be feasible to
. remediation would not harm site viability. approve development outside a 100m buffer zone of the contaminated area.
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time.
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0158B

Hertford

Parish: North Weald Bassett
Size (ha): 10.24 : ) AT
. £ !

Address: Vicarage Lane/ east/west of Church Lane (east of Merlin Way), b

North Weald gﬁw

: . . es hunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Agricultural fields
‘ 4,‘35 Brentwood
Baseline yield: 304 dwellings
Client

Source for
baseline yield:

Assumption based on 30 dph

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

i Flood Risk would reduce capacity on site by c.1/2
Site . P 4 Y Drawing Status Date
constraints:
Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
Site selection None SR-0158B Rev 2
adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council
www.eppingforestdec.gov.uk
Community  Feedback was received on NWB-AF which is within or near to this Souncos Ext HERE, Deome, iarmap, Insmet b o, GEBCO, USGS, FAC, NS, NRGAN,
feedback: site. Refer to Appendlx B1.4 for further details. GeoBase, \G‘l\é {}gaUaster NL, Ordnance Survey, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), swisstopo,

P! and the GIS User Communit
Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,

EB8O5SF

Dwe" ings: 152 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘Ilivgﬁc;?hzfr 2:It<;csz?tlng site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sit -~ Site falls within an Impact Risk Zone and due to the nature and scale of development proposed it is likely to be |Due to the development type (over 100 residential dwellings), development of the site is likely to pose a risk and
' pact on Natlonally Frotected siles ) possible to mitigate the effects of the proposed development. consultation with Natural England is required. However, it is likely that mitigation to reduce the risk would be possible.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Tr tside of ~ Site contains Ancient and/or Veteran trees but at a sufficiently low density across the site that removal could be |There is 1 Ancient tree directly affected by the site. The tree is located in the centre of the site and may be affected by
-ob Impact o clent/vetera ees oulside o 6 largely avoided or possible impacts could be mitigated. development. Impacts may be mitigated by considered masterplanning or translocation.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is partially within Deciduous Woodland and BAP priority habitat with no main feature buffer zones. The site
- P ty Sp: may indirectly affect the BAP priority habitats. There may be effects but mitigation can be implemented to address this.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site. The site is within the 250m buffer of Church Lane Flood Meadow LNR LWS and St. Andrew's Churchyard, North Weald
. P LWS. The site is unlikely to affect the features and species of these LWS.
1.7 Flood risk " Site within Flood Zone 2 and exception test not required. Some 68% of the site is in Flood Zone 1. The location of the higher Flood Risk Zones 2 and 3a, covering circa 32% of
-f Floodris ) the site area, is located along the eastern site boundary. This area can be avoided and risk flood mitigated through site
layout.
18al £ on herit " 0 Site is located within the setting of a heritage asset and effects can be mitigated. Possible impact on setting of Grade II* listed church on part of site directly south of Vicarage Lane and opposite
-0 Impact on heritage assets church. Possible mitigation by locating development to south/west of site.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo 0 There is a medium likelihood that further archaeological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
. P Y unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt A |So|$ve |§wwc|)t:“r:eedir§rin Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site more than a 1000m from a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is greenfield land that is neither within nor adjacent to a settiement. 100% greenfield site, 300m from an existing settlement (North Weald Bassett).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space *+) Development could provide an opportunity to improve links to adjacent existing public open space or provide [No public open space is located in the site area. Development will not involve the loss of public open space. An
: pacily P P P access to open space which is currently private. existing site masterplan identifies opportunities to provide new public open spaces in the development proposal.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit © Site falls within an area of medium landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are resilient to change
. P Y and able to absorb development without significant character change.
e Development could detract from the existing settlement character. Site identified in Masterplan as having potential for commercial / leisure use close to airfield. Site is located within
5.2 Settlement character sensitivity ©) historic dispersed settlement, close to church. Development may negatively impact settlement character, and could
require mitigation.
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Zz;égrtsrgl%eo;tilte development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.4 Access 1o site ) Suitable access to site already exists.
6.5 Contamination constraints A Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. rl:‘ti)tti;r;?eatlj contamination (Military Uses / Sewage Sludge / Infilled Pond). Potential adverse impact that could be
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time.
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0179

Hertford

Parish: North Weald Bassett
Size (ha): 30.87 : ) AT
3 £ !
Address: Part of North Weald Golf Club, Rayley Lane, North Weald, Essex, b
CM16 6AR >3
b S
: : . s hunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Golf course
‘ 4,95 Brentwood
Baseline yield: 926 dwellings
Client

Source for
baseline yield:

Assumption based on 30 dph

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Site Band of Flood Risk Zone 3a and 2 across central area of site. -
constraints:  Reducing developable area of site by circa 1/5. Site capacity also Drawing Status Date
reduced to account for 0.29 ha part of site subject to planning Issue March 2018
application.
Drawing No Issue
Site selection Site capacity also reduced to account for 0.29 ha part of site SR-0179 Rev 2

adjustment: subject to planning application.
Community

feedback: near to this site.

Dwellings: 734

The Council did not consult on a growth location which covers or is

ARUP

© Contains OS data © Crown copyright and database right (2016)

Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,

GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordnance Survey, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
P ,©0 and the GIS User Communi

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,

AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

EBB8OS5Fiii

Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment

1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 vagﬁC;?hZfr 2:I‘chziting site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination

1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites ) Site falls withlirl1 an Impact Risk Zone and due to the nature and scale of development proposed it is likely to be |Due to the deyelopment type (0\{er 1OQ residential dwe!lings), developrnept of the site is Iike!y to pose a risk ar\d
possible to mitigate the effects of the proposed development. consultation with Natural England is required. However, it is likely that mitigation to reduce the risk would be possible.

1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.

1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.

Ancient Woodland

1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.

1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. ;r:; isri]tdeiri:(:ﬁ;r;iféflgzt mglgAl'Dje;:iurﬁ;lsh Zzﬁggéq'ﬂeargdmzeZepgzgé);shl?&iﬁlit‘ilggtli cr:rc]: S;iiré Ei?;::i;gﬁg dzct)éu:(sj.d I::Sstir:; ‘

1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site. l;:citseoifsﬂ:gjis\?gt- to St. Andrew's Churchyard, North Weald LWS. The site is unlikely to affect the features and

1.7 Flood risk “ Site within Flood Zone 3a where exception test required. Although some 79% pf thg §ite is in Elood Zone 1 th.e location of ﬂood Risk Zones 2 gpd 3a across the central area of

site can make mitigation difficult. The impact of the higher Flood Risk Zones can be mitigated by site layout.

1.8a Impact on heritage assets 0 Site is located within the setting of a heritage asset and effects can be mitigated. asr?éjtgo%fds::ré):;ﬁ]rgial to impact on setting of Grade II* listed church. Mitigate by locating development to north of site

1.8b Impact on archaeology 0 There is a medium Iikelihopd that further ar_chagological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.

1.9 Impact of air quality © Site lies wiltljin an area which has been identified as being at risk of poor air quality, but it is likely that the risk  |Parts of the site are very close to the A614 and therefore mitigation measures are likely to be required.
could be mitigated or reduced.

2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt A |Soi$\f liswwci)t?inr;eGdirfr? Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very

3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.

3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site more than a 1000m from a bus stop.

3.3 Distance to employment locations 0 Site is more than 1600m and less than 2400m from an employment site/location.

3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.

3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.

3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.

3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is greenfield land that is neither within nor adjacent to a settiement. 100% greenfield site not within or adjacent to an existing settlement.

4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).

4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space. A negligible part of the site contains public open space. Development will not involve the loss of public open space.

5.1 Landscape sensitivity A Site falls within an area of medium Iandsqaplezl sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are resilient to change |The key characteristics of the adjacent a§§essed Iandscape sensitiyity zoneAextend to this site. The form and extent of
and able to absorb development without significant character change. 2sgrg§l\$llopment would have to be sensitive to the location to avoid potential adverse impact on the wider landscape

5.2 Settlement character sensitivity A Development could detract from the existing settlement character. ZZSe%:)L:Tr]\::"scgwjzt?;ﬁiIg; g:fzr;ttiif\i/:sir:theeg?aittieoﬁ.s unsuitable for development since the distance of the site from existing

6.1 Topography constraints A Topographical constraints exist in the site but potential for mitigation.

6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.

6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.

6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Zgjea;grtsrgi%eo;tii-te development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or

6.4 Access to site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Existing access from Rayley Lane.

6.5 Contamination constraints A Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Farm / Made Ground / Infilled Ponds). Potential adverse impact that could be mitigated.

6.6 Traffic impact 0 Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time.
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EBB8OS5Fiii

Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0195B Hertford
Parish: North Weald Bassett
Size (ha): 3.42 : ) AT
: £ !
Address: Land to the North of Vicarage Lane, East, North Weald Bassett, ¥
Epping, Essex, CM16 6AP gﬁ‘?‘
. s hunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Grazing land.
S ,,,)5 Brentwood
Baseline yield: 102 dwellings
. Client

Source for Assumption based on 30 dph
baseline yield: Epping Forest District Council

Job Title

Epping Forest District Local Plan
ggsstra'nts None Drawing Status Date

ints:

Issue March 2018

Drawing No Issue
Site selection None SR-0195B Rev 2

adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

H T . . . © Contains OS data ® Crown copyright and database right (2016)
Communlty The Council did not consult on a growth location which covers or is Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,

. i i GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ord| S , Esri J; , METI, Esri China (H K ), swisstopo,
feedback: near to this site. eﬁ ase, K jaster rdnance urveaynd 5‘:\3 GaIpSaBserCOm;:nl ina (Hong Kong), swisstopo,

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
DweII ings: 102 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 Effects of allocating site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination

with other sites).

Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed

1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites © development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.

Ancient Woodland

Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.

1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets ) Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site.
1.8b Impact on archaeology A Existing evi_dence and/or a Iac!( of previous disturbance indicates a high likelihood for the discovery of high quality
archaeological assets on the site.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt 0 Site is within Green Belt, but the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be none. Almost the entirety of the site is located within a Green Belt parcel which does not meet the purposes. If the site was
released it would not harm the purposes of the wider Green Belt.
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site between 400m and 1000m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.

3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.

3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land © Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement. 95% greenfield site, adjacent to an existing settlement (North Weald Basset).

4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).

Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.

4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0

5.1 Landscape sensitivity A Site falls within an area of medium landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are resilient to change The formland extent of any development would have to be sensitive to the location to avoid potential adverse impact
and able to absorb development without significant character change. on the adjacent landscape character area.

5.2 Settlement character sensitivity 0 Development is unlikely to have an effect on settlement character. Site is located adjacent to existing development, and is unlikely to negatively impact settlement character.

6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.

6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.

6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.

The intensity of site development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or

6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 adjacent to the site.

6.4 Access to site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Access off Vicarage Lane East.

6.5 Contamination constraints © Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination on very small part of site. Minimal adverse impact with opportunity to enhance.

6.6 Traffic impact 0 Low level congestion expected at peak times within the vicinity of the site. B480
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Site Suitability Assessment
Site Reference: SR-0203 Hertford
Parish: North Weald Bassett
Size (ha): 0.37 : ) AT
3 £ !
Address: Randalls Yard, Woodside, Thornwood Common ¥
P
. eshunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Waste metal transfer dwelling (warehouse)
4. Brentwood
-~ <5
Baseline yield: 5 dwellings
Client

Source for
baseline yield:

Site None

constraints:

Site selection None

adjustment:

Community
feedback:

Dwellings: 5

Feedback was received on THO-2 which is within or near to this
site. Refer to Appendix B1.4 for further details.

Indicated in Call for Sites (equivalent to 17 dph)

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status Date

Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
SR-0203 Rev 2

ARUP

© Contains OS data © Crown copyright and database right (2016)

Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,

GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordnance Survey, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
P ,©0 and the GIS User Communi

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,

AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

EBB8OS5Fiii

Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment

1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘I’Evfi“:ﬁcshzfr 2:I‘Z(s:?ting site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination

1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites Site falls withjr] an Impact Risk Zone and due to the nature and scale of development proposed it is unlikely to be The site directly aﬂec{s the Epping Forest SSSI and is likely to pose a risk to the features of tlhe SSSI. Consqltation
possible to mitigate the effects of the proposed development. xnitt?g;eeifural England is required. Furthermore, the effects on the features of the SSSI are unlikely to be possible to

1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland ) Site is adjacent to or contains Ancient Woodland but possible effects can be mitigated. ;:?:i :ri\ttev:ISo (z)aglj':rc]:;n_tr r\]c; gi]tz :Esriﬁ(igg—\t/(\)ligtarzs\ggﬁgcﬁ;csizr; r\lli\éﬁocd;i:g.t :J—Q?n sitiitsargzy V(:ii{f?itl’:lﬂt)l{l :f;?tcet.a small area of the

1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.

Ancient Woodland

1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.

1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats © Features and species in the site may not be retained in their entirety but effects can be mitigated. The site ils gdjacent to two habitgls, and w!thin three buffer zones. There |s a habital speqies recorded within site. The

site may indirectly affect the habitats and directly affect the species, but mitigation can be implemented.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site. ;Tse E‘,\}\tlesis within the 250m buffer for Thornwood LNR LWS. The site is unlikely to affect the features and species of
1.7 Flood risk *) Site within Flood Zone 2 and exception test not required. Eome 79% of tlhe site is in Fllood Zone 2. Within this 3% of thg site is in lFIood Zone 3a which is located on the site
oundary. The impact of the higher Flood Risk Zones can be mitigated by site layout.

1.8a Impact on heritage assets 0 Site is located within the setting of a heritage asset and effects can be mitigated. :gjsr:%ﬁ mgﬁg ggs?:rt]tling of Marshalls moated site (Scheduled Monument) to east. Mitigation through sensitive layout

1.8b Impact on archaeology A Existing evi_dence and/or a Iac!( of previous disturbance indicates a high likelihood for the discovery of high quality
archaeological assets on the site.

1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.

2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt A lSOi‘;e’ lizwwci)t?inr;eGdirfr? Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very

3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.

3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.

3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.

3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.

3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.

3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest secondary school.

3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land 0 Majority of the site is previously developed land that is neither within nor adjacent to a settlement. 100% brownfield site not within or adjacent to an existing settlement.

4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).

4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space. ngiil_igible part of the site contains public open space. The proposals could be configured to avoid loss of public open

5.1 Landscape sensitivity A Site falls within an area of medium Iandsqapfel sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are resilient to change [The formland ex{ent of any fievelopment would have to be sensitive to the location to avoid potential adverse impact
and able to absorb development without significant character change. on the adjacent highly sensitive landscape character area.

5.2 Settlement character sensitivity *) g:)/:;gz;n:nt may improve settlement character through redevelopment of a run-down site or improvement in Randalls Yard identified as a potential regeneration site. Redevelopment could enhance the character of the area.

6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.

6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.

6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.

6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Zgjea;grtirgi%eo;;i-te development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or

6.4 Access to site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Existing access from Woodside.

6.5 Contamination constraints A Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Scrapyard). Potential adverse impact that could be mitigated.

6.6 Traffic impact

Site below site size threshold where it would be expected to significantly affect congestion.
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Site Suitability Assessment
Site Reference: SR-0220 Hertford
Parish: North Weald Bassett
Size (ha): 0.16 ) o
3 £t !

Address: 1-2 Marconi Bungalows, High Road, North Weald, Epping, CM16 ¥

6EQ gﬁ o

. s hunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Urban site comprising existing bungalows
S ,,,)5 Brentwood
Baseline yield: 5-8 Dwellings
Client

Source for
baseline yield:

Indicated in Call for Sites

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Site Previous refusal for 9 dwellings, reduced amount with sensitive -
. . f Drawing Status Date
constraints: layout might be more suitable.
Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
Site selection None SR-0220 Rev 2
adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council
www.eppingforestdec.gov.uk
community The Council did not consult on a growth location which covers or is (20?1?:;in;sg,stEa;{aE?DCeT::png,o\pr):tr;grrhn'aapr,‘?n(l?::r:zf\?;g(;')r(:(,)1(_‘2800, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,
. i i GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordi Si , Esri J; , METI, Esri China (H Kong), swisstopo,
feedback: near to this site. eﬁ ase, K jaster rdnance urveaynd 5‘:\3 GaIpSaBserCOm;:nl ina (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
DweII ings: 6 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

EBB8OS5Fiii

Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘I’Evfi“:ﬁc;?hzfr 2:2(8:5;1tmg site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
. Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland. The site is partly within the 250m buffer for Reynkyns Wood Ancient Woodland. The site is unlikely to directly affect the

1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Ancient Woodland
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats ~ Features and species in the site may not be retained in their entirety but effects can be mitigated. The site is partially within a Wood Pasture and Parkland BAP priority habitat and within three buffer zones. The site

- P ty Sp: ) may affect a small area of the BAP priority habitat, but this may be addressed through mitigation.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site. The site is within the 250m buffer of Tylers Green Grasslands LWS and Reynkyns Wood LWS. The site is unlikely to

. P it ! affect the features and species of these LWS.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.

: Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site. Unlikely to impact setting of Scheduled Monument due to distance.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets (+)
There is a low likelihood that further archaeological assets would be discovered on the site.

1.8b Impact on archaeology +)
1.9 Impact of air qualit © Site lies within an area which has been identified as being at risk of poor air quality, but it is likely that the risk  |Parts of the site are close to the A414 and therefore mitigation measures are likely to be required.

. P a Y could be mitigated or reduced.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt A Isol‘:ve |§ng?::eedirfrin Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land ) Majority of the site is greenfield land within a settlement. 60% greenfield site, within an existing settlement (North Weald).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit 0 Site falls within an area of low landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are able to accommodate |The relevant site character context is urban and development is unlikely to adversely affect the wider landscape

. P fvity development without significant character change. character.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivity *) g«\e’;/:slggr’;neent may improve settlement character through redevelopment of a run-down site or improvement in Redevelopment of existing residential site could contribute positively to settlement character.
6.1 Topography constraints A Topographical constraints exist in the site but potential for mitigation.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.

. The intensity of site development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or Although protected trees are present, on or adjacent to the site, it is likely that they could be incorporated into the
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) U adjacent to the site. layout, subject to reasonable care, without adverse impact on the suitability of the site for development.
6.4 Access to site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Existing access off Epping Road.
o . No contamination issues identified on site to date. No potential contamination identified.

6.5 Contamination constraints 0

6.6 Traffic impact

Site below site size threshold where it would be expected to significantly affect congestion.
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0235 Hertford @@
Parish: North Weald Bassett \ Harlow
Size (ha): 1.48 = 9 ]
(ha) o o) e
Address: Vicarage Lane, North Weald 8, f
\ =
8 e
- s hunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: ™
‘ 3‘?3? 2 4,)5 Brentwood
Baseline yield: 44 dwellings
. Client

Source for Assumption based on 30 dph
baseline yield: Epping Forest District Council

Job Title

Epping Forest District Local Plan
gtl)tr?straintS' None Drawing Status Date

’ Issue March 2018

Drawing No Issue

Site selection None SR-0235 Rev 2

adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council

www. eppingforestde.gov.uk

Community The Coun_cil fiid not consult on a growth location which covers or is ?off.l'i‘;"&?i?&?ﬁﬂZ?T%l?ﬂ';’f%‘ifﬁ:ﬁfSg&ﬁﬁ?géaco‘ USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,
feedback: near to this site. S;ZEZSD%,IGN' Kadaster@?l{lz, Ordnance Survey, Esri Jaf:::ané\i%ésasc;grmg‘;ong),
Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
Dwelli ngs: 44 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 Effects of aIIoca;ting site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
. with other sites).
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 g::;gp?:etnrﬁsImﬁ}ig\lyligslgoggr;eﬁsrgeslssslr;) requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is partially within Deciduous Woodland and BAP priority habitat with no main feature buffer zones. The site
- P Yy Sp may indirectly affect the BAP priority habitats. There may be effects but mitigation can be implemented to address this.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site. The site is within the 250m buffer of St. Andrew's Churchyard, North Weald LWS. The site is unlikely to affect the
. P features and species of this LWS.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets *) Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site. Unlikely to impact on setting of Listed Building due to distance.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo 0 There is a medium likelihood that further archaeological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
. P 9y unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality. Site is likely to be far enough away from M11 to not have a significant impact.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt © Site is within Green Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very
: low, low or medium.
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop © Site more than a 1000m from a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations +) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school © Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is greenfield land that is neither within nor adjacent to a settlement. 100% greenfield, 550m from an existing settlement (Tyler's Green).

N Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land

4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit © Site falls within an area of medium landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are resilient to change
. P ftvity and able to absorb development without significant character change.
5.2 Settl t ch " itivit Development could detract from the existing settlement character. Site is located some distance from the settlement. The site location and configuration is unlikely to support coherent
-2 Settlement character sensitivity ©) and contained settlement growth in accordance with the Council's masterplan.
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 l’g;g:]etrt\zltt{]eo;éte development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.4 Access o site *) Suitable access to site already exists.
— . No contamination issues identified on site to date. No potential contamination identified.
6.5 Contamination constraints 0
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time. 8483
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Site Suitability Assessment
Site Reference: SR-0240 Hertford
Parish: North Weald Bassett
Size (ha): 0.91 : ) AT
: £ !
Address: The Kings Head Public House, High Road, North Weald, Essex, ¥
CM16 6BU e
. es hunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes:
4, Brentwood
-~ h)
Baseline yield: 7 to 14 dwellings
Client

Source for
baseline yield:

Site None

constraints:

Site selection None

adjustment:

Community
feedback:

Dwellings: 14

Indicated in Call for Sites

Feedback was received on NWB-3 which is within or near to this
site. Refer to Appendix B1.4 for further details.

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status Date

Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
SR-0240 Rev 2

Epping Forest
District Council
www.eppingforestdec.gov.uk

© Contains OS data © Crown copyright and database right (2016)

Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,

GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordnance Survey, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
P ,©0 and the GIS User Communi

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,

AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

EBB8OS5Fiii

Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘I’Evfi“:ﬁcshzfr 2:ng?tlng site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed

1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites © development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is adjacent to an area of Wood Pasture and Parkland and within three buffer zones. The site may indirectly

- P ty Sp: affect the BAP priority habitat. There may be effects but mitigation can be implemented to address this.

—_— " Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site. The site is within the 250m buffer of Weald Common LNR LWS. The site is unlikely to affect the features and species

1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites 0 of this LWS
1.7 Flood risk n Site within Flood Zone 2 and exception test not required. Some 51% of the site is located in Flood Zone 2, which covers the northern half of the site. Mitigation may be possible

-f Floodris ) through design and site layout.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets ~ Site is located within a Conservation Area or adjacent to a Listed Building or other heritage asset and effects can |Unlikely to impact on setting of Scheduled Monument due to distance. Impact on setting of Grade Il LB - no

. P 9 ) be mitigated. development to front of site. Possible mitigation by locating development away from LB and through high quality

design/materials.
There is a low likelihood that further archaeological assets would be discovered on the site.
1.8b Impact on archaeology +)
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt A Isol‘:ve |§ng?::eedirfrin Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities ) Site is less than 1000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land © Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement. Split site (50% greenfield and brownfield). Site adjacent to an existing settlement (North Weald Basset).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land 0 Development of the site would not result in the loss of agricultural land.
: : Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space. No public open space is located in the site area. Development will not involve the loss of public open space.

4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Preliminary masterplan proposes no new public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit 0 Site falls within an area of low landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are able to accommodate |The relevant site character context is urban and development is unlikely to adversely affect the wider landscape

. P fvity development without significant character change. character.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit 0 Development is unlikely to have an effect on settlement character. Development of the parking area to the rear of the King's Head public house (Grade Il listed) is not likely to have an

- ftivity impact on the character of the area subject to sensitive design taking account of the Listed Building.
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 The intensity of site development would be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or adjacent to [The protected trees on or adjacent to the site could be incorporated into the development proposed, subject to care in

. P ! 3 the site. the layout, but would be likely to have a significant adverse impact on the suitability of the site for development
6.4 Access 1o site ) Suitable access to site already exists.

- . Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination over parts of site (Petrol Filling Station & Repair Garage and Station & Coal Yard). Potential

6.5 Contamination constraints (-)

adverse impact that could be mitigated.

6.6 Traffic impact

Site below site size threshold where it would be expected to significantly affect congestion.

B484
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0247 Hertford

Parish: North Weald Bassett

Size (ha): 3.13 )\ ) A
Address: Land at Happy Grow Garden Centre, High Road, Thornwood, ¥ ;

Epping, CM16 6LX

. . . es hunt
Primary use:  Residential

Site notes: Garden centre, retail, car park and adjacent field

4, Brentwood

Baseline yield: 93 dwellings

Source for Assumption based on 30 dph Client

baseline yield: Epping Forest District Council
Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Zi)tr?straintS' None Drawing Status Date

) Issue March 2018

Drawing No Issue

Site selection None SR-0247 Rev 2

adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

community The Counpil fjid not consult on a growth location which covers or is ?ﬁ?é'é‘:f"éﬁ,?éﬁffni’fﬁ"mZf’?&'é?ﬁ';?‘ﬁl?ﬁ:iﬁfSgchérf‘,’?ésco, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,
feedback: near tO thls Slte. GeoBase, \Gl\é {}fadaster NL, Ordnance Survea):;dE;re\ €|ga3;gfg;f;:§"|"a (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
Sm:rce: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
Dwell ings: 93 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘Ilivgﬁc;?hzfr 2:It(;csz?tlng site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is partly within a Deciduous Woodland buffer zone. The site may indirectly affect the BAP priority habitat.
- P ty Sp: There may be effects from this impact but mitigation can be implemented to address this.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
: Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site. Unlikely to impact on setting of Scheduled Monument due to distance.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets +)
1.8b Impact on archaeolo 0 There is a medium likelihood that further archaeological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
. P Y unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt A |So|$ve |§wwc|)t:“r:eedir§rin Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is greenfield land that is neither within nor adjacent to a settiement. 100% greenfield site not within or adjacent to an existing settlement.

4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).

4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivity © Site falls within an area of medium Iandsqaplel sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are resilient to change
and able to absorb development without significant character change.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivity A Development could detract from the existing settlement character. SE:‘l)spt:rgt; (S)ahrgfenntc:r?gic\)hr’:ttzir!ae?:ee:trlzer‘:e?\ft gzrx\ga/stﬁnding. The site location and set back from High Road is unlikely to
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 szzggrtsrgi%eo;tiife development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.4 Access 1o site ) Suitable access to site already exists.
6.5 Contamination constraints A Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Egltjle;tti)ael nc:ﬁrgt:trg(ijr?ation (Horticultural Nursery / Industrial dwellings / Infilled Ponds). Potential adverse impact that
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time. B485
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Site Suitability Assessment
Site Reference: SR-0271 Hertford
Parish: North Weald Bassett
Size (ha): 0.30 o &) A
Address: (Former Coachworks) Popplewells, High Road, Thornwood, ¥ ;
Epping, Essex gﬁw
Dy
. s hunt
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes:
= 4,)5 Brentwood
Baseline yield: 12 dwellings
Client

Source for
baseline yield:

Assumption based on 40 dph

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

i Flood risk would reduce capacity on site
Site . p ty Drawing Status Date
constraints:
Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
Site selection None SR-0271 Rev 2
adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council
www.eppingforestdec.gov.uk
Community  Feedback was received on THO-1 which is within or near to this Souroont B, HERE. DaLorme, memas, inomon P Gon, GEBCO, USGS, FAD, NPS, NRCAN.
. T i i GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordi Si , Esri J: , METI, Esri China (H K ), SWisstc 3
feedback: site. Refer to Appendix B1.4 for further details. s Opanotrebitias conmetom. ot G Ustr Cormmun ina (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
DweII ings: 10 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

EBB8OS5Fiii

Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘I’Evfi“:ﬁcshzfr 2:2(8:5;1tmg site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sit -~ Site falls within an Impact Risk Zone and due to the nature and scale of development proposed it is likely to be |Due to the development type (all planning applications, except householder), development of the site is likely to pose a
' pact on Nationally Frotected sites ) possible to mitigate the effects of the proposed development. risk and consultation with Natural England is required. However, it is likely that mitigation to reduce the risk would be
possible.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land. Site is not touching Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is wholly within Deciduous Woodland and Wood Pasture and Parkland buffer zones. The site may indirectly
- P ty Sp: affect the BAP priority habitats. There may be effects from this impact but mitigation can be implemented to address
this.
—_— " Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site. The site is within the 250m buffer for Thornwood LNR LWS. The site is unlikely to affect the features and species of
1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites 0 this LWS
1.7 Flood risk n Site within Flood Zone 2 and exception test not required. Some 93% of the site is in Flood Zone 2. Within this, Flood Zone 3a covers 7% in the north-western portion of the site
-f Floodris ) and can be avoided through site layout.
: Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site. Unlikely to impact on setting of Scheduled Monument due to distance.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets (+)
1.8b Impact on archaeolo 0 There is a medium likelihood that further archaeological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
. P 9y unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt *) Site is not located in the Green Belt.
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is previously developed land within or adjacent to a settlement. 100% brownfield site, within an existing settlement.
4.2 Impact on agricultural land 0 Development of the site would not result in the loss of agricultural land.
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit 0 Site falls within an area of low landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are able to accommodate |The relevant site character context is urban and development is unlikely to adversely affect the wider landscape
. P fvity development without significant character change. character.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivity *) galfslccnz;neent may improve settlement character through redevelopment of a run-down site or improvementin  |Jonen depot identified as a potential regeneration site. Redevelopment could enhance the character of the area.
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Zgjeaégrtirglzeo;tilte development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.4 Access to site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Access off High Road.
- . Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Coachworks). Potential adverse impact that could be mitigated.
6.5 Contamination constraints (-)

6.6 Traffic impact

Site below site size threshold where it would be expected to significantly affect congestion.
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Site Suitability Assessment
Site Reference: SR-0297 Hertford
Parish: North Weald Bassett
Size (ha): 17.15 A W/
3 £t !
Address: North Weald Bassett, South-west Area %
g
. es hunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Broad Area south-west of North Weald Bassett. Norway House
(Homeless Persons Hostel) and surrounding land could be
intensified.  North Weald Par 3 Golf Course and adjacent
agricultural field. 8 Brentwood
Baseline yield: 145 dwellings
Client

Source for
baseline yield:

Assumption based on 30 dph

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Site Wooded part of site LNR/LWS to be retained reducing capacity. -
. Drawing Status Date
constraints:
Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
Site selection None SR-0297 Rev 2
adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council
www.eppingforestdec.gov.uk
community The Council did not consult on a growth location which covers or is (20?1?:;:inEssﬁ,stEa;{aE?DCeT:;?nce,o\pgtr;grrhn'aaprﬁni?ear::f\?gg(;')r(:(,)1(_‘2BCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,
. i i GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordl Si , Esri J: , METI, Esri China (H K ), swisstopo,
feedback: near to this site. e«: ase, K jaster rdnance urveaynd ;r; GalpsazserCom;:nl ina (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
DweII ings: 145 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

EBB8OS5Fiii

Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment

1.1 Impact on Interationally Protected Sites 0 ‘I’Evfi“:ﬁcshzfr 2:ng?tlng site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination

1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites ) Site falls within an Impact Risk Zone and due to the nature and scale of development proposed it is likely to be |Due to the development type (all planning applications, except householder), development of the site is likely to pose a
) P Y possible to mitigate the effects of the proposed development. risk and consultation with Natural England is required. However, it is likely that mitigation to reduce the risk would be

possible.

1.3 Impact on Ancient Woodland Site is adjacent to or contains Ancient Woodland. The proposals would likely result in direct loss or harm to The site is partly within the Roughtalley's Ancient Woodland. The site may directly affect a portion of the Ancient
. P ! Ancient Woodland or cannot be mitigated. Woodland. The site is likely to cause direct loss which cannot be mitigated within the site.

1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.

Ancient Woodland

1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land. Site is not touching Buffer Land.

1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats © Features and species in the site may not be retained in their entirety but effects can be mitigated. The site encompasses a BAP priority habitat, and includes one BAP species. The site is likely to directly affect the BAP
- P P priority habitat and species, but mitigation can be implemented to address this.

1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites © Features and species in the site may not be retained in their entirety but effects can be mitigated. The site encompasses the whole of Roughtalley’s Wood LNR LWS. The site may directly affect some of the features
: P and species of these LWS but effects can be mitigated. Also within 250m buffer of Roughtalley's Wood LWS however

no effects likely.

1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.

1.8a Impact on heritage assets 0 Site is located within the setting of a heritage asset and effects can be mitigated. Unlikely to impact on setting of Scheduled Monument due to distance. Impact on setting of Grade Il Listed Building
. P 9 (Norway House) but mitigation by locating development to west of site and through high quality design/materials.

1.8b Impact on archaeolo A Existing evidence and/or a lack of previous disturbance indicates a high likelihood for the discovery of high quality
: P 9y archaeological assets on the site.

1.9 Impact of air qualit © Site lies within an area which has been identified as being at risk of poor air quality, but it is likely that the risk  |Parts of the site are very close to the M11 and therefore mitigation measures are likely to be required.
. P a Y could be mitigated or reduced.

2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt A Isol‘:ve |§ng?::eedirfrin Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very

3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.

3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site between 400m and 1000m of a bus stop.

3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.

3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.

3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.

3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.

3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land © Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settiement. 80% greenfield site, adjacent to an existing settlement (North Weald Bassett).

4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).

4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space © Development may involve the loss of public open space but there are opportunities for on-site off-setting or  JAlthough public open space aligns with the development site, opportunities for re-configuration may enable the yield of
: pacity P P P mitigation. houses to be delivered without any overall loss of public open space.

5.1 Landscape sensitivit Site falls within an area of high landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are vulnerable to change |Key characteristics of the adjacent landscape sensitivity zone assessed as highly sensitive extend to the whole of this
. P Y and unable to absorb development without significant character change. site. Development would be likely to adversely affect the wider landscape character.

5.2 Settlement character sensitivity Development is likely to substantially harm the existing settiement character. ;:-r:]:a?r?:tr;?g ife}azpstzglem:es;?rplan identifies this site as not being suitable for development as it could magnify the

6.1 Topography constraints A Topographical constraints exist in the site but potential for mitigation.

6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.

6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.

6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 The intensity of site development would be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or adjacent to [The protected trees on or adjacent to the site could be incorporated into the development proposed, subject to care in
. P the site. the layout, but would be likely to have a significant adverse impact on the suitability of the site for development.

6.4 Access 1o site ) Suitable access to site already exists.

6.5 Contamination constraints 0 Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Egltjtle;ttl)ael ;%?g;aa;\;gatlon (Military Land / small areas of infilled land / electric sub station). Potential adverse impact that

6.6 Traffic impact 0 Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time.
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0309

Parish: North Weald Bassett
Size (ha): 30.55
Address: North Weald Bassett, North-east area

Primary use:  Residential

Site notes:

Baseline yield: 918 dwellings

Source for
baseline yield:

Site None
constraints:

Site selection None
adjustment:

Community

feedback: near to this site.

Assumption based on 30 dph

Broad Area north-east of North Weald Basset.

The Council did not consult on a growth location which covers or is

Hertford

es hunt

4, Brentwood

Client

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status Date

Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
SR-0309 Rev 2

ARUP

© Contains OS data © Crown copyright and database right (2016)

Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,

GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordnance Survey, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
p .©0 and the GIS User Communi

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,

Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

EB8O5SF

Dwe" ings: 918 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘Ilivgﬁc;?hzfr 2:It<;csz?tlng site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
13al + on Ancient Woodland Site is adjacent to or contains Ancient Woodland but possible effects can be mitigated. The site is adjacent to the Reynkyns Wood Ancient Woodland. The site may directly affect a small part of the Ancient
->a Impact on Ancient ¥V oodlan ) Woodland, but impacts may be mitigated against through considered masterplanning or compensation Woodland
planting.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats . Features and species in the site may not be retained in their entirety but effects can be mitigated. The site encompasses a Semi Improved Grassland BAP priority habitat and is adjacent to Deciduous Woodland. It is
- P ty Sp: ) also within 3 buffer zones. The site may directly affect the BAP priority habitats, but mitigation can be implemented.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites © Features and species in the site may not be retained in their entirety but effects can be mitigated. The site encompasses the Tylers Green Grasslands LWS. The site may directly affect some of the features and
! P species of these LWS but effects can be mitigated. The site adjacent to Reynkyns Wood LWS but no effects likely.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets ) Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo A Existing evidence and/or a lack of previous disturbance indicates a high likelihood for the discovery of high quality
. P Y archaeological assets on the site.
1.9 Impact of air qualit © Site lies within an area which has been identified as being at risk of poor air quality, but it is likely that the risk  |Parts of the site are very close to the A614 and therefore mitigation measures are likely to be required.
. P a Y could be mitigated or reduced.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt A |So|$ve |§wwc|)t:“r:eedir§rin Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site between 400m and 1000m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land © Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement. 95% greenfield site, adjacent to an existing settlement.
4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit © Site falls within an area of medium landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are resilient to change
. P Y and able to absorb development without significant character change.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivity Development is likely to substantially harm the existing settlement character. (Ei):;/:Isgtn;ir;’tpg:tthls site could magnify the linear nature of the settlement, which the Council's adopted masterplan
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
. The intensity of site development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or There are protected trees on and adjacent to the site, but the percentage of the site area affected is limited, and they
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) v adjacent to the site. would not be a significant constraint.
6.4 Access 1o site ) Suitable access to site already exists.
6.5 Contamination constraints A Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. rl:‘ti)tti;r;?eatlj contamination over very small parts of the site (infilled ponds). Potential adverse impact that could be
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Low level congestion expected at peak times within the vicinity of the site.
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Site Suitability Assessment
Site Reference: SR-0310 Hertford
Parish: North Weald Bassett
Size (ha): 70.65 : ) AT
3 £t !

Address: North Weald Bassett, Blakes Golf Course (East Area) ¥

g

. es hunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Broad Area East of North Weal Bassett comprising Blakes Golf
Course.
S ,,,)5 Brentwood
Baseline yield: 2,077 dwellings
Client

Source for
baseline yield:

Site None
constraints:

Site selection None
adjustment:

Community

feedback: near to this site.

Assumption based on 30 dph

The Council did not consult on a growth location which covers or is

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status Date

Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
SR-0310 Rev 2

ARUP

© Contains OS data © Crown copyright and database right (2016)

Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,

GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordnance Survey, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
P ,©0 and the GIS User Communi

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,

Epping Forest
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www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

EBB8OS5Fiii

DweII ings: 2.077 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘I’Evfi“:ﬁc;?hzfr 2:2(8:5;1tmg site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites © development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
. Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland. The site is partly within the 250m buffer for Reynkyns Wood Ancient Woodland. The site is unlikely to directly affect the
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Ancient Woodland
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats ~ Features and species in the site may not be retained in their entirety but effects can be mitigated. The site is almost wholly within a Wood Pasture and Parkland BAP priority habitat, and is partially within three buffers.
- P ty Sp: ) The site is likely to directly affect the BAP priority habitat, however due to the overall size of habitat this may be
mitigable.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site. The site is within 250m buffer of Tylers Green Grasslands LWS, Ongar Radio Station LWS and Reynkyns Wood LWS.
E P lidlite Si The site is unlikely to affect the features and species of these LWS.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
: Site is located within the setting of a heritage asset and effects can be mitigated. Possible impact on landscape setting of Scheduled Monument. Possible mitigation through sensitive layout/reduction
1.8a Impact on heritage assets 0 in density.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo A Existing evidence and/or a lack of previous disturbance indicates a high likelihood for the discovery of high quality
: P 9y archaeological assets on the site.
1.9 Impact of air qualit © Site lies within an area which has been identified as being at risk of poor air quality, but it is likely that the risk  |Parts of the site are very close to the A614 and therefore mitigation measures are likely to be required.
. P a Y could be mitigated or reduced.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt A Isol‘:ve |§ng?::eedirfrin Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site between 400m and 1000m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land © Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement. 95% greenfield site, adjacent to an existing settlement (North Weald Bassett).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit Site falls within an area of high landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are vulnerable to change
. P fvity and unable to absorb development without significant character change.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit A Development could detract from the existing settlement character. Site forms part of Chipping Ongar Great Park, the outline of which is preserved by hedgerows; the current field pattern
- ftivity & echoes its open aspect. The area is sensitive to change, and development could impact the character of the edge of
the settlement.
6.1 Topography constraints A Topographical constraints exist in the site but potential for mitigation.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Zgjeaégrtirglzeo;tilte development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.4 Access to site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Existing access off High Road.
- . Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination over site (Made Ground - imported waste). Potential adverse impact that could be mitigated.
6.5 Contamination constraints (-)
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Low level congestion expected at peak times within the vicinity of the site.
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0408

Parish: North Weald Bassett
Size (ha): 46.00
Address: Rundell's Grove Wood

Primary use:  Residential
Site notes:
Baseline yield: None

Source for Assumption based on 30 dph

baseline yield:

Site None

constraints:

Site selection Assumption based on 30 dph

adjustment:
Community Feedback was received on HAR-C which is within or near to this
feedback: site. Refer to Appendix B1.4 for further details.
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Epping Forest District Council
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Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status Date

Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
SR-0408 Rev 2

Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk
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© Contains OS data © Crown copyright and database right (2016)

Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,

GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordnance Survey, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
P ,©0 and the GIS User Communi

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,

EBB8OS5Fiii

Dwell ings: 1,379 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment

1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites

Effects of allocating site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
with other sites).

1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites

Site falls within an Impact Risk Zone and due to the nature and scale of development proposed it is likely to be
possible to mitigate the effects of the proposed development.

Due to the development type (over 100 residential dwellings), development of the site is likely to pose a risk and
consultation with Natural England is required. However, it is likely that mitigation to reduce the risk would be possible.

1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland

Site is adjacent to or contains Ancient Woodland. The proposals would likely result in direct loss or harm to
Ancient Woodland or cannot be mitigated.

The site is almost wholly within Mark Bushes/Latton Park Ancient Woodland. The site may directly affect all of the
Ancient Woodland. The site is likely to cause direct loss which cannot be mitigated within the site.

1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of
Ancient Woodland

Site contains Ancient and/or Veteran trees but at a sufficiently low density across the site that removal could be
largely avoided or possible impacts could be mitigated.

There are 6 Ancient trees directly affected by the site. The trees are concentrated at the edge of the site. Impacts to
the Ancient trees may be mitigated due to the low density and by considered masterplanning or translocation.

1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land

Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.

1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats

Features and species in the site unlikely to be retained and effects cannot be mitigated.

The site is within two BAP priority habitats, with two BAP priority species recorded on the northern site periphery. The
site is likely to directly affect all of the BAP habitats and species, and the impact may not be mitigable.

1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites

Features and species in the site unlikely to be retained and effects cannot be mitigated.

Site would entirely occupy LWS EP90 which comprises Ancient Woodland. It would not be possible to entirely mitigate
the effects of this.

1.7 Flood risk

m ) SD i )

Site within Flood Zone 1.

1.8a Impact on heritage assets

*)

Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site.

Unlikely to impact on settings of Scheduled Monument or Grade II* Listed Building due to distance.

1.8b Impact on archaeology

Existing evidence and/or a lack of previous disturbance indicates a high likelihood for the discovery of high quality
archaeological assets on the site.

1.9 Impact of air quality

Site lies within an area which has been identified as being at risk of poor air quality, but it is likely that the risk
could be mitigated or reduced.

Parts of the site are very close to the M11 and therefore mitigation measures are likely to be required.

2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt

Site is within Green Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be high or
very high.

The site falls within a network of Green Belt parcels which prevent the sprawl of Harlow. The site is detached from the
settlement edge by dense planting along the northern edge and if it was released it may harm the purposes of the
wider Green Belt.

Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.

3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station (-)

3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.

3.3 Distance to employment locations “ Site is more than 2400m from an employment site/location.

3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is more than 4000m from the nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest secondary school.

3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network

Not applicable.

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land

Majority of the site is greenfield land that is neither within nor adjacent to a settiement.

100% greenfield site, 100m from an existing settlement (Harlow).

4.2 Impact on agricultural land

Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).

4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space

Development may involve the loss of public open space with no opportunities for on-site off-setting or mitigation.

The public open space is entirely located in the site area. This would result in loss of public open space (woodland and
semi-natural public open space covers c. 99% of the site), with few opportunities for site re-orientation or re-provision.

5.1 Landscape sensitivity

Site falls within an area of high landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are vulnerable to change
and unable to absorb development without significant character change.

Key characteristics of the adjacent landscape sensitivity zone assessed as highly sensitive extend to the whole of this
site. Development would be likely to adversely affect the wider landscape character.

5.2 Settlement character sensitivity

Development is likely to substantially harm the existing settlement character.

Site comprises Mark Bushes / Latton Park Ancient Woodland, and is located to the south of Latton Common.
Development could involve substantial loss of woodland and detrimental impact on the setting of Latton Common.

6.1 Topography constraints

No topography constraints are identified in the site.

6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines

Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.

6.2b Distance to power lines

Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.

6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO)

The site has severely limited feasibility for development as a result of the extensive presence of protected trees,
either on or adjacent to the site.

The extent of the protected tree cover on or adjacent to the site would be likely to have a significant adverse impact on
the suitability of the site for development

Potential for access to the site to be created through third party land and agreement in place, or existing access

Access issues could be overcome with potential to upgrade track linking site and London Road (A414).

6.4 Access to site ) would require upgrade.

o . No contamination issues identified on site to date. No potential contamination identified.
6.5 Contamination constraints 0
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time.
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0410 Hertford
Parish: North Weald Bassett
Size (ha): 4.20 o A
Address: Land East of High Road, Thornwood ‘% e
o

Primary use:  Residential eshurg e
Site notes: Farm and Agricultural field

S 4,95 Brentwood

Baseline yield: 125 dwellings

Source for Assumption based on 30 dph Client

baseline yield: Epping Forest District Council
Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

gti)tr?straints None Drawing Status Date

) Issue March 2018

Drawing No Issue

Site selection None SR-0410 Rev 2

adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

H . . . ) . © Contains OS data ® Crown copyright and database right (2016)
Communlty Feedback was received on THO-C which is within or near to this Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,

. T i i GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ord| S , Esri J; , METI, Esri China (H K ), swisstopo,
feedback: site. Refer to Appendix B1.4 for further details. s © Opanctrebiiian conmotor. ot i Gl User oy or Kona). svissiopo

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
DweII ings: 125 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 Effects of allocating site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination

with other sites).

1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites ) Site falls within an Impact Risk Zone and due to the nature and scale of development proposed it is likely to be |Due to the development type (all planning applications, except householder), development of the site is likely to pose a

possible to mitigate the effects of the proposed development. risk and consultation with Natural England is required. However, it is likely that mitigation to reduce the risk would be
possible.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.

Ancient Woodland

Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.

1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is partly within a Deciduous Woodland buffer zone. The site may indirectly affect the BAP priority habitat.

- P ty Sp: There may be effects from this impact but mitigation can be implemented to address this.

—_— " Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site. The site is within the 250m buffer for Thornwood LNR LWS. The site is unlikely to affect the features and species of
1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites 0 this LWS
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
: Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site. Unlikely to impact on setting of Scheduled Monument due to distance.

1.8a Impact on heritage assets (+)
1.8b Impact on archaeolo 0 There is a medium likelihood that further archaeological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is

. P 9y unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt A Isol‘:ve |§ng?::eedirfrin Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.

3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest secondary school.

3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land © Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement. 95% greenfield site, adjacent to an existing settlement (Thornwood).

4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).

Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.

4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0
5.1 Landscape sensitivit A Site falls within an area of medium landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are resilient to change

. P Y and able to absorb development without significant character change.

e Development is unlikely to have an effect on settlement character. Site is in a central location within the village, and is not likely to have a negative impact on the character of the village.

5.2 Settlement character sensitivity 0
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.

The intensity of site development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or

6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 adjacent to the site.

6.4 Access to site *+) Suitable access to site already exists.

6.5 Contamination constraints A Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. rF;]ci)‘tizrz;iieatlj'contamination over part of site (Shooting Ground / In filled Pond). Potential adverse impact that could be
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time. B491

©Arup



Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0411 Hertford

Parish: North Weald Bassett

Size (ha): 411 o A
Address: Weald Place Farm, Thornwood, Epping, Essex ¥ i

Primary use:  Residential

Site notes:

Baseline yield: 123 dwellings

Source for
baseline yield:

Site None
constraints:

Site selection None
adjustment:

Community

feedback: near to this site.

Assumption based on 30 dph

Open fields, parts of which seem overgrown.

The Council did not consult on a growth location which covers or is

es hunt

4,‘25 Brentwood

Client

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status Date

Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
SR-0411 Rev 2

ARUP

© Contains OS data © Crown copyright and database right (2016)

Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,

GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordnance Survey, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
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Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
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Dwe" ings: m AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘Ilivgﬁc;?hzfr 2:It<;csz?lting site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites ) Site _falls withlir) an Impact Risk Zone and due to the nature and scale of development proposed it is likely to be Due to the developmen} type (all planning alpplicatigns, except hogsghglder), deve]qpm‘ent of the site is Iil_(ely to pose a
possible to mitigate the effects of the proposed development. ;zl;s?gldelconsultatlon with Natural England is required. However, it is likely that mitigation to reduce the risk would be
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland. ;I"_lr;e/_\s::i;tp\fvrggd\llv;t:ér? the 250m buffer for Epping-Wintry Wood Ancient Woodland. The site is unlikely to directly affect
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land. Site is not touching Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. mgr:itri;; E:rgffg)ét;viftrrg; ?hiﬁrzpp;grgﬁtlﬁﬁiié?t igtrj‘fiearnzgg?;.p'll':;esri]ttee (ﬂiyaigg:reescstlt);] iasflfect the BAP priority habitats.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk *) Site within Flood Zone 2 and exception test not required. Some 38% of the site is in Flood Zone 2 of which 1% is in Flood Zone 3a. The higher risk Flood Zone (3a) is located
in the north-western corner of the site and the impact can be mitigated by site layout.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets © Site i.s. located within a Conservation Area or adjacent to a Listed Building or other heritage asset and effects can |Scheduled Monumgnt of Marshalls moated site within site. Possibility for some development to north of site but at
e mitigated. much reduced density.
1.8b Impact on archaeology 0 There is a medium Iikelihopd that further arphagological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt A |Soi$\f liswwci)t?inr;eGdirfr? Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site between 400m and 1000m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land A Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement. 100% greenfield site, adjacent to an existing settlement (Thornwood).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivity A Site falls within an area of medium Iandsqaplezl sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are resilient to change [The formland extent of any development would have to be sensitive to the location to avoid potential adverse impact
and able to absorb development without significant character change. on the adjacent landscape character area.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivity 0 Development is unlikely to have an effect on settlement character. (Siietseiéacgﬁscg:geg]geesc;fh Zztjlleer(‘jn:/lné na\unr:i]el,rllrtﬂlil(;ilayt ég \?vﬁ\r/\?n r:ﬁgastiitvee. impact on settlement character, subject to sensitive
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Zz;‘igrt]ir:;i%eoiitiife development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.4 Access to site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Existing access from Woodside.
6.5 Contamination constraints A Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. rI:T’:i)ttizre;iieatlj.contamination over parts of site (Military Land / Infilled Pond). Potential adverse impact that could be
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time.
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0413 Hertford
Parish: North Weald Bassett
Size (ha): 5.43 o A
Address: Land South of Woodside, Thornwood A e
2
es hunt @

Primary use:  Residential
Site notes:

4,95 Brentwood

Baseline yield: None

Source for Assumption based on 30 dph Client

baseline yield: Epping Forest District Council
Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

gti)tr?straints None Drawing Status Date

) Issue March 2018

Drawing No Issue

Site selection Assumption based on 30 dph SR-0413 Rev 2

adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

H T . . f © Contains OS data ® Crown copyright and database right (2016)
Communlty The Council did not consult on a growth location which covers or is Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,

. i i GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ord| S , Esri J; , METI, Esri China (H K ), swisstopo,
feedback: near to this site. et: ase, K jaster rdnance uwea‘i\d ;r; GalpsazlserCom:‘:m ina (Hong Kong), swisstopo,

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
Dwell ings: 162 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
. 5 Effects of allocating site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 . . g
: with other sites).

1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites Site falls within an Impact Risk Zone and due to the nature and scale of development proposed it is unlikely to be |The site directly affects the Epping Forest SSSI and is likely to pose a risk to the features of the SSSI. Consultation

possible to mitigate the effects of the proposed development. with Natural England is required. Furthermore, the effects on the features of the SSSI are unlikely to be possible to
mitigate.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland Site is adjacent to or contains Ancient Woodland. The proposals would likely result in direct loss or harm to The site is wholly in the Epping-Wintry Wood Ancient Woodland. The site may directly affect a small area of the
. P ! Ancient Woodland or cannot be mitigated. Ancient Woodland. The site is likely to cause direct loss which cannot be mitigated within the site.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
- . . Features and species in the site may not be retained in their entirety but effects can be mitigated. The site is partially within Deciduous Woodland and Wood Pasture and Parkland BAP priority habitats, and within 3
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats ) buffer zones. The site is likely to directly affect a portion of the BAP priority habitats, but the effects may be mitigable.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site. ;I;:se E\}\t/esls within the 250m buffer for Thornwood LNR LWS. The site is unlikely to affect the features and species of
1.7 Flood risk “ Site within Flood Zone 3a where exception test required. Circa 26% of the site is in Flood Zones 3a and 3b. The location of the higher risk Flood Zones in the middle of the site,
. which will make mitigation difficult. The risk can however be mitigated through site layout.
: Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site. Unlikely to impact on setting of Scheduled Monument due to distance. However, some further archaeological
1.8a Impact on heritage assets (+) Y 9 assess);nent mapy be required. 9 9
1.8b Impact on archaeolo A Existing evidence and/or a lack of previous disturbance indicates a high likelihood for the discovery of high quality
: P 9y archaeological assets on the site.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt © Site is within Green Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very |Aside from the Epping Forest constraint, which is Green Belt, a small northern part of the site is identified as not
. low, low or medium. meeting Green Belt purposes. If this part of the site was released it would have limited harm to the purposes of the
wider Green Belt.
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land © Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement. 80% greenfield site, adjacent to an existing settlement (Thornwood).

4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).

Development may involve the loss of public open space with no opportunities for on-site off-setting or mitigation.  |Public open space is located in the majority of the site area. Development would result in loss of public open space

4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space (Epping Forest accounts for c. 77% of the site), with few opportunities for site re-orientation or re-provision.

5.1 Landscape sensitivity Site falls within an area of high landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are vulnerable to change |Key characteristics of the adjacent landscape sensitivity zone assessed as highly sensitive extend to the whole of this

and unable to absorb development without significant character change. site. Development would be likely to adversely affect the wider landscape character.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivity A Development could detract from the existing settlement character. tshi:eesli(t)g?;ejn%nns?g?r?;g Zi%e ch \Il(:llltr;;r;i1 g\(l)éﬁ)s;é\g?ri]c: v(\:/c;r;/t{ihbal.;t?:(i r:?r itt:ft ;/éllgg;sa ?aiit&i% fegveir\?irl}gwge;t. However, part of
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.

The intensity of site development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or

6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 adjacent to the site.
6.4 Access to site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Existing access off High Road (B1393) and Forest Grove.
6.5 Contamination constraints 0 No contamination issues identified on site to date. No potential contamination identified.

6.6 Traffic impact Moderate peak time congestion expected within the vicinity of the site. B493
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0417

Parish: North Weald Bassett
Size (ha): 1.84 : ) AT
< 5 >
Address: Land east of Church Lane/West of Harrison Drive, North Weald ¥
Bassett =
§ <
: . . s hunt @
Primary use:  Residential

Site notes: Agricultural field

Baseline yield: 55 dwellings

Source for
baseline yield:

Site None
constraints:

Site selection None
adjustment:

Community

feedback: near to this site.
Dwellings: 55

Assumption based on 30 dph

The Council did not consult on a growth location which covers or is

Hertford

4,‘25 Brentwood

Client

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status Date

Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
SR-0417 Rev 2

ARUP

© Contains OS data © Crown copyright and database right (2016)

Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,

GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordnance Survey, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
p .©0 and the GIS User Communi

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,

AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

EB8O5SF

Criteria

Score

Qualitative Assessment

Effects of allocating site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination

1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 with other sites).
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 g:j:lip?:e:\rﬁs Im];ﬁiztly?;sgoignaezStl??oreséssg(-: requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. me site is within a Wood Rastgre and Palrkland buffer zone. The silte may indirectly affect the BAP priority habitat.
ere may be effects but mitigation can be implemented to address this.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site. Thg site is within the 250m buffer of Church Lane Flood Meadow LNR LWS and Weald Common LNR LWS. The site i
unlikely to affect the features and species of these LWS.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets *) Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site. Unlikely to impact on setting of Scheduled Monument due to distance.
1.8b Impact on archaeology 0 There is a medium Iikelihopd that further arphagological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt A |Soi$\f liswwci)t?inr;eGdirfr? Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities ) Site is less than 1000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land A Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement. 100% greenfield site, adjacent to an existing settlement (North Weald Basset).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivity © Site falls within an area of medium Iandsqaplel sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are resilient to change
and able to absorb development without significant character change.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivity *) gy:slzzgn:nt may improve settlement character through redevelopment of a run-down site or improvement in S:riri:Zr:gi?rgp:’(i)t:ei;np:];i(?%L;Trcr:r:oi(rj\(;ztt?v?t;asmrplan as providing opportunity to strengthen and extend the existing
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Zz;‘igrt]ir:;i%eoiitiife development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.4 Access 1o site ) Suitable access to site already exists.
6.5 Contamination constraints 0 No contamination issues identified on site to date. No potential contamination identified.
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Low level congestion expected at peak times within the vicinity of the site.
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0442 Hertford
Parish: North Weald Bassett
Size (ha): 3.02 o A
Address: Marlow, Thornwood Common, Epping “ 3
g
. s hunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Waste transfer/ recycling station, dwellings, wooded area and open
space.
S ,,,)5 Brentwood

Baseline yield: 91 dwellings

Source for Assumption based on 30 dph Cllent

baseline yield: Epping Forest District Council
Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Site Site in close proximity to industrial dwelling/yard, however there is -

constraints:  suitable distance from the boundary to the dwelling/yard and this Drawing Status bate

should not impact on yield. Issue March 2018

Drawing No Issue

Site selection None SR-0442 Rev 2

adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

community The COU"!C" fjid not consult on a growth location which covers or is (20?1?:;in;sg,stEa;{aE?DCeT::png,o\pr):tr;grrhn'aapr,‘?n(l?::r:zf\?;g(;')r(:(,)1(_‘2800, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,
feedback: near to thls S|te. GeoBase, \Gl\é {}gadaster NL, Ordnance Survea\ﬁdEj‘rl\3 JsalpsaszI:IrIECTll),rf;::fhlna (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
SQI:PCE. Esn: DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
DweII ings: 91 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘I’Evfi“:ﬁc;?hzfr 2:2(8:5;1tmg site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites © development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
- . . Features and species in the site may not be retained in their entirety but effects can be mitigated. The site wholly encompasses a Deciduous Woodland BAP priority habitat. The site is likely to directly impact the BAP
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats ) priority habitat. The effects from this impact are likely but mitigation can address these.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
: Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site. Unlikely to impact on setting of Scheduled Monument.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets (+)
1.8b Impact on archaeolo 0 There is a medium likelihood that further archaeological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
. P 9y unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt A Isol‘:ve |§ng?::eedirfrin Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is greenfield land that is neither within nor adjacent to a settlement. 80% greenfield site, 300m from an existing settlement (Thornwood).

4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).

4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.

5.1 Landscape sensitivit 0 Site falls within an area of low landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are able to accommodate |The relevant site character context is urban and development is unlikely to adversely affect the wider landscape
: P ity development without significant character change. character.

5.2 Settlement character sensitivit 0 Development is unlikely to have an effect on settlement character. Low density development is proposed which reflects the character of the area. Therefore, development is not likely to
- fivity have an impact on the character of the area.

6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.

6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.

6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.

6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Zgjeaégrtirglzeo;tilte development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or

6.4 Access 1o site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Access off High Road.

- . Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Farm). Potential adverse impact, but could be mitigated.
6.5 Contamination constraints (-)
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time. B495
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0455

Parish: North Weald Bassett
Size (ha): 0.81
Address:

Essex, CM16 6AL

Primary use:  Residential

Site notes:

Baseline yield: 12 dwellings

Source for
baseline yield:

Site None

constraints:

Site selection None

adjustment:

Community
feedback:

Dwellings: 12

Chase Farm Business Centre, Vicarage Lane West, North Weald,

Includes access road, business centre and residential uses.

Feedback was received on NWB-A which is within or near to this
site. Refer to Appendix B1.4 for further details.

Hertford

es hunt

Brentwood

Client

Indicated in Call for Sites (equivalent to 15 dph)

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status Date

Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
SR-0455 Rev 2

Epping Forest
District Council
www.eppingforestdec.gov.uk

© Contains OS data © Crown copyright and database right (2016)

Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,

GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordnance Survey, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
p ,©0 i and the GIS User Communi

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,

AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

EB8O5SF

Criteria

Score

Qualitative Assessment

Effects of allocating site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination

1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 with other sites).
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 g:j:l‘g)p?se:':eis Im\;ﬁigtly}fgsgoizr;ezStl?ﬁjreséssgz-: requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The §ite is Par\ially wit!’]_in a BAP priorit_y habitat with no main feat_ure buffer zone. The site may indirectly affect the BAP
priority habitats, but mitigation can be implemented to address this.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets *) Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site.
1.8b Impact on archaeology 0 There is a medium Iikelihopd that further arphagological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt A |Soi$i, |i§wwci)tri:eedir§:: Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station a Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop © Site more than a 1000m from a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school i Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land 0 Majority of the site is previously developed land that is neither within nor adjacent to a settlement. 100% brownfield site, 150m from an existing settlement (North Weald Bassett).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
o e a1 of e adicape re resient o charge
) [Pevecement o etact o e exting sttement characer.
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Zz;;g;i?zi%eo;t?e development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.4 Access to site +) Suitable access to site already exists. Access road included in red line boundary (Chase Farm dwellings).
6.5 Contamination constraints A Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination on site (MOD Gun Site/Piggeries/Industrial dwelling). Potential for adverse impacts, but can be

mitigated.

6.6 Traffic impact

Site below site size threshold where it would be expected to significantly affect congestion.
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0464-N Hertford
Parish: North Weald Bassett
Size (ha): 0.47 : ) AT
: £ !
Address: Land at Upland Road, Thornwood Common, Essex, CM16 6NJ ¥
g
. s hunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Grazing land
‘ 4,95 Brentwood
Baseline yield: 14 dwellings
. Client

Source for Assumption based on 30 dph
baseline yield: Epping Forest District Council

Job Title

Epping Forest District Local Plan
ggrelstra_nts No constraints identified. Drawing Status -

ints:

Issue March 2018

Drawing No Issue
Site selection None SR-0464-N Rev 1

adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

community The Counpil fjid not consult on a growth location which covers or is ?ﬁ?é'éif"éﬁ,?éﬁffui’fﬁ"mZf’?%i??;?ﬁ?fﬁiﬁfSgchéfs‘,’?éaco, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,
feedback: near tO thIS S|te. GeoBase, \Gl\é {}fadaster NL, Ordnance Survea):;dEi‘:\3 €|ga8;gfg;f;:§"|"a (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
SQI:PCE. Esn: DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
DweII ings: 14 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘I’Evgﬁc;?hzfr 2:2(8:5;1tmg site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed |No requirement to consult with Natural England for residential development.
- P Y development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is wholly within a Deciduous Woodland buffer zone. The site may indirectly affect the BAP priority habitat, but
- P ty Sp: mitigation could be implemented to address this.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
: Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site. Unlikely to impact on setting of Scheduled Monument due to distance and existing built form in between.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets (+)
1.8b Impact on archaeolo 0 There is a medium likelihood that further archaeological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
. P 9y unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt A Isol‘:ve |§ng?::eedirfrin Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is greenfield land that is neither within nor adjacent to a settiement. 100% greenfield site, 500m from an existing settlement (Thornwood).

4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).

4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.

5.1 Landscape sensitivit 0 Site falls within an area of low landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are able to accommodate |The relevant site character context is urban and development is unlikely to adversely affect the wider landscape
. P fvity development without significant character change. character.

5.2 Settlement character sensitivit 0 Development is unlikely to have an effect on settlement character. Low density development is proposed which reflects the semi-rural character of the area. Therefore, development is
- ftivity not likely to have an impact on the character of the area.

6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.

6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.

6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.

6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 The intensity of site development would be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or adjacent to [The protected trees on or adjacent to the site would not prevent the proposed use, but because of their size and
. P the site. location would be likely to constrain significantly the number of dwellings which could be accommodated.

. Access to the site can be created within landholding adjacent to the highway. Access could be achieved from High Road or Upland Road to the site.
6.4 Access to site 0
o . No contamination issues identified on site to date. No potential contamination identified.
6.5 Contamination constraints 0
6.6 Traffic impact Site below site size threshold where it would be expected to significantly affect congestion. B497
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0467

Parish: North Weald Bassett
Size (ha): 1.26 : ) AT
< 5 >
Address: North Weald Nurseries, Vicarage Lane, North Weald, Epping, ¥
Essex =
§ <
. s hunt @
Primary use:  Residential

Site notes: Vacant nursery.

Baseline yield: 8-10 dwellings

Source for
baseline yield:

Site None
constraints:

Site selection None
adjustment:

Community

feedback: near to this site.
Dwellings: 10

The Council did not consult on a growth location which covers or is

Hertford

4, Brentwood

Client

Indicated in Call for Sites (equivalent to 6-8 dph)

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status Date

Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
SR-0467 Rev 2

ARUP

© Contains OS data © Crown copyright and database right (2016)

Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,

GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordnance Survey, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
p .©0 and the GIS User Communi

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,

AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

Criteria

Score

Qualitative Assessment

Effects of allocating site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination

1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 with other sites).

1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 g:j:lip?:e:\rﬁs Im];ﬁiztly?;sgoignaezStl??oreséssg(-: requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed

1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.

1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.

Ancient Woodland

1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.

1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. me site is whglly' within a BAP priority halbi{at with'no main feature buffer zone, and.pani'ally within one other buffer.
e site may indirectly affect the BAP priority habitats. There may be effects but mitigation can be implemented to

address this.

1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site. ;I;etuit: ;?“;N;t;;rlitefo?ﬁﬂglwgér of St. Andrew's Churchyard, North Weald LWS. The site is unlikely to affect the

1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.

1.8a Impact on heritage assets *) Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site. Unlikely to impact on setting of Listed Building due to distance.

1.8b Impact on archaeology 0 There is a medium Iikelihopd that further arphagological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is

unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.

1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.

2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt A |Soi$\f liswwci)t?inr;eGdirfr? Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very

3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.

3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site more than a 1000m from a bus stop.

3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.

3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.

3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.

3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.

3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is greenfield land that is neither within nor adjacent to a settiement. 100% greenfield site, 500m from an existing settlement (North Weald Bassett).

4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).

4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.

5.1 Landscape sensitivity © Site falls within an area of medium Iandsqaplel sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are resilient to change

and able to absorb development without significant character change.

5.2 Settlement character sensitivity 0 Development is unlikely to have an effect on settlement character. ii)tteliﬁglr;u:;ishzsv :);iﬁt:nmgpglcz:isnh?#;iz.u;;o;gﬁ:?agteer;s;tfyt r::ﬂ;zt: the character of the area. Therefore, development is

6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.

6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.

6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.

6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Zz;‘igrt]ir:;i%eoiitiife development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or

6.4 Access to site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Access off Vicarage Lane West.

6.5 Contamination constraints A Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (nursery). Minimal adverse impact with opportunity to enhance.

6.6 Traffic impact

Site below site size threshold where it would be expected to significantly affect congestion.
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0501 Hertford
Parish: North Weald Bassett
Size (ha): 2.33 o A
Address: Playing field at New House Lane, North Weald % 3
g

Primary use:  Residential eshur -
Site notes: Playing field.

S ,,,)5 Brentwood

Baseline yield: 70 dwellings

Source for Assumption based on 30 dph Client

baseline yield: Epping Forest District Council
Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

gti)t:straints None Drawing Status Date

) Issue March 2018

Drawing No Issue

Site selection None SR-0501 Rev 2

adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

community F_eedbaCk was receiYed on NWB-A which .is within or near to this (20?1?:;in;sg,stEa;{aE?DCeT::png,o\pr):tr;grrhn'aapr,‘?n(l?::r:zf\?;g(;')r(:(,)1(_‘2800, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,
feedback: site. Refer to Appendix B1.4 for further details. Wapmyimia, © OpenSieethlap sonmbutore st e GIS User Communty 0 o) SHESIoPe
Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
Dwell ings: 70 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
. 5 Effects of allocating site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 with other sites).
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed

1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites v development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.

1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.

1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.

Ancient Woodland

Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.

1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets *) Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site. Unlikely to impact setting of Scheduled Monument due to distance.
1.8b Impact on archaeology 0 There is a medium Iikelihopd that further ar_chagological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt 0 Site is within Green Belt, but the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be none. The majority of the site is located withinla Green Belt parcel which does not meet the purposes. If the site was released
it would not harm the purposes of the wider Green Belt.
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site between 400m and 1000m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land © Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement. 100% greenfield site, adjacent to an existing settlement (North Weald Bassett).

4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).

Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.

4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0

5.1 Landscape sensitivit A Site falls within an area of medium landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are resilient to change
. P Y and able to absorb development without significant character change.

5.2 Settlement character sensitivit 0 Development is unlikely to have an effect on settlement character. Site is on the edge of the built area, in an area of historic field patterns. However proposed density and location of
- fivity development is not likely to negatively impact settlement character.

6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.

6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.

6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.

The intensity of site development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or

6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 adjacent to the site.

6.4 Access to site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Access off Beamish Close.

6.5 Contamination constraints 0 No contamination issues identified on site to date. No potential contamination identified.

6.6 Traffic impact 0 Low level congestion expected at peak times within the vicinity of the site. B499
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0512 Hertford
Parish: North Weald Bassett
Size (ha): 0.61 o A
Address: St Clements, Vicarage Lane West, North Weald, CM16 6AL ¥ ;
g
es hunt @

Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Large house sat in substantial grounds with dense tree coverage.

4, Brentwood

Baseline yield: 18 dwellings

Source for Assumption based on 30 dph Client
baseline yield: Epping Forest District Council
Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan
Site Circa 20% of the site is covered by SR-0235 (initial site) and as FE— o
constraints: such the yield is reduced to avoid double counting. A further 10% of rawing Status ate
the site is taken up by a Grade Il Listed Building. The yield is Issue March 2018
adjusted accordingly.
Drawing No Issue
Site selection Capacity reinstated for site selection assessment (4 dwellings) to SR-0512 Rev 2

adjustment: account for overlapping site. Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

H T . . . © Contains OS data ® Crown copyright and database right (2016)
Communlty The Council did not consult on a growth location which covers or is Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,

. i i GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ord| S , Esri J; , METI, Esri China (H K ), swisstopo,
feedback: near to this site. eﬁ ase, K jaster rdnance urveaynd 5‘:\3 GaIpSaBserCOm;:nl ina (Hong Kong), swisstopo,

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
DweII ings: 16 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 Effects of allocating site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination

with other sites).

0 Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed

1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.

1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.

1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.

Ancient Woodland

Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.

1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is adjacent to a BAP priority habitat with no main feature, and within two buffer zones. The site may indirectly

- P ty Sp: affect the BAP priority habitats, but effects but mitigation can be implemented to address this.

—_— " Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site. The site is within the 250m buffer of St. Andrew's Churchyard, North Weald LWS. The site is unlikely to affect the

1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites 0 features and species of this LWS
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets ~ Site is located within a Conservation Area or adjacent to a Listed Building or other heritage asset and effects can |Development of 16 dwellings, as proposed, would cause significant harm to setting of GIl St Clements. Possible

. P 9 ) be mitigated. mitigation through reduced capacity, appropriate layout and high quality design/materials.

There is a medium likelihood that further archaeological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is

1.8b Impact on archaeology 0

unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.

Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.

1.9 Impact of air quality 0

2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt A |Soi$\f liswwci)t?inr;eGdirfr? Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.

3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site more than a 1000m from a bus stop.

3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.

3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.

3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.

3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.

3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is greenfield land that is neither within nor adjacent to a settiement. 75% greenfield site, 500m from an existing settlement (North Weald Bassett).

4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).

4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit A Site falls within an area of medium landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are resilient to change
. P fvity ¥ and able to absorb development without significant character change.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit Development is likely to substantially harm the existing settiement character. The proposed density is significant, and could substantially harm the character of St Clements House (Grade Il) and
- fivity grounds, and this part of the historic settlement, which is dispersed and low density.
6.1 Topography constraints A Topographical constraints exist in the site but potential for mitigation.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Zgjeaégrtirglzeo;tilte development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.4 Access 1o site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Access off Vicarage Lane West.
- . Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Infilled Pond). Potential adverse impact that could be mitigated.
6.5 Contamination constraints (-)
6.6 Traffic impact Site below site size threshold where it would be expected to significantly affect congestion. B500
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Site Suitability Assessment
Site Reference: SR-0596 Hertford
Parish: North Weald Bassett
Size (ha): 11.18 ) Vd
3 £t !

Address: Land adjacent to Mead House, Harlow Common, Essex, CM17 ¥

9NE e

: : . s hunt @

Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Large amount of open amenity land, including an area which is

used as a football pitch.

= 4,95 Brentwood
Baseline yield: 523 dwellings
Client

Source for
baseline yield:

Indicated in Settlement Capacity Analysis (equivalent to 104 dph)

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Site Site is 100% covered by SR-0557. As such the yield is omitted for -

constraints: this site to avoid double counting. Drawing Status Date
Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue

Site selection Capacity reinstated from overlapping site. SR-0596 Rev 2

adjustment:

Community

feedback: near to this site.
Dwellings: 523

The Council did not consult on a growth location which covers or is

ARUP

© Contains OS data © Crown copyright and database right (2016)

Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,

GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordnance Survey, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
P ,©0 and the GIS User Communi

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,

AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

EBB8OS5Fiii

Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘I’Evfi“:ﬁcshzfr 2:2(8:5;1tmg site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
13al + on Ancient Woodland Site is adjacent to or contains Ancient Woodland but possible effects can be mitigated. The site is adjacent to Harlow Park Ancient Woodland. The site may directly affect a portion of the Ancient Woodland,
->a Impact on Ancient ¥V oodlan ) but impacts may be mitigated against through considered masterplanning or compensation woodland planting.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is within two BAP priority habitat buffer zones and adjacent to Deciduous Woodland. The site may indirectly
- P ty Sp: affect the BAP priority habitats, but mitigation can be implemented to address this.
—_— " Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site. The site is adjacent to Harlow Park LWS. The site is unlikely to affect the features and species of the LWS.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites 0
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets ) Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo A Existing evidence and/or a lack of previous disturbance indicates a high likelihood for the discovery of high quality
: P 9y archaeological assets on the site.
1.9 Impact of air qualit © Site lies within an area which has been identified as being at risk of poor air quality, but it is likely that the risk  |Parts of the site are very close to the M11 and therefore mitigation measures are likely to be required.
. P a Y could be mitigated or reduced.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt iletrey Iﬁi;ﬂthm Green Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be high or
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site between 400m and 1000m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations “ Site is more than 2400m from an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is more than 4000m from the nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is greenfield land that is neither within nor adjacent to a settiement. 100% greenfield site, 200m from an existing settlement (Potter Street).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
: : Development could provide an opportunity to improve links to adjacent existing public open space or provide |No public open space is located in the site area. Site adjacent to existing public open space and could provide
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space W) access to open space which is currently private. opportunities for improved access.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit Site falls within an area of high landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are vulnerable to change |Key characteristics of the adjacent landscape sensitivity zone assessed as highly sensitive extend to the whole of this
. P Y and unable to absorb development without significant character change. site. Development would be likely to adversely affect the wider landscape character.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit A Development could detract from the existing settlement character. Site adjacent to Harlow Park Ancient Woodland on two sides, and to rear of dispersed housing set in substantial
- ftivity & grounds along Harlow Common, comprising an area of high character sensitivity. Proposals would likely negatively
impact settlement character.
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Zgjeeu;lgrtirgl%eo;tilte development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.4 Access to site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Existing access via farm gate.
o . No contamination issues identified on site to date. No potential contamination identified.
6.5 Contamination constraints 0
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time.
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0669 Hertford
Parish: North Weald Bassett
Size (ha): 0.29 o A
Address: Queens Road Garages, Nos. 1-55, North Weald % o
g
es hunt @

Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Council owned garages with associated parking and turning area.

4, Brentwood

Baseline yield: 9 dwellings

Source for Assumption based on 30 dph Client

baseline yield: Epping Forest District Council
Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

gti)tr?straints None Drawing Status Date

) Issue March 2018

Drawing No Issue

Site selection None SR-0669 Rev 2

adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

H T . . . © Contains OS data ® Crown copyright and database right (2016)
Communlty The Council did not consult on a growth location which covers or is Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,

. i i GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ord| S , Esri J; , METI, Esri China (H K ), swisstopo,
feedback: near to this site. eﬁ ase, K jaster rdnance urveaynd ;r; GalpsazserCom;:nl ina (Hong Kong), swisstopo,

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
DweII ings: 9 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 Effects of allocating site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination

with other sites).

Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed

1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites © development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.

Ancient Woodland

Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.

1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is wholly within a Deciduous Woodland buffer zone. The site may indirectly affect the BAP priority habitat.
- P ty Sp: There may be effects from this impact but mitigation can be implemented to address this.
- " Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site. The site is within the 250m buffer of Church Lane Flood Meadow LNR LWS. The site is unlikely to affect the features
1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites 0 and species of these LWS
1.7 Flood risk n Site within Flood Zone 2 and exception test not required. Some 85% of the site is located in Flood Zone 1. The higher risk Flood Zone 2 area, covering 15% of the site, is
-f Floodris ) located in the south-west corner and can be avoided through site layout.
: Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site. Unlikely to impact setting of Scheduled Monument due to distance.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets (+)
There is a low likelihood that further archaeological assets would be discovered on the site.
1.8b Impact on archaeology +)
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt A Isol‘:ve |§ng?::eedirfrin Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities ) Site is less than 1000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest GP surgery.

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land © Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement. Split site (50% greenfield and brownfield). Site is adjacent to an existing settlement (North Weald Basset).

4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).

4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space *+) Development could provide an opportunity to improve links to adjacent existing public open space or provide |No public open space is located in the site area. Site adjacent to existing public open space and could provide

access to open space which is currently private. opportunities to improve access to the allotments.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit 0 Site falls within an area of low landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are able to accommodate |The relevant site character context is urban and development is unlikely to adversely affect the wider landscape
: P ity development without significant character change. character.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit *) Development may improve settlement character through redevelopment of a run-down site or improvementin  |Garage site adjacent to allotments identified as potential regeneration area. It is located within the settlement area and
- fivity townscape. provides an opportunity for intensification. Therefore, redevelopment could enhance the character of the area.
6.1 Topography constraints A Topographical constraints exist in the site but potential for mitigation.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.

The intensity of site development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or

6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 adjacent to the site.

6.4 Access to site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Access off Queens Road.

6.5 Contamination constraints 0 No contamination issues identified on site to date. No potential contamination identified.

6.6 Traffic impact Site below site size threshold where it would be expected to significantly affect congestion. B502
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EBB8OS5Fiii

Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0841 Hertford
Parish: North Weald Bassett
Size (ha): 0.24 o A
Address: Green at Bluemans End, North Weald Bassett, Essex % 3
o

Primary use:  Residential Sl -
Site notes: Recreation ground.

S 4,)5 Brentwood

Baseline yield: 11 dwellings

Source for Indicated in Settlement Capacity Analysis (equivalent to 47 dph) Crent
baseline yield: Epping Forest District Council
Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan
Site . None Drawing Status Date
constraints:
Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
Site selection None SR-0841 Rev 2

adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

H T . . . © Contains OS data ® Crown copyright and database right (2016)
Communlty The Council did not consult on a growth location which covers or is Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,

. i i GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ord| S , Esri J; , METI, Esri China (H K ), swisstopo,
feedback: near to this site. eﬁ ase, K jaster rdnance urveaynd ;r; GalpsazserCom;:nl ina (Hong Kong), swisstopo,

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
DweII ings: 11 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 Effects of allocating site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination

with other sites).

Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed

1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.

Ancient Woodland

Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.

1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is partially within a Semi Improved Grassland buffer zone. The site may indirectly affect the BAP priority
- P ty Sp: habitat. There may be effects from this impact but mitigation can be implemented to address this.

—_— " Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site. The site is within the 250m buffer for Tylers Green Grasslands LWS. The site is unlikely to affect the features and
1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites 0 species of this LWS
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets ) Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site.

There is a low likelihood that further archaeological assets would be discovered on the site.

1.8b Impact on archaeology +)
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt *) Site is not located in the Green Belt.
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site between 400m and 1000m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.

3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.

3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land ) Majority of the site is greenfield land within a settlement. 100% greenfield site, within an existing settlement (Tylers Green).

4.2 Impact on agricultural land 0 Development of the site would not result in the loss of agricultural land.

4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.

5.1 Landscape sensitivity A Site falls within an area of medium Iandsqaplezl sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are resilient to change [The formland extent of any development would have to be sensitive to the location to avoid potential adverse impact
and able to absorb development without significant character change. on the adjacent landscape character area.

5.2 Settlement character sensitivity 0 Development is unlikely to have an effect on settlement character. Sr:t:raiiklaorf:ated adjacent to existing development and is of a scale that is unlikely to negatively impact settlement

6.1 Topography constraints © Topographical constraints exist in the site but potential for mitigation.

6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.

6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.

The intensity of site development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or

6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 adjacent to the site.
. There is no means of access to the site and no likely prospect of achieving access. Only pedestrian access and no obvious option for vehicular access.
6.4 Access to site
o . No contamination issues identified on site to date. No potential contamination identified.
6.5 Contamination constraints 0
6.6 Traffic impact Site below site size threshold where it would be expected to significantly affect congestion. B503
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0937 Hertford
Parish: North Weald Bassett

Size (ha): 0.38 o A
Address: Avenue Home, Latton Common, Near Harlow, CM17 9NJ % 3

eshunt
Primary use:  Residential 5
Site notes: Residential dwelling, outbuildings
4. Brentwood
-~ <5
Baseline yield: 6 dwellings
Source for Indicated in Call for Sites 2016-2017 Cllent
baseline yield: Epping Forest District Council
Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan
igsstra_nts No constraints identified. Drawing Status -
ints:
Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
Site selection None SR-0937 Rev 1

adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

H T . . . © Contains OS data ® Crown copyright and database right (2016)
Communlty The Council did not consult on a growth location which covers or is Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, \:lermap‘ increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,

. i i GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ord| S , Esri J; , METI, Esri China (H Kong), swisstopo,
feedback: near to this site. e«: ase, K jaster rdnance uweaynd ;r; GalpsazserCom;:nl ina (Hong Kong), swisstopo,

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
DweII ings: 6 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 Effects of allocating site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination

with other sites).

Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed |No requirement to consult with Natural England for residential development.

1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.

Ancient Woodland

Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.

1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0

1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is wholly within Deciduous Woodland and Traditional Orchards buffer zones. The site may indirectly affect the
- P ty Sp: BAP priority habitats, but mitigation could be implemented to address this.

1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site. The site is partially within the Mark Bushes Complex LWS 250m buffer zone. The site may indirectly affect the Local
A p lialr I Wildlife Site but mitigation can be implemented to address this.

1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.

1.8a Impact on heritage assets ) Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site.

1.8b Impact on archaeolo A Existing evidence and/or a lack of previous disturbance indicates a high likelihood for the discovery of high quality
: P 9y archaeological assets on the site.

. " Site lies within an area which has been identified as being at risk of poor air quality, but it is likely that the risk | The site is close to the A414 and therefore mitigation measures are likely to be required.
1.9 Impact of air quality )

could be mitigated or reduced.

2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt Site is within Green Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be high or

very high.
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site between 400m and 1000m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations “ Site is more than 2400m from an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is more than 4000m from the nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest GP surgery.

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land © Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement. 60% greenfield site, adjacent to an existing settlement (Harlow).

4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).

4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.

Site falls within an area of medium landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are resilient to change

5.1 Landscape sensitivity Y and able to absorb development without significant character change.

e Development is unlikely to have an effect on settlement character. Proposed development is low density which reflects surrounding development and not likely to affect settlement
5.2 Settlement character sensitivity 0 N
character subject.
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Thg intensity Of. site development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
adjacent to the site.
. Suitable access to site already exists. Existing access from Latton Street. There is potential to provide further points of access from London Road.
6.4 Access to site +)
- . Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Infilled Pond). Potential adverse impact could be mitigated.
6.5 Contamination constraints (-)
6.6 Traffic impact Site below site size threshold where it would be expected to significantly affect congestion. B504
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0991

Parish: North Weald Bassett
Size (ha): 1.67
Address:

Residential
Glasshouse site

Primary use:
Site notes:

Baseline yield: 50 dwellings

Source for
baseline yield:

Site No constraints identified.

constraints:

Site selection None

adjustment:

Community
feedback:

Dwellings: 50

Assumption based on 30 dph

The Acorns, Chase Farm, Vicarage Lane West, North Weald
Bassett, Essex, CM16 6AL

Feedback was received on NWB-A which is within or near to this
site. Refer to Appendix B1.4 for further details.

Hertford

es hunt

Brentwood

Client

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status Date

Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
SR-0991 Rev 1

Epping Forest
District Council
www.eppingforestdec.gov.uk

© Contains OS data © Crown copyright and database right (2016)

Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,

GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordnance Survey, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
p ,©0 i and the GIS User Communi

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,

AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

EB8O5SF

Criteria

Score

Qualitative Assessment

Effects of allocating site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination

1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 with other sites)
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed |No requirement to consult with Natural England for residential development.
- P Y development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Tr tside of ~ Site contains Ancient and/or Veteran trees but at a sufficiently low density across the site that removal could be |There is 1 Ancient tree directly affected by the site. The tree is in the north of the site, and development may directly
-ob Impact o clent/vetera ees oulside o 6 largely avoided or possible impacts could be mitigated. affect the tree. Impacts may be mitigated by considered masterplanning or translocation.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is partially within Deciduous Woodland and BAP priority habitat with no main feature buffer zones. The site
- P ty Sp: may indirectly affect the BAP priority habitats but mitigation could be implemented to address this.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site. The site is partially within the St Andrew’s Churchyard LWS 250m buffer zone. The site may indirectly affect the Local
. P Wildlife Site, but mitigation can be implemented to address this.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
: Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site. Unlikely to impact on setting of Grade II* Listed Building due to distance.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets +)
1.8b Impact on archaeolo 0 There is a medium likelihood that further archaeological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
. P Y unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt A |So|$ve |§wwc|)t:1::eedir§:1n Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site more than a 1000m from a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is greenfield land that is neither within nor adjacent to a settiement. 100% greenfield site, 300m from an existing settlement (North Weald Bassett).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit © Site falls within an area of medium landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are resilient to change
. P Y and able to absorb development without significant character change.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivity A Development could detract from the existing settlement character. f?cluarrfsr:(r):lsfh::: cltse :ocated in area of dispersed settlement pattern along Vicarage Lane and development could detract
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Distance to gas and il pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 ZE;;Q;?:;%:;;HG development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.4 Access to site *) Suitable access to site already exists. Existing access from Vicarage Lane West.
6.5 Contamination constraints 0 Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Horticultural Nursery). Potential adverse impact could be mitigated.
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time.
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Site Suitability Assessment : 3
Site Reference: SR-1013 Hertford @g
Parish: North Weald Bassett Harlow

Size (ha): 1.01 o A
Address: Esgors, High Road, Thornwood, Essex, CM16 6LY % o
o
: s hunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Agricultural fields
‘ 4,‘35 Brentwood

Baseline yield: 13 dwellings

Source for Indicated in pre-application request Cllent

baseline yield: Epping Forest District Council
Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

ggrelstraims. No constraints identified. Drawing S -

) Issue March 2018

Drawing No Issue

Site selection None SR-1013 Rev 1

adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

community The Counpil fjid not consult on a growth location which covers or is ?ﬁ?é'é‘:f"éﬁ,?éﬁffni’fﬁ"mZf’\pny{;??a?‘fn‘lf':ﬁif.fSgchérf‘,’?ésco, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,
feedback: near tO thls Slte. GeoBase, \Gl\é {}fadaster NL, Ordnance Survea):;dEi‘re\ €|ga3;gfg;f;:$"|"a (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
Sm:rce: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
Dwe" ings: 13 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘Ilivgﬁc;?hzfr 2:It<;csz?tlng site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed |No requirement to consult with Natural England for residential development.
- P Y development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
L ! . No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is partially within a Deciduous Woodland buffer zone. The site may indirectly affect the BAP priority habitat, but
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 mitigation could be implemented to address this.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets ) Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo 0 There is a medium likelihood that further archaeological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
. P Y unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt A |So|$ve |§wwc|)t:“r:eedir§rin Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is greenfield land that is neither within nor adjacent to a settlement. 100% greenfield site, 550m from an existing settlement (Thornwood).

4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).

4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit A Site falls within an area of medium landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are resilient to change |Site shares characteristics with the adjacent landscape character area. The form and extent of any development would
. P Y and able to absorb development without significant character change. have to be sensitive to the location to avoid potential adverse impact on wider landscape character.
e Development could detract from the existing settlement character. Proposed development is located in rural area some distance from the settlement and adjacent to a Grade |l Listed
5.2 Settlement character sensitivity ©) Building, although it is noted that the proposals respond to this constraint. Development is likely to impact on rural
character.
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Zz;égrtsrgl%eo;tilte development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.4 Access to site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Existing multiple points of access from High Road.
6.5 Contamination constraints A Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Made Ground / Electricity Substation). Potential adverse impact could be mitigated.
6.6 Traffic impact Site below site size threshold where it would be expected to significantly affect congestion. B506
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-1030 Hertford
Parish: North Weald Bassett
Size (ha): 0.44 : ) AT
: £ !
Address: Epping Rugby Club, Upland Road, Thornwood, Epping, Essex, %
CM16 6NL ?ﬁ
§ T
. . . s hunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Agricultural field
‘ 4,‘35 Brentwood

Baseline yield: 12 dwellings
Source for Indicated in pre-application request Cllent
baseline yield: Epping Forest District Council

Job Title

Epping Forest District Local Plan
Site ) No constraints identified. r— o
constraints:

Issue March 2018

Drawing No Issue
Site selection None SR-1030 Rev 1

adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

community The Counpil fjid not consult on a growth location which covers or is ?ﬁ?é'é‘:f"éf’a,??ﬁffui’fﬁ"mZf’\pnyf;??a?‘fndc?'eﬁf.?Sgchéfs‘,’Eeésco, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,
feedback: near tO thls S|te. GeoBase, \Gl\é {}fadaster NL, Ordnance Survea):;ﬂEi‘:\3 JsalpsaszI:IrIECTll)f;::fhlna (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
SQI:PCE. Esn: DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
Dwell ings: 12 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘I’Evfi“[ﬁc;?hzfr 2:I‘chz?mg site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed |No requirement to consult with Natural England for residential development.
- P Y development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is wholly within a Deciduous Woodland and Traditional Orchids buffer zone. The site may indirectly affect the
- P ty Sp: BAP priority habitats, but mitigation could be implemented to address this.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets ) Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo 0 There is a medium likelihood that further archaeological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
. P 9y unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt A |So|$ve |§wwc|)t:“r:eedir§rin Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is greenfield land that is neither within nor adjacent to a settiement. 100% greenfield site, 500m from an existing settlement (Thornwood).

4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).

4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit A Site falls within an area of medium landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are resilient to change
. P fvity ¥ and able to absorb development without significant character change.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit 0 Development is unlikely to have an effect on settlement character. Proposed development is limited to the existing line of development along Upland Road and would constitute infill.
- fivity Development is not likely to affect settiement character.
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Thle intensity ofl site development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
adjacent to the site.
6.4 Access to site *) Suitable access to site already exists. Existing access from Upland Road. There is potential to provide further points of access from Upland Road.
- . Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Military / Made Ground). Potential adverse impact could be mitigated.
6.5 Contamination constraints (-)
6.6 Traffic impact Site below site size threshold where it would be expected to significantly affect congestion. B507
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Site Suitability Assessment
Site Reference: SR-1031 Hertford
Parish: North Weald Bassett
Size (ha): 0.55 : ) AT
. £ !
Address: Cunningham House, Pike Way, North Weald Bassett, Epping, b
Essex, CM16 6BL o
§ <
. s hunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Residential care home
= 4,.;5 Brentwood
Baseline yield: 16 dwellings
Client

Source for
baseline yield:

Site No constraints identified.

constraints:

Site selection None
adjustment:

Community

feedback: near to this site.
Dwellings: 16

Assumption based on 30 dph

The Council did not consult on a growth location which covers or is

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status Date

Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
SR-1031 Rev 1

ARUP

© Contains OS data © Crown copyright and database right (2016)

Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,

GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordnance Survey, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
P ,©0 and the GIS User Communi

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,

AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

EBB8OS5Fiii

Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘I’Evfi“:ﬁcshzfr 2:ng?tlng site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites © development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
. Site is adjacent to or contains Ancient Woodland but possible effects can be mitigated. The site is adjacent to the Roughtalleys Wood Ancient Woodland. The site would likely indirectly affect a small area of
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland ) the Ancient Woodland, but it is likely that potential effects can be mitigated.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
- . . No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is adjacent to an area of Deciduous Woodland, and wholly within the relevant buffer zone. The site may

1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 indirectly affect the BAP priority habitat but mitigation could be implemented to address this.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site. The site is adjacent to Roughtalley’s Local Nature Reserve LWS and wholly within the relevant 250m buffer zone. The

! P site may indirectly affect the Local Wildlife Site, but mitigation can be implemented to address this.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets *) Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site. Unlikely to impact on setting of Scheduled Monument due to distance and replacing existing built form.
1.8b Impact on archaeology *) There is a low likelihood that further archaeological assets would be discovered on the site.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt *) Site is not located in the Green Belt.
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities ) Site is less than 1000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is previously developed land within or adjacent to a settlement. 100% brownfield site, within an existing settlement (North Weald Basset).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land 0 Development of the site would not result in the loss of agricultural land.
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space *+) Development could provide an opportunity to improve links to adjacent existing public open space or provide  |A negligible part of the site contains open space. The proposals could be configured to avoid loss of open space. Site

: pacily P P P access to open space which is currently private. adjacent to woodland and could provide opportunities to improve access.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit Site falls within an area of high landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are vulnerable to change |The key characteristics of the adjacent assessed landscape sensitivity zone extend to this site. The form and extent of

. P Y and unable to absorb development without significant character change. any development would have to be sensitive to the location to avoid potential adverse impact on adjacent landscape

character area.
e Development is unlikely to have an effect on settlement character. Proposed part-redevelopment of site is of a scale and nature that reflects the surrounding low density character.

5.2 Settlement character sensitivity © Development not likely to affect settlement character.
6.1 Topography constraints A Topographical constraints exist in the site but potential for mitigation.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 The intensity of site development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or There are protected trees on and adjacent to the site, but the percentage of the site area affected is limited, and they

: P adjacent to the site. would not be a significant constraint.
6.4 Access to site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Existing access from Pike Way.
6.5 Contamination constraints 0 Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Military / Made Ground). Potential adverse impact could be mitigated.

6.6 Traffic impact

Site below site size threshold where it would be expected to significantly affect congestion.
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-1033

Parish: North Weald Bassett
Size (ha): 11.02
Address:

Primary use:  Residential

Site notes:

Baseline yield: 330 dwellings

Source for
baseline yield:

Site No constraints identified.

constraints:

Site selection None

adjustment:

Community
feedback:

Dwellings: 330

Assumption based on 30 dph

Land to the East of North Weald Airfield and West of Church Lane,
North Weald Bassett, Essex, CM16 6AA

Pistol shooting club, gymnastics centre and fields

Feedback was received on NWB-AF which is within or near to this
site. Refer to Appendix B1.4 for further details.

Hertford

es hunt

4, Brentwood

Client

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status Date

Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
SR-1033 Rev 1

ARUP

© Contains OS data © Crown copyright and database right (2016)

Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,

GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordnance Survey, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
p .©0 and the GIS User Communi

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,

AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

EB8O5SF

Criteria

Score

Qualitative Assessment

Effects of allocating site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination

1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 with other sites)

1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sit -~ Site falls within an Impact Risk Zone and due to the nature and scale of development proposed it is likely to be |Due to the development type (over 100 residential dwellings), development of the site is likely to pose a risk and
' pact on Natlonally Frotected siles ) possible to mitigate the effects of the proposed development. consultation with Natural England is required. However, it is likely that mitigation to reduce the risk would be possible.

1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.

1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.

Ancient Woodland

1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.

1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is adjacent to an area of Deciduous Woodland, and partially within the relevant buffer zone. The site may
- P ty Sp: indirectly affect the BAP priority habitat but mitigation could be implemented to address this.

1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site. The site is partially within the Church Lane Flood Meadow LWS 250m buffer zone. The site may indirectly affect the
. P Local Wildlife Site, but mitigation can be implemented to address this.

1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.

18al £ on herit " 0 Site is located within the setting of a heritage asset and effects can be mitigated. Site adjacent to but within setting of Grade Il Control Tower. Inappropriate development within setting could cause
-0 Impact on heritage assets harm - mitigation through preserving setting and appropriate density, scale, high quality design.

1.8b Impact on archaeolo 0 There is a medium likelihood that further archaeological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
. P Y unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.

1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.

2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt A |So|$ve |§wwc|)t:“r:eedir§rin Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very

3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.

3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site between 400m and 1000m of a bus stop.

3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.

3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.

3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.

3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.

3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land © Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement. 90% greenfield site, adjacent to an existing settlement (North Weald Bassett).

4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).

4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.

5.1 Landscape sensitivit © Site falls within an area of medium landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are resilient to change
. P Y and able to absorb development without significant character change.

5.2 Settlement character sensitivit *) Development may improve settlement character through redevelopment of a run-down site or improvement in Eastern part of the airfield no longer in aviation use. The Masterplan identifies opportunities for development of land to
' ity townscape. the east of the airfield. Sensitive development offers potential to improve the character of this part of the settlement.

6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.

6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.

6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.

6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Zz;égrtsrgl%eo;tilte development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or

6.4 A to sit i Suitable access to site already exists. Existing multiple points of access from Siskin Way and from Merlin Way. There is potential to provide further points of
-4 Access o site ) access from Church Lane.

6.5 Contamination constraints A Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Military Airfield). Potential adverse impact could be mitigated.

6.6 Traffic impact 0 Low level congestion expected at peak times within the vicinity of the site.
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0051 Hertford

Parish: Ongar

Size (ha): 12.54 =

Address: Land to south of A414 Chelmsford Road, Ongar, Essex 3
s hunt

Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Agricultural field

Brentwood

Baseline yield: 375 dwellings

Source for Assumption based on 30 dph Client

baseline yield: Epping Forest District Council
Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

gti)tr?straints None Drawing Status Date

) Issue March 2018

Drawing No Issue

Site selection None SR-0051 Rev 2

adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

H . . . P . © Contains OS data ® Crown copyright and database right (2016)
Communlty Feedback was received on ONG-B which is within or near to this Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,

. T i i GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ord| S , Esri J; , METI, Esri China (H K ), swisstopo,
feedback: site. Refer to Appendix B1.4 for further details. s © Opanctrebiiian conmotor. ot i Gl User oy or Kona). svissiopo

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
DweII ings: 375 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 Effects of allocating site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination

with other sites).

Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed

1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.

Ancient Woodland

Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.

1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. '(I:';lr? sg?ézlzﬁt;iltlgdvgh;danlel)sesctlggous Woodland buffer zone. The site may indirectly affect the habitat, but mitigation
e Qi Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site. The site is within the 250m buffer of Clatterford End Plantation LWS. The site is unlikely to affect the features and
1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites 0 species of this LWS
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets 0 Site is located within the setting of a heritage asset and effects can be mitigated. Adjacent to Great Stony School CA and open landscape part of views from within CA so potential harm to
. P 9 setting/appearance of CA. Possible mitigation through reduction in density, sensitive positioning of development on site
and high quality design.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo A Existing evidence and/or a lack of previous disturbance indicates a high likelihood for the discovery of high quality
: P 9y archaeological assets on the site.
1.9 Impact of air quality © Site lies within an area which has been identified as being at risk of poor air quality, but it is likely that the risk  |Parts of the site are close to the A414 and therefore mitigation measures are likely to be required.

could be mitigated or reduced.

2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt Site is within Green Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be high or

very high.
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site between 400m and 1000m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.

3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.

3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land © Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement. 100% greenfield site, adjacent to an existing settlement (Chipping Ongar).

4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).

4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.

Site falls within an area of high landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are vulnerable to change

5.1 Landscape sensitivity and unable to absorb development without significant character change.

5.2 Settlement character sensitivity 0 Development is unlikely to have an effect on settlement character. how den_sity development is proposed which reflects the character of the area. Therefore, development is not likely to
ave an impact on the character of the area.

6.1 Topography constraints A Topographical constraints exist in the site but potential for mitigation.

6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.

6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.

The intensity of site development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or

6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 adjacent to the site.

6.4 Access to site *+) Suitable access to site already exists.

6.5 Contamination constraints 0 No contamination issues identified on site to date. No potential contamination identified.

6.6 Traffic impact 0 Low level congestion expected at peak times within the vicinity of the site. BE11
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0055 Hertford
Parish: Ongar
Size (ha): 1.04 .
Address: Land between A414 and High Ongar i
. s hunt
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Agricultural field
¢ Brentwood

Baseline yield: 31 dwellings
Source for Assumption based on 30 dph Client
baseline yield: Epping Forest District Council

Job Title

Epping Forest District Local Plan
Zl)t:stra'nts None Drawing Status Date

ints:

Issue March 2018

Drawing No Issue
Site selection None SR-0055 Rev 2

adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

H . . . ) . © Contains OS data ® Crown copyright and database right (2016)
Communlty Feedback was received on ONG-A which is within or near to this Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,

. T i i GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ord| S , Esri J; , METI, Esri China (H K ), swisstopo,
feedback: site. Refer to Appendix B1.4 for further details. s Opanotrebitias conmetom. ot G Ustr Cormmun ina (Hong Kong), swisstopo,

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
DweII ings: 31 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 Effects of allocating site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination

with other sites).

Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed

1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites © development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.

Ancient Woodland

Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.

1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is partially within a Deciduous Woodland buffer zone. The site may indirectly affect the BAP priority habitat.
- P ty Sp: There may be effects from this impact but mitigation can be implemented to address this.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
: Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site. Unlikely to impact on settings of Scheduled Monument, Conservation Area, or Grade | Listed Building due to distance.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets (+)
1.8b Impact on archaeolo A Existing evidence and/or a lack of previous disturbance indicates a high likelihood for the discovery of high quality
: P 9y archaeological assets on the site.
1.9 Impact of air quality © Site lies within an area which has been identified as being at risk of poor air quality, but it is likely that the risk  |Parts of the site are close to the A414 and therefore mitigation measures are likely to be required.

could be mitigated or reduced.

2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt Site is within Green Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be high or

very high.
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site between 400m and 1000m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest GP surgery.

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is greenfield land that is neither within nor adjacent to a settiement. 100% greenfield site not within or adjacent to an existing settlement.

4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).

4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.

Site falls within an area of high landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are vulnerable to change

5.1 Landscape sensitivity and unable to absorb development without significant character change.

5.2 Settlement character sensitivity 0 Development is unlikely to have an effect on settlement character. Ir_10W den_sity development is proposed which reflects the character of the area. Therefore, development is not likely to
ave an impact on the character of the area.

6.1 Topography constraints A Topographical constraints exist in the site but potential for mitigation.

6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.

6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.

The intensity of site development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or

6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 adjacent to the site.

6.4 Access to site *+) Suitable access to site already exists.

6.5 Contamination constraints 0 No contamination issues identified on site to date. No potential contamination identified.

6.6 Traffic impact 0 Low level congestion expected at peak times within the vicinity of the site. B512
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0067i

Parish: Ongar
Size (ha): 21.81
Address: Land to the west of Ongar

Primary use:  Residential

Site notes:

Baseline yield: 2,162 dwellings

Source for
baseline yield:

Site
constraints:

Site selection
adjustment:

Community
feedback:

Dwellings: 457

Assumption based on 30 dph

Land to West of Ongar. Agriculture

Flood risk reducing developable area.

Site split into three parcels as per Call for Sites submission. Yield
based on 30 dph, reduced by 30% due to flood risk.

Feedback was received on ONG-F which is within or near to this
site. Refer to Appendix B1.4 for further details.

Hertford

es hunt

Brentwood

Client

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status Date

Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
SR-0067i Rev 2

Epping Forest
District Council
www.eppingforestdec.gov.uk

© Contains OS data © Crown copyright and database right (2016)

Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,

GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordnance Survey, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
P ,©0 and the GIS User Communi

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,

AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

EBB8OS5Fiii

Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘I’Evfi“[ﬁc;?hzfr 2:I‘chz?mg site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites © development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of © Site contains Ancient and/or Veteran trees but at a sufficiently low density across the site that removal could be |There is 1 Ancient tree directly affected by the site. The tree is located in the west of the site and may be affected by
-oD Imp largely avoided or possible impacts could be mitigated. development. Impacts may be mitigated by considered masterplanning or translocation.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is partially within a small area of a Deciduous Woodland priority habitat, and within the relevant buffer zone.
- P P The site may directly affect the habitat, but mitigation can be implemented to address this.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site. Z:: zgz;;;vg?mg;z ﬁf}\(’)g buffer of Ongar Wood LWS and Ongar Oaks LWS. The site is unlikely to affect the features
1.7 Flood risk “ Site within Flood Zone 3a where exception test required. Some 40% of the site is in Flood Zone 2 of which 29% and 24% is also in Flood Zones 3a and 3b respectively. The
. location of the Flood Zones in the western and southern portion of the site means that only the north-eastern portion
could be developed.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets © Site is located within a Conservation Area or adjacent to a Listed Building or other heritage asset and effects can |Unlikely to impact on RPG, SM, CA or GI LB due to distance. Two GIl LBs (Bowes Farm Lodge and outbuilding) to east
. P 9 be mitigated. of site. Possible mitigation by locating development away from LBs, appropriate layout, high quality
design/materials/screening.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo A Existing evidence and/or a lack of previous disturbance indicates a high likelihood for the discovery of high quality
: P 9y archaeological assets on the site.
1.9 Impact of air qualit © Site lies within an area which has been identified as being at risk of poor air quality, but it is likely that the risk  |Parts of the site are close to the A414 and therefore mitigation measures are likely to be required.
. P a Y could be mitigated or reduced.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt ilet; Iﬁi;ﬂthm Green Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be high or
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land © Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement. 95% greenfield site, adjacent to an existing settlement (Harlow).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space © Development may involve the loss of public open space but there are opportunities for on-site off-setting or  JAlthough some public open space aligns with the development site, opportunities for re-configuration may enable the
: pacily P P P mitigation. yield of houses to be delivered without any overall loss of public open space.
e Site falls within an area of high landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are vulnerable to change
5.1 Landscape sensitivity and unable to absorb development without significant character change.
e Development could detract from the existing settlement character. Site comprises a large site located at the edge of the settlement. Whilst part of the site provides an opportunity for
5.2 Settlement character sensitivity ©) intensification within the existing limits of the settlement, should the full site come forward this would likely affect its
character.
6.1 Topography constraints A Topographical constraints exist in the site but potential for mitigation.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 The intensity of site development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or There are protected trees on and adjacent to the site, but the percentage of the site area affected is limited, and they
: P adjacent to the site. would not be a significant constraint.
6.4 Access to site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Existing access from A414. There is potential to provide further points of access from the A414.
6.5 Contamination constraints A Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Farm / Infilled Ponds). Potential adverse impact that could be mitigated.
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time.
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Site Suitability Assessment
Site Reference: SR-0067iiA Hertford
Parish: Ongar
Size (ha): 42.53 : ) AT
. £ !
Address: Land to the west of Ongar i
. es hunt
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Land to West of Ongar. Agriculture
‘ 4,‘35 Brentwood

Baseline yield: 2,162 dwellings
Source for Assumption based on 30 dph Client
baseline yield: Epping Forest District Council

Job Title

Epping Forest District Local Plan
ggrelstra_nts Flood risk reducing developable area. Drawing Status v

ints:

Issue March 2018

Drawing No Issue
Site selection Site split into three parcels as per Call for Sites submission. Based SR-0067iiA Rev 2

adjustment: on 30 dph, reduced by 20% due to flood risk. Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

H . . . P . © Contains OS data ® Crown copyright and database right (2016)
Communlty Feedback was received on ONG-F which is within or near to this Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,

. T i i GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ord| S , Esri J; , METI, Esri China (H K ), swisstopo,
feedback: site. Refer to Appendix B1.4 for further details. s Opanotrebitias conmetom. ot G Ustr Cormmun ina (Hong Kong), swisstopo,

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
DweII ings: 1,020 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 Effects of allocating site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination

with other sites).

Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed

1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites © development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.

: . Site contains Ancient and/or Veteran trees but at a sufficiently low density across the site that removal could be |There are 10 Ancient trees directly affected by the site. The trees are dispersed, and may be affected by development.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of (-)

largely avoided or possible impacts could be mitigated. Impacts to the Ancient trees may be mitigated due to the low density and by considered masterplanning or

Ancient Woodland translocation.

Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.

1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0

1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats ~ Features and species in the site may not be retained in their entirety but effects can be mitigated. The site encompasses a Wood Pasture and Parkland and the majority of a BAP priority habitat with no main features. It
. P ty Sp ) is within five buffer zones. The site is likely to directly affect the BAP priority habitats, but effects can be mitigated.

1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites © Features and species in the site may not be retained in their entirety but effects can be mitigated. The site encompasses the whole of Ongar Oaks LWS and approximately half of Ongar Wood LWS. The site may
: P directly affect some of the features and species of these LW S but effects can be mitigated.

1.7 Flood risk *) Site within Flood Zone 2 and exception test not required. Some 15% of the site is in Flood Zone 2 of which 8% and 9% are in Flood Zones 3a and 3b respectively. Flood Zones

2, 3a and 3b are located along the western site boundary and flood risk can be mitigated through site layout.

Site would likely result in the loss of a heritage asset or result in a significant impact that cannot be mitigated. Harm to setting of Chipping Ongar CA and Ongar Castle SM through large-scale development on historically open
landscape to west of town. Town retains medieval linear settlement pattern which would be harmed through sprawling
development to west.

1.8a Impact on heritage assets

Existing evidence and/or a lack of previous disturbance indicates a high likelihood for the discovery of high quality

1.8 Impact on archaeology 0 archaeological assets on the site.

1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.

2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt Site is within Green Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be high or |The majority of the site is within a high sensitivity Green Belt parcel which preserves the setting and special character

very high. gf tl?e historic Stony Park area of Chipping Ongar. If the site was released it may harm the purposes of the wider Green
elt.
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site between 400m and 1000m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.

3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.

3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land © Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement. 100% greenfield site, adjacent to an existing settlement (Chipping Ongar).

4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).

Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space. A negligible part of the site contains public open space. The proposals could be configured to avoid loss of public open

4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 space

Site falls within an area of high landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are vulnerable to change

5.1 Landscape sensitivity and unable to absorb development without significant character change.

5.2 Settlement character sensitivity A Development could detract from the existing settlement character. The scale of the proposed development and_ the extent of the site, is likely to have a negative affect on the rural
character of the area. Development may contribute to urban sprawl.

6.1 Topography constraints A Topographical constraints exist in the site but potential for mitigation.

6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.

6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.

The intensity of site development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or

6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 adjacent to the site.

6.4 Access to site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Access from Greensted Road.

6.5 Contamination constraints A Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Infilled Pond). Potential adverse impact that could be mitigated.

6.6 Traffic impact 0 Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time. B514
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0067iiB

Parish: Ongar
Size (ha): 7.66
Address: Land to the west of Ongar

Primary use:  Residential

Site notes:

Baseline yield: 2,162 dwellings

Source for
baseline yield:

Site None

constraints:

Site selection

adjustment:  on 30 dph.

Community
feedback:

Assumption based on 30 dph

Land to West of Ongar. Agriculture

Site split into three parcels as per Call for Sites submission. Based

Feedback was received on ONG-F which is within or near to this
site. Refer to Appendix B1.4 for further details.

Hertford

es hunt

Brentwood

Client

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status Date

Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
SR-0067iiB Rev 2

ARUP

© Contains OS data © Crown copyright and database right (2016)

Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,

GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordnance Survey, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
p .©0 and the GIS User Communi

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,

Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

EB8O5SF

Dwe" ings: @ AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘Ilivgﬁc;?hzfr 2:It<;csz?lting site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 g:j:lip?:e:\rﬁs Im];ﬁiztly?;sgoignaezStl??oreséssg(-: requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of © ISite contaips Ancient a‘nd/o.r Veteran trees but. gt a sufficiently low density across the site that removal could be | There are 2 Ancient trees directly affecte_d by the site. The trees'gt the edges of the site, anq development may directly
Ancient Woodland argely avoided or possible impacts could be mitigated. ?nf;es?erzlc::nitrzgés‘ Impacts to the Ancient trees may be mitigated due to the low density and by considered
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is pania!ly _vvithin 'I:)eciduouslV.Vooldland and Wood Pasture and Parklaqd buffer zones. The site may indirectly
affect the BAP priority habitats, but mitigation can be implemented to address this.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets 0 Site is located within the setting of a heritage asset and effects can be mitigated. (L;nlilﬁaly to Iimp?C:jOtn st(:]ttings ?hf Schiduleld Monutmentl,dC.onser\t/ation A[tga, o;GI/(_“LIII* LB'tclduet_to tiihstancs.h'_l'h; Recl:lttory
design/r:msat;?;;scrgeniignor so development could impact on setting. Possible mitigation through high quality
1.8b Impact on archaeology A Existing evi.dence and/or a Iac!( of previous disturbance indicates a high likelihood for the discovery of high quality
archaeological assets on the site.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt A |Soi$\f liswwci)t?inr;eGdirfr? Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site between 400m and 1000m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is greenfield land that is neither within nor adjacent to a settiement. 100% greenfield site circa 100m from an existing settlement (Chipping Ongar).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivity A Site falls within an area of medium Iandsqaplezl sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are resilient to change [Site shares characteri.sﬁcs with the aqjacent zone of m_oderate ser}sitivity. The form and extent of any development
and able to absorb development without significant character change. would have to be sensitive to the location to avoid potential adverse impact on adjacent landscape character area.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivity A Development could detract from the existing settlement character. (Siietssri\;siSbﬁie;r;]i;et:gﬁe:e?;hzr;lijr;it:gzigz:lt(i)%r:noe;:ﬁglnunity. However, the site is on the settlement edge and the proposed
6.1 Topography constraints A Topographical constraints exist in the site but potential for mitigation.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Zz;‘igrt]ir:;i%eoiitiife development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.4 Access to site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Access from Greensted Road.
6.5 Contamination constraints 0 No contamination issues identified on site to date. No potential contamination identified.
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time.
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0090

Parish: Ongar
Size (ha): 9.81
Address: Land to east of Longfields, Ongar

Residential
Agricultural field

Primary use:
Site notes:

Baseline yield: 114 dwellings

Source for Assumption based on 30 dph

baseline yield:

Hertford
. ey A
b B
& 3
S

s hunt

4, Brentwood

= oy

Client

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

i None
Site . Drawing Status Date
constraints:
Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
Site selection None SR-0090 Rev 2
adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council
www.eppingforestdc.gov.uk
Community  Feedback was received on ONG-D which is within or near to this Souncos Ext HERE, Deome, iarmap, Insmet b o, GEBCO, USGS, FAC, NS, NRGAN,
feedback: site. Refer to Appendlx B1.4 for further details. GeoBase, \Gl\é {}gadasuer NL, Ordnance Survey, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), swisstopo,

p 3 and the GIS User Communit
Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,

EBB8OS5Fiii

DweII ings: 114 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘I’Evfi“:ﬁcshzfr 2:ng?tmg site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed

1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites © development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.

1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.

1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of ~ Site contains Ancient and/or Veteran trees but at a sufficiently low density across the site that removal could be |There is 1 Ancient tree directly affected by the site. The tree is located in the centre of the site and may be affected by
-oD Imp 6 largely avoided or possible impacts could be mitigated. development. Impacts may be mitigated by considered masterplanning or translocation.

Ancient Woodland

1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.

1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is wholly within the buffer zone for a Coastal Floodplain Grazing Marsh habitat. The site may indirectly affect
- P ty Sp: the habitat, but mitigation can be implemented to address this.

1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.

1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1. Majority of the site is in Flood Zone 1. Higher Flood Risk Zone 2 affects a negligible proportion of the north-east of the
-f Floodris site and can be avoided through site layout.

18al £ on herit " 0 Site is located within the setting of a heritage asset and effects can be mitigated. Unlikely to impact on settings of Scheduled Monument, Conservation Area or Grade | Listed Building. Potential impact
-0 Impact on heritage assets on setting of Grade II* Newhouse Farm but possible mitigation through sensitive layout and high quality

design/materials.

1.8b Impact on archaeolo A Existing evidence and/or a lack of previous disturbance indicates a high likelihood for the discovery of high quality
: P 9y archaeological assets on the site.

1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.

2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt

Site is within Green Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be high or
very high.

Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.

3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station (-)

3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site between 400m and 1000m of a bus stop.

3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.

3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.

3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.

3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network

Not applicable.

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land (-)

4.2 Impact on agricultural land

4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0

5.1 Landscape sensitivity

Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement.

100% greenfield site, adjacent to an existing settlement (Chipping Ongar).

Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).

Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.

No public open space is located in the site area. Development will not involve the loss of public open space.

Site falls within an area of high landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are vulnerable to change
and unable to absorb development without significant character change.

Development is unlikely to have an effect on settlement character.

Low density development is proposed which reflects the character of the area. Therefore, development is not likely to

5.2 Settlement character sensitivity © have an impact on the character of the area.
6.1 Topography constraints A Topographical constraints exist in the site but potential for mitigation.

6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.

6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.

6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Zgjea;grtirgi%eo;;i-te development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or

6.4 Access 1o site ) Suitable access to site already exists.

6.5 Contamination constraints 0 No contamination issues identified on site to date. No potential contamination identified.

6.6 Traffic impact 0 Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time.
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0102 Hertford
Parish: Ongar
Size (ha): 0.80 r
Address: Land to the south and west (rear) of Nos 57a and 57b Fyfield Road, :
Ongar
. . . es hunt
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Small area of scrub/woodland
¢ Brentwood
Baseline yield: 24 dwellings
. Client
Source for Assumption based on 30 dph
baseline yield: Epping Forest District Council
Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan
Site Access to site is significantly constrained, reducing capacity on site FE— o
constraints:  to a smaller development of 8-10 homes rawing Status ate
Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
Site selection None SR-0102 Rev 2

adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

H T . . . © Contains OS data ® Crown copyright and database right (2016)
Communlty The Council did not consult on a growth location which covers or is Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,

. i i GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ord| S , Esri J; , METI, Esri China (H K ), swisstopo,
feedback: near to this site. eﬁ ase, K jaster rdnance urvz;y"d 5‘:\3 GaIpSaBserCOm;:nl ina (Hong Kong), swisstopo,

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
DweII ings: 8 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 Effects of allocating site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination

with other sites).

Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed

1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites © development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.

Ancient Woodland

Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.

1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets *) Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site. (L’Jlnlikely to impa'lctl on sgttings of Reg!stered Park and Garden, Scheduled Monument or Conservation Area due to
istance and existing built-up surroundings.
1.8b Impact on archaeology A Existing evi_dence and/or a Iac!( of previous disturbance indicates a high likelihood for the discovery of high quality
archaeological assets on the site.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt A |Soi$\f liswwci)t?inr;eGdirfr? Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.

3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.

3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest GP surgery.

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land © Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement. 100% greenfield site, adjacent to an existing settlement (Chipping Ongar).

4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).

4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space. No public open space is located in the site area. Development will not involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit 0 Site falls within an area of low landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are able to accommodate |The relevant site character context is urban and development is unlikely to adversely affect the wider landscape
: P ity development without significant character change. character.
e Development could detract from the existing settlement character. Site comprises dense vegetation. Therefore, development has the potential to adversely affect the character of the
5.2 Settlement character sensitivity (-) area
6.1 Topography constraints A Topographical constraints exist in the site but potential for mitigation.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.

The intensity of site development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or

6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 adjacent to the site
6.4 Access to site © Potential for access to the site to be created through third party land and agreement in place, or existing access |There is no existing access to the site. Access would be required through third party land adjacent to highway.
. would require upgrade.
- . Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Hospital). Potential adverse impact that could be mitigated.
6.5 Contamination constraints (-)
6.6 Traffic impact Site below site size threshold where it would be expected to significantly affect congestion. B517
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Site Suitability Assessment
Site Reference: SR-0112-N Hertford
Parish: Ongar
Size (ha): 16.03 : ) AT
: £ !
Address: Land to the West of Stanford Rivers Road, Ongar, Essex, CM5 9EP ¥
. s hunt
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Agricultural fields
‘ 4,‘35 Brentwood
Baseline yield: 321 dwellings
Client

Source for
baseline yield:

Site No constraints identified.

constraints:

Site selection None

adjustment:

Community
feedback:

Indicated in representation

Feedback was received on ONG-E which is within or near to this
site. Refer to Appendix B1.4 for further details.

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status Date

Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
SR-0112-N Rev 1

ARUP

© Contains OS data © Crown copyright and database right (2016)

Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,

GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordnance Survey, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
p .©0 and the GIS User Communi

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,

Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

EB8O5SF

Dwe" ings: 321 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘Ilivgﬁc;?hzfr 2:It<;csz?tlng site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed |No requirement to consult with Natural England for residential development.
- P Y development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Tr tside of ~ Site contains Ancient and/or Veteran trees but at a sufficiently low density across the site that removal could be |There are approximately 5 Ancient trees directly affected by the site. The trees are dispersed on the west edge of the
-ob Impact o clent/vetera ees oulside o 6 largely avoided or possible impacts could be mitigated. site, and development may directly affect all the trees. Impacts may be mitigated by considered masterplanning or
Ancient Woodland translocation
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.

1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats . Features and species in the site may not be retained in their entirety but effects can be mitigated. The site is partially within the majority of a Wood Pasture and Parkland habitat, and adjacent to an area of Deciduous
- P ty Sp: ) Woodland. The site is likely to directly affect the BAP priority habitat but effects could be reduced through mitigation.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site. The site is adjacent to the Kettlebury Spring LWS and within the 250m buffer zone. The site may indirectly affect the

. P Local Wildlife Site, but mitigation can be implemented to address this.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
18al t on herit t 0 Site is located within the setting of a heritage asset and effects can be mitigated. Unlikely to impact on settings of Scheduled Monument, Conservation Area, or Grade | Listed Building. Will affect
-0 Impact on heritage assets setting of GlI* Marden Ash House but possible mitigation through sensitive layout, high quality design/materials,
retaining green screening.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo A Existing evidence and/or a lack of previous disturbance indicates a high likelihood for the discovery of high quality
. P Y archaeological assets on the site.
1.9 Impact of air qualit © Site lies within an area which has been identified as being at risk of poor air quality, but it is likely that the risk  |Parts of the site are close to the A128 and therefore mitigation measures are likely to be required.
. P a Y could be mitigated or reduced.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt A |So|$ve |§wwc|)t:“r:eedir§rin Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site between 400m and 1000m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land A Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement. 100% greenfield site, adjacent to an existing settlement (Chipping Ongar).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit 0 Site falls within an area of low landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are able to accommodate
. P Y development without significant character change.
e Development could detract from the existing settlement character. The scale of the proposed development and the extent of the site, is likely to have a negative affect on the rural
5.2 Settlement character sensitivity ©) character of the area. Development may contribute to urban sprawl.
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 The intensity of site development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or There are protected trees on and/or adjacent to the site, but the percentage of the site area affected is limited, and so
: P adjacent to the site. subject to care in the layout they would not be a significant constraint.
. Access to the site can be created within landholding adjacent to the highway. Access could be achieved from Stanford Rivers Road to the site.
6.4 Access to site 0
6.5 Contamination constraints A Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Infilled Pond). Potential adverse impact could be mitigated.
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Low level congestion expected at peak times within the vicinity of the site.
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0120 Hertford

Parish: Ongar

Size (ha): 3.34 o

Address: Bowes Field, Ongar .
s hunt

Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Vacant greenfield plot

Brentwood

Baseline yield: 100 dwellings

Source for Assumption based on 30 dph Client

baseline yield: Epping Forest District Council
Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

gti)t:straints None Drawing Status Date

) Issue March 2018

Drawing No Issue

Site selection None SR-0120 Rev 2

adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

H . . . P . © Contains OS data ® Crown copyright and database right (2016)
Communlty Feedback was received on ONG-F which is within or near to this Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,

. T i i GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ord| S , Esri J; , METI, Esri China (H K ), swisstopo,
feedback: site. Refer to Appendix B1.4 for further details. s © Opanctrebiiian conmotor. ot i Gl User oy or Kona). svissiopo

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
DweII ings: 100 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 Effects of allocating site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination

with other sites).

Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed

1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites © development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.

Ancient Woodland

Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.

1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0
- . . No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is adjacent to a Deciduous Woodland buffer zone. The site may indirectly affect the habitat, but mitigation can
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 be implemented to address this
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
18al £ on herit " 0 Site is located within the setting of a heritage asset and effects can be mitigated. Impact on settings of Great Stony Park CA to east, Bowes House Locally Listed Buildings, and Bowes Lodge Farm and
-0 Impact on heritage assets outbuildings Grade |l Listed Buildings to north. Possible mitigation through sensitive layout, high quality
design/materials/screening.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo A Existing evidence and/or a lack of previous disturbance indicates a high likelihood for the discovery of high quality
: P 9y archaeological assets on the site.
1.9 Impact of air quality © Site lies within an area which has been identified as being at risk of poor air quality, but it is likely that the risk  |Parts of the site are close to the A414 and therefore mitigation measures are likely to be required.

could be mitigated or reduced.

2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt Site is within Green Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be high or

very high.
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities ) Site is less than 1000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest GP surgery.

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land © Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement. 100% greenfield site, adjacent to an existing settlement (Chipping Ongar).

4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).

4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space. No public open space is located in the site area. Development will not involve the loss of public open space.

Site falls within an area of high landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are vulnerable to change

5.1 Landscape sensitivity and unable to absorb development without significant character change.

5.2 Settlement character sensitivity 0 Development is unlikely to have an effect on settlement character. Ir_10W den_sity development is proposed which reflects the character of the area. Therefore, development is not likely to
ave an impact on the character of the area.

6.1 Topography constraints A Topographical constraints exist in the site but potential for mitigation.

6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.

6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.

The intensity of site development would be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or adjacent to [The protected trees on or adjacent to the site could be incorporated into the development proposed, subject to care in

6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) ) the site. the layout, but would be likely to have a significant adverse impact on the suitability of the site for development.
6.4 Access 1o site ) Suitable access to site already exists.

6.5 Contamination constraints 0 No contamination issues identified on site to date. No potential contamination identified.

6.6 Traffic impact 0 Low level congestion expected at peak times within the vicinity of the site. B519
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0183 Hertford
Parish: Ongar
Size (ha): 11.21 b
Address: Land to the East of Old Ongar County Secondary School, High :
Ongar
es hunt

Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Agricultural field

Brentwood

Baseline yield: 336 dwellings

Source for Assumption based on 30 dph Client

baseline yield: Epping Forest District Council
Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

gti)tr?straints None Drawing Status Date

) Issue March 2018

Drawing No Issue

Site selection None SR-0183 Rev 2

adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

Community  Feedback was received on ONG-A which is within or near to this Sources Ear HERE, Deorme. imemap, increment b Corp, GEBCO, USGS, FAD, NPS, NRCAN,
feedback: Site. Refer to Appendix B1 4 for further details_ GeﬁBase, \Gl\é {}gadaster NL, Ordnance Survea\ﬁdE;lJsalpsard,sl;llrEchl),rf;:r;Zhina (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
DweII ings: 336 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘I’Evfi“:ﬁcshzfr 2:2(8:5;1tmg site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of © Site contains Ancient and/or Veteran trees but at a sufficiently low density across the site that removal could be |There are 3 Ancient trees directly affected by the site, 2 of which are located along the north-eastern boundary of the
A‘ . tr\)N dland largely avoided or possible impacts could be mitigated. site, and 1 of which is located in the north-west. Impacts may be mitigated by considered masterplanning or
ncient Yoodlan translocation.
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is partially within a Deciduous Woodland and BAP priority habitat with no main feature buffer zone. The site
- P P may indirectly affect the BAP priority habitat, but mitigation can be implemented to address this.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
: Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site. Unlikely to impact on settings of Conservation Area or Grade | Listed Building due to distance and existing built-up
1.8a Impact on heritage assets (+) surroundings
1.8b Impact on archaeology A Existing evidence and/or a lack of previous disturbance indicates a high likelihood for the discovery of high quality
: archaeological assets on the site.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt © Site is within Green Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very JAlthough a small part of the site intersects with a high sensitivity Green Belt parcel, the proposed development would
. low, low or medium. have a limited impact upon the setting of the historic Stony Park area of Chipping Ongar due to its limited intervisibility.
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site between 400m and 1000m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is greenfield land that is neither within nor adjacent to a settlement. 100% greenfield site, 300m from an existing settlement (Chipping Ongar).

4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).

4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space. No public open space is located in the site area. Development will not involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit Site falls within an area of high landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are vulnerable to change
. P fvity and unable to absorb development without significant character change.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit A Development could detract from the existing settlement character. The scale of the proposed development and the extent of the site, is likely to have a negative affect on the
- ftivity . predominantly rural character of the area. Development may contribute to urban sprawl.
6.1 Topography constraints A Topographical constraints exist in the site but potential for mitigation.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Zgjeeu;lgrtirgl%eo;tilte development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.4 Access 1o site ) Suitable access to site already exists.
o . No contamination issues identified on site to date. No potential contamination identified.
6.5 Contamination constraints 0
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Low level congestion expected at peak times within the vicinity of the site. B520
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0184 Hertford

Parish: Ongar

Size (ha): 0.88 r

Address: 0.96 ha plot of land adjacent to High Ongar Road, High Ongar :
s hunt

Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Agricultural field

Brentwood

Baseline yield: 26 dwellings

Source for Assumption based on 30 dph Client

baseline yield: Epping Forest District Council
Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

gti)tr?straints None Drawing Status Date

) Issue March 2018

Drawing No Issue

Site selection None SR-0184 Rev 2

adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

H . . . ) . © Contains OS data ® Crown copyright and database right (2016)
Communlty Feedback was received on ONG-A which is within or near to this Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,

. T i i GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ord| S , Esri J; , METI, Esri China (H K ), swisstopo,
feedback: site. Refer to Appendix B1.4 for further details. s © Opanctrebiiian conmotor. ot i Gl User oy or Kona). svissiopo

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
DweII ings: 26 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 Effects of allocating site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination

with other sites).

Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed

1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites © development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.

Ancient Woodland

Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.

1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets *) Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site. Unlikely to impact on settings of Scheduled Monument or Conservation Area due to distance.
1.8b Impact on archaeology A Existing evidence and/or a lack of previous disturbance indicates a high likelihood for the discovery of high quality
archaeological assets on the site.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.

2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt Site is within Green Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be high or

very high.
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest GP surgery.

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is greenfield land that is neither within nor adjacent to a settlement. 100% greenfield, 200m from an existing settlement (Chipping Ongar).

4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).

4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit Site falls within an area of high landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are vulnerable to change
. P fvity and unable to absorb development without significant character change.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit A Development could detract from the existing settlement character. Site is on the edge of the existing settlement and the proposals are for higher density development than the
- ftivity . neighbouring developments. Therefore, development is likely to affect the predominantly rural character of the area.
6.1 Topography constraints A Topographical constraints exist in the site but potential for mitigation.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Zgjeeu;lgrtirgl%eo;tilte development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.4 Access 1o site ) Suitable access to site already exists.
o . No contamination issues identified on site to date. No potential contamination identified.
6.5 Contamination constraints 0
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Low level congestion expected at peak times within the vicinity of the site. B521
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Site Suitability Assessment :
Site Reference: SR-0184-N Hertford @g
Parish: Ongar Harlow
Size (ha): 1.26 . A
2 = !

Address: Plot of land adjacent to High Ongar Road, High Ongar ¥

D

. es hunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Agricultural field
= X 4,;5 Brentwood
Baseline yield: 26 dwellings
Client

Source for
baseline yield:

Site No constraints identified.

constraints:

Site selection None

adjustment:

Community
feedback:

Dwellings: 26

Assumption based on 30 dph

Feedback was received on ONG-A which is within or near to this
site. Refer to Appendix B1.4 for further details.

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status Date

Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
SR-0184-N Rev 1

Epping Forest
District Council
www.eppingforestdc.gov.uk

© Contains OS data © Crown copyright and database right (2016)
Sources: Esti, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,
GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordnance Survey, Esti Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong),
swisstopo, ©0 . and the GIS User Community

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

EBB8OS5Fiii

2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt

3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station

Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 \Iif:ﬁc;?hgfr 2Iiltcézaiting site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 5:3;2 p?:etrneis Imﬁiztlylfgsl;é:r;eﬁstlges ISSS Ir:.) requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets *) Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site. Unlikely to impact on settings of Scheduled Monument or Conservation Area due to distance.
1.8b Impact on archaeology ) Elzgztairé%lz\éiiiz?gzsaer::/gr: ?hleagr‘;f previous disturbance indicates a high likelihood for the discovery of high quality
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.

Site is within Green Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be high or
very high.

Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.

Site is within 400m of a bus stop.

3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop (+)
3.3 Distance to employment locations +) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school © Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is greenfield land that is neither within nor adjacent to a settlement. 100% greenfield, 200m from an existing settlement (Chipping Ongar).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivity Site falls within an area of high Iandgcape ;en;,itivity - characteristics of the landscape are vulnerable to change
and unable to absorb development without significant character change.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivity ) Development could detract from the existing settlement character. Sitg is on the edge of the existing settlement anc} the proposals are for higher density development than the
neighbouring developments. Therefore, development is likely to affect the predominantly rural character of the area.
6.1 Topography constraints © Topographical constraints exist in the site but potential for mitigation.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 l’gﬁ‘égaet?zitt{]eo;“séi‘te development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.4 Access o site *) Suitable access to site already exists.
6.5 Contamination constraints 0 No contamination issues identified on site to date. No potential contamination identified.
6.6 Traffic impact © Low level congestion expected at peak times within the vicinity of the site.
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0185 Hertford
Parish: Ongar
Size (ha): 3.06 r
Address: Plot of land adjacent to High Ongar Road, High Ongar :
. es hunt
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Agricultural field
Brentwood

Baseline yield: 92 dwellings
Source for Assumption based on 30 dph Client
baseline yield: Epping Forest District Council

Job Title

Epping Forest District Local Plan
Site . None Drawing Status Date
constraints:

Issue March 2018

Drawing No Issue
Site selection None SR-0185 Rev 2

adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

H . . . ) . © Contains OS data ® Crown copyright and database right (2016)
Communlty Feedback was received on ONG-A which is within or near to this Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, \:lermap‘ increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,

. T i i GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ord| S , Esri J; , METI, Esri China (H K ), swisstopo,
feedback: site. Refer to Appendix B1.4 for further details. s © Opanctrebiiian conmotor. ot i Gl User oy or Kona). svissiopo

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
DweII ings: 92 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 Effects of allocating site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination

with other sites).

Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed

1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.

Ancient Woodland

Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.

1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
18al £ on herit " 0 Site is located within the setting of a heritage asset and effects can be mitigated. Unlikely to impact on settings of Conservation Area and Scheduled Monument due to distance. Setting of Grade Il
-0 Impact on heritage assets Listed Building to south-west of site could be impacted - mitigation through good screening, locating development away
from Listed Building.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo A Existing evidence and/or a lack of previous disturbance indicates a high likelihood for the discovery of high quality
: P 9y archaeological assets on the site.
. " Site lies within an area which has been identified as being at risk of poor air quality, but it is likely that the risk  |Parts of the site are close to the A414 and therefore mitigation measures are likely to be required.
1.9 Impact of air quality )

could be mitigated or reduced.

2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt Site is within Green Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be high or

very high.
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest GP surgery.

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land © Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement. 100% greenfield site, adjacent to an existing settlement (Chipping Ongar).

4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).

4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.

Site falls within an area of high landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are vulnerable to change

5.1 Landscape sensitivity and unable to absorb development without significant character change.

5.2 Settlement character sensitivit A Development could detract from the existing settlement character. Site is on the edge of the existing settlement and the proposals are for higher density development than the
- ftivity & neighbouring developments. Therefore, development is likely to affect the predominantly semi-rural character of the
area.
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Thle intensity Of. site development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
adjacent to the site.
6.4 Access 1o site ) Suitable access to site already exists.
o . No contamination issues identified on site to date. No potential contamination identified.
6.5 Contamination constraints 0
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Low level congestion expected at peak times within the vicinity of the site. B523
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Site Suitability Assessment
Site Reference: SR-0185-N Hertford
Parish: Ongar
Size (ha): 3.13 r
Address: Plot of land adjacent to High Ongar Road, High Ongar and 12 :

Fyfield Road, Ongar, CM5 0AH

. eshunt
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Rear part of garden to residential dwelling and field
Brentwood
Baseline yield: 129 dwellings
Client

Source for

baseline yield: 2017

Site No constraints identified.

constraints:

Site selection None

adjustment:

Community
feedback:

Dwellings: 129

Feedback was received on ONG-A which is within or near to this
site. Refer to Appendix B1.4 for further details.

Allocated in Draft Local Plan and indicated in Call for Sites 2016-

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status Date

Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
SR-0185-N Rev 1

ARUP

© Contains OS data © Crown copyright and database right (2016)
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Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment

1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘I’Evfi“:ﬁcshzfr 2:ng?tlng site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed |No requirement to consult with Natural England for residential development.

- P Y development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
18al £ on herit " 0 Site is located within the setting of a heritage asset and effects can be mitigated. Unlikely to impact on settings of Conservation Area and Scheduled Monument due to distance. Setting of Grade Il

-0 Impact on heritage assets Listed Building to south-west of site could be impacted - mitigation through good screening, locating development away

from Listed Building.

1.8b Impact on archaeolo A Existing evidence and/or a lack of previous disturbance indicates a high likelihood for the discovery of high quality

: P 9y archaeological assets on the site.
1.9 Impact of air qualit © Site lies within an area which has been identified as being at risk of poor air quality, but it is likely that the risk  |Parts of the site are very close to the A414 and therefore mitigation measures are likely to be required.

. P a Y could be mitigated or reduced.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt s;trey Iﬁi;ﬂthm Green Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be high or
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land © Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement. 100% greenfield site, adjacent to an existing settlement (Chipping Ongar).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit Site falls within an area of high landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are vulnerable to change

. P fvity and unable to absorb development without significant character change.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit A Development could detract from the existing settlement character. Site is on the edge of the existing settlement and the proposals are for higher density development than the

- ftivity & neighbouring developments. Therefore, development is likely to affect the predominantly semi-rural character of the

area.
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
. The intensity of site development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or There are protected trees on and adjacent to the site, but the percentage of the site area affected is limited, and they
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) U adjacent to the site. would not be a significant constraint.
. Access to the site can be created within landholding adjacent to the highway. Access could be achieved from High Ongar Road to the site.
6.4 Access to site 0
o . No contamination issues identified on site to date. No potential contamination identified.

6.5 Contamination constraints 0
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Low level congestion expected at peak times within the vicinity of the site.
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0186 Hertford
Parish: Ongar
Size (ha): 0.27 =
Address: Land adjacent to Chelmsford Road (A414) near the Four Wantz :
roundabout, High Ongar
. eshunt
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Vacant scrub land plot
Brentwood

Baseline yield: 10 dwellings comprising 2 market homes and 8 affordable homes
Source for Indicated in Call for Sites Cllent
baseline yield: Epping Forest District Council

Job Title

Epping Forest District Local Plan
Site . None Drawing Status Date
constraints:

Issue March 2018

Drawing No Issue
Site selection None SR-0186 Rev 2

adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

H . . . ) . © Contains OS data ® Crown copyright and database right (2016)
Communlty Feedback was received on ONG-A which is within or near to this Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, \:lermap‘ increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,

. T i i GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ord| S , Esri J; , METI, Esri China (H K ), swisstopo,
feedback: site. Refer to Appendix B1.4 for further details. s © Opanctrebiiian conmotor. ot i Gl User oy or Kona). svissiopo

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
DweII i ngs: 10 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 Effects of allocating site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination

with other sites).

Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed

1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.

Ancient Woodland

Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.

1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
: Site is located within the setting of a heritage asset and effects can be mitigated. Potential impact on setting of Great Stony School Conservation Area to south and Grade Il Listed Wantz Farmhouse
1.8a Impact on heritage assets 0 . S . . . - "
but possible mitigation through high quality design/materials and good screening.
There is a low likelihood that further archaeological assets would be discovered on the site.
1.8b Impact on archaeology +)
. " Site lies within an area which has been identified as being at risk of poor air quality, but it is likely that the risk  |Parts of the site are close to the A414 and therefore mitigation measures are likely to be required.
1.9 Impact of air quality )

could be mitigated or reduced.

2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt Site is within Green Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be high or

very high.
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest GP surgery.

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is greenfield land that is neither within nor adjacent to a settiement. 100% greenfield site, 300m from an existing settlement (Chipping Ongar).

4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).

4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit Site falls within an area of high landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are vulnerable to change

. P fvity and unable to absorb development without significant character change.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit A Development could detract from the existing settlement character. Site is on the edge of the existing settlement and the proposals are for higher density development than the

- ftivity & neighbouring developments. Therefore, development is likely to affect the predominantly rural character of the area.
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Thg intensity Of. site development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or

adjacent to the site.
6.4 Access 1o site ) Suitable access to site already exists.
o . No contamination issues identified on site to date. No potential contamination identified.

6.5 Contamination constraints 0
6.6 Traffic impact Site below site size threshold where it would be expected to significantly affect congestion. BE2E
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Site Suitability Assessment ; <
Site Reference: SR-0255 Hertford @g
Parish: Ongar
Size (ha): 6.51 : ) AT
. £ !
Address: Land comprising the recreation field and sports club at Love Lane, [%F% ¥
Ongar 5?
. es hunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Existing playing fields and amenity open space, with car park and b
sports club building and former Council offices.
S irentwood
S s :Jf 4,)5 Brent .

Baseline yield: 193 dwellings
Source for Assumption based on 30 dph Cllent
baseline yield: Epping Forest District Council

Job Title

Epping Forest District Local Plan
iti)t:stra'nts None Drawing Status Date

ints:

Issue March 2018

Drawing No Issue
Site selection None SR-0255 Rev 2

adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

H . . . P . © Contains OS data ® Crown copyright and database right (2016)
Communlty Feedback was received on ONG-C which is within or near to this Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,

. T i i GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ord| S , Esri J; , METI, Esri China (H K ), swisstopo,
feedback: site. Refer to Appendix B1.4 for further details. s © Opanctrebiiian conmotor. ot i Gl User oy or Kona). svissiopo

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
DweII ings: 193 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 Effects of allocating site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination

with other sites).

Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed

1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites v development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.

: . Site contains Ancient and/or Veteran trees but at a sufficiently low density across the site that removal could be |There is 1 Ancient tree directly affected by the site. The tree is located in the south-west corner of the site and may be
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of (-)

Ancient Woodland largely avoided or possible impacts could be mitigated. affected by development. Impacts may be mitigated by considered masterplanning or translocation.

Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.

1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. '(I:';lr? sg?ézlzﬁt;iltlgdvgh;:r;esctlggous Woodland buffer zone. The site may indirectly affect the habitat, but mitigation
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
18al £ on herit " 0 Site is located within the setting of a heritage asset and effects can be mitigated. Impact on settings of Conservation Area and Scheduled Monument to south. Possible mitigation by locating some
-0 Impact on heritage assets development to north of site adjacent to existing development but reduction in density.
There is a low likelihood that further archaeological assets would be discovered on the site.
1.8b Impact on archaeology +)
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.

2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt Site is within Green Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be high or

very high.
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities ) Site is less than 1000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.

3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.

3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest GP surgery.

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land © Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement. 100% greenfield site, adjacent to an existing settlement (Chipping Ongar).

4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).

Development may involve the loss of public open space but there are opportunities for on-site off-setting or  JAlthough informal recreation ground aligns with the development site, opportunities for re-configuration or re-provision

4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space (-) mitigation. could reduce effects.

Site falls within an area of high landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are vulnerable to change

5.1 Landscape sensitivity and unable to absorb development without significant character change.

5.2 Settlement character sensitivity A Development could detract from the existing settlement character. (Siite is Iocate_d on playing fields at t_he edge of the settlement and north of Chipping Ongar Castle. The proposed
evelopment is likely to have a negative affect on the character of the area.

6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.

6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.

6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.

The intensity of site development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or

6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 adjacent to the site.

6.4 Access to site *+) Suitable access to site already exists.

6.5 Contamination constraints 0 No contamination issues identified on site to date. No potential contamination identified.

6.6 Traffic impact 0 Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time. B526
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0267A

Parish: Ongar
Size (ha): 21.97
Address: Land to the south-east of Ongar

Primary use:  Residential

Site notes:

Baseline yield:

Source for
baseline yield:

Site No constraints identified.

constraints:

Site selection
adjustment:

Community
feedback:

Dwellings: 750

1,060 dwellings and 35,000 sqm commercial

Multi-parcel site, which has been split out. Yield based on baseline,
and reduced proportionally based on site size.

Feedback was received on ONG-D which is within or near to this
site. Refer to Appendix B1.4 for further details.

Hertford
;:=ﬁ’ .
=
@ﬁsr
es hunt Q
S 4,95 Brentwood
Client

Assumption based on 80:20 housing to employment 30 dph and
0.4 plot ratio for commercial

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status Date

Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
SR-0267A Rev 2

ARUP

© Contains OS data © Crown copyright and database right (2016)

Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,

GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordnance Survey, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
P ,©0 and the GIS User Communi

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,

AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

Epping Forest
District Council
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Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘I’Evfi“:ﬁcshzfr 2:2(8:5;1tmg site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites © development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of ~ Site contains Ancient and/or Veteran trees but at a sufficiently low density across the site that removal could be |There is 1 Ancient tree directly affected by the site. The tree is located in the centre of the site and may be affected by
-oD Imp 6 largely avoided or possible impacts could be mitigated. development. Impacts may be mitigated by considered masterplanning or translocation.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. gg?r:;l)tlzrlr?e':\et!g(;atlgyavézrr];ns;otlr:?stﬁer zones. The site may indirectly affect the BAP priority habitats, but mitigation can
—_— " Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site. The site is adjacent to Hallsford Bridge Meadow LWS. The site is unlikely to affect the features and species of this
1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites 0 LWS
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1. Majority of the site is in Flood Zone 1. Higher Flood Zones 2, 3a and 3b, covering circa 7%, are located along a section
-f Floodris of the south-eastern site boundary and can be avoided through site layout.
18al £ on herit " 0 Site is located within the setting of a heritage asset and effects can be mitigated. Unlikely to impact on setting of SM, CA or Gl LB due to distance. Settings of GII* Newhouse Farm and locally listed
-0 Impact on heritage assets Knowleton Hall should be considered. Possible mitigation through sensitive layout and high quality design/materials.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo A Existing evidence and/or a lack of previous disturbance indicates a high likelihood for the discovery of high quality
: P 9y archaeological assets on the site.
1.9 Impact of air qualit © Site lies within an area which has been identified as being at risk of poor air quality, but it is likely that the risk  |Parts of the site are close to the A128 and therefore mitigation measures are likely to be required.
. P a Y could be mitigated or reduced.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt A Isol‘:ve |§ng?::eedirfrin Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site between 400m and 1000m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land © Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement. 100% greenfield site, adjacent to an existing settlement (Chipping Ongar).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
: : Development could provide an opportunity to improve links to adjacent existing public open space or provide |A negligible part of the site contains public open space. The proposals could be configured to avoid loss of public open
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space W) access to open space which is currently private. space. Site adjacent to existing public open space and could provide opportunities to improve access to public open
space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit Site falls within an area of high landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are vulnerable to change
. P fvity and unable to absorb development without significant character change.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit A Development could detract from the existing settlement character. The scale of the proposed development and the extent of the site, is likely to have a negative affect on the rural
- ftivity & character of the area. Development may contribute to urban sprawl.
6.1 Topography constraints A Topographical constraints exist in the site but potential for mitigation.
6.2a Dist " d oil piveli 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site. Only 3% of site is in HSE middle zone located in southern corner of the site, none in inner zone. Due to location and
-ca istance 1o gas and oll pipelines size of affected area constraint to development considered negligible. HSE guidance advise against development for
affected area.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Zgjeeu;lgrtirgl%eo;tilte development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
. Suitable access to site already exists. Access from Brentwood Road and Stondon Road.
6.4 Access to site +)
- . Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Farm / Within 250m of Landfill Site). Potential adverse impact that could be mitigated.
6.5 Contamination constraints (-)
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time.
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0267B

Parish: Ongar
Size (ha): 16.81
Address: Land to the south-east of Ongar

Primary use:  Residential

Site notes:

Baseline yield:

Source for
baseline yield:

Site No constraints identified.

constraints:

Site selection
adjustment:

Community
feedback:

Dwellings: 574

1,060 dwellings and 35,000 sqm commercial

Multi-parcel site, which has been split out. Yield based on baseline,
and reduced proportionally based on site size.

Feedback was received on ONG-D which is within or near to this
site. Refer to Appendix B1.4 for further details.

Hertford
. i or
2 .
=
gﬁsr
es hunt W
s ,,,)5 Brentwood

Client

Assumption based on 80:20 housing to employment 30 dph and
0.4 plot ratio for commercial

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status Date

Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
SR-0267B Rev 2

ARUP

© Contains OS data © Crown copyright and database right (2016)

Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,

GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordnance Survey, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
P ,©0 and the GIS User Communi

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,

AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
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Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘I’Evfi“:ﬁc;?hzfr 2:2(8:5;1tmg site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites © development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of ~ Site contains Ancient and/or Veteran trees but at a sufficiently low density across the site that removal could be |There is 1 Ancient tree directly affected by the site. The tree is located in the east of the site and may be affected by
-oD Imp 6 largely avoided or possible impacts could be mitigated. development. Impacts may be mitigated by considered masterplanning or translocation.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is partially within Deciduous Woodland and Wood Pasture and Parkland buffer zones. The site may indirectly
- P ty Sp: affect the BAP priority habitats, but mitigation can be implemented to address this.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site. The site is within the 250m buffer of Hallsford Bridge Meadow LWS and Kettlebury Spring LWS. The site is unlikely to
. P it ! affect the features and species of these LWS.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1. Some 95% of the site is located in Flood Zone 1, with around 5% in the south of the site in Flood Zone 2. This can be
-f Floodris avoided through site layout.
: Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site. Unlikely to impact on setting of Scheduled Monument, Conservation Area, or Grade II* Listed Building due to distance.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets (+)
1.8b Impact on archaeolo A Existing evidence and/or a lack of previous disturbance indicates a high likelihood for the discovery of high quality
: P 9y archaeological assets on the site.
1.9 Impact of air qualit © Site lies within an area which has been identified as being at risk of poor air quality, but it is likely that the risk  |Parts of the site are close to the A128 and therefore mitigation measures are likely to be required.
. P a Y could be mitigated or reduced.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt A Isol‘:ve |§ng?::eedirfrin Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site between 400m and 1000m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is greenfield land that is neither within nor adjacent to a settiement. 100% greenfield, circa 50m from an existing settlement (Chipping Ongar).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit 0 Site falls within an area of low landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are able to accommodate |As a result of the site characteristics development is unlikely to adversely affect the wider landscape character.
. P fvity development without significant character change.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit A Development could detract from the existing settlement character. The scale of the proposed development and the extent of the site, is likely to have a negative affect on the rural
- ftivity & character of the area. Development may contribute to urban sprawl.
6.1 Topography constraints A Topographical constraints exist in the site but potential for mitigation.
6.2a Dist " d oil pipeli ) Gas or oil pipelines may constrain part of the site but there is potential for mitigation. Some 26% of the site is in HSE middle consultation zone located along southern boundary. None in inner zone. Due to
-ca istance 1o gas and oll pipelines ¥ location and size of affected area mitigation is possible through layout design. HSE guidance advise against
development for affected area
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Zgjeaégrtirglzeo;tilte development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
. Suitable access to site already exists. Access from Brentwood Road and Stanford Rivers Road.
6.4 Access to site +)
- . Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Infilled Gravel Pit / Infilled Ponds). Potential adverse impact that could be mitigated.
6.5 Contamination constraints (-)
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time.
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Site Suitability Assessment
Site Reference: SR-0268 Hertford
Parish: Ongar
Size (ha): 1.47 o &) A
Address: Land to the South of Kettlebury Way, Ongar “ ;
. es hunt
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes:
S ,,,)5 Brentwood
Baseline yield: 43 dwellings
Client

Source for Assumption based on 30 dph

baseline yield:

Site None
constraints:

Site selection None

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status Date

Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
SR-0268 Rev 2

adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council

H . . A Py . © Contains OS data © Crown copyright and database right (2016)
Community Feedback was received on ONG-E which is within or near to this Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,

. T i i GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordi Si , Esri J: , METI, Esri China (H K ), SWisstc 3
feedback: site. Refer to Appendix B1.4 for further details. e 6 B e e o i (Hong Kong).suisstopo

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,

Dwe" ings: 43 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

EBB8OS5Fiii

Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘I’Evfi“:ﬁc;?hzfr 2:2(8:5;1tmg site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites © development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
- . . Features and species in the site may not be retained in their entirety but effects can be mitigated. The site is almost wholly within a portion of a Wood Pasture and Parkland priority habitat. The site is likely to directl
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats ) ” Y Y ¢ affect the habitat, but ef‘f)tlects may bpe mitigable. . Y Y Y
—_— " Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site. The site is within the 250m buffer of Kettlebury Spring LWS. The site is unlikely to affect the features and species of

1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites 0 this LWS
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets ~ Site is located within a Conservation Area or adjacent to a Listed Building or other heritage asset and effects can |Unlikely to impact on settings of SM, CA or GI LB. Will impact on setting of GII* Marden Ash House. Possible mitigation

. P 9 ) be mitigated. through reduction in density, sensitive layout (locating development away from LB), and high quality design.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo A Existing evidence and/or a lack of previous disturbance indicates a high likelihood for the discovery of high quality

: P 9y archaeological assets on the site.
1.9 Impact of air qualit © Site lies within an area which has been identified as being at risk of poor air quality, but it is likely that the risk  |Parts of the site are close to the A128 and therefore mitigation measures are likely to be required.

. P a Y could be mitigated or reduced.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt A Isol‘:ve |§ng?::eedirfrin Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site between 400m and 1000m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land © Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement. 100% greenfield site, adjacent to an existing settlement (Chipping Ongar).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit 0 Site falls within an area of low landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are able to accommodate

. P fvity development without significant character change.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit 0 Development is unlikely to have an effect on settlement character. Low density development is proposed which reflects the character of the area. Therefore, development is not likely to

- ftivity have an impact on the character of the area.
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Zgjeaégrtirglzeo;tilte development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or

. Suitable access to site already exists. Existing access from Marden Ash house, from Stanford Rivers Road.
6.4 Access to site +)
o . No contamination issues identified on site to date. No potential contamination identified.

6.5 Contamination constraints 0
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time.
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0387

Parish: Ongar
Size (ha): 1.49
Address: Land off Great Stony Park

Primary use:  Residential
Site notes:
Baseline yield: 45 dwellings

Source for
baseline yield:

Site None

constraints:

Site selection None

adjustment:

Community
feedback:

Dwellings: 45

Assumption based on 30 dph

Feedback was received on ONG-B which is within or near to this
site. Refer to Appendix B1.4 for further details.

Hertford

es hunt

Brentwood

Client

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status Date

Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
SR-0387 Rev 2

ARUP

© Contains OS data © Crown copyright and database right (2016)

Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,

GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordnance Survey, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
P ,©0 and the GIS User Communi

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,

AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

EBB8OS5Fiii

Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘I’Evfi“:ﬁcshzfr 2:2(8:5;1tmg site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites © development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets Site would likely result in the loss of a heritage asset or result in a significant impact that cannot be mitigated. Harm caused to character of Great Stony School CA by developing outside of the original layout. Additional properties
. P 9 added to the school when converted but sensitively located and designed. Further development harmful to unique
uniform character.
There is a low likelihood that further archaeological assets would be discovered on the site.
1.8b Impact on archaeology +)
1.9 Impact of air qualit © Site lies within an area which has been identified as being at risk of poor air quality, but it is likely that the risk  |Parts of the site are close to the A414 and therefore mitigation measures are likely to be required.
. P a Y could be mitigated or reduced.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt iletrey Iﬁi;ﬂthm Green Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be high or
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is greenfield land that is neither within nor adjacent to a settiement. 100% greenfield site, 50m from an existing settlement.
4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit 0 Site falls within an area of low landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are able to accommodate |The relevant site character context is urban and development is unlikely to adversely affect the wider landscape
. P fvity development without significant character change. character.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit Development is likely to substantially harm the existing settiement character. Site is within the Great Stony School Conservation Area, adjacent to the former school and located at the edge of
i ftivity Chipping Ongar. The proposed development would likely significantly alter the character of the settlement.
6.1 Topography constraints A Topographical constraints exist in the site but potential for mitigation.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Zgjeeu;lgrtirgl%eo;tilte development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.4 Access to site © Potential for access to the site to be created through third party land and agreement in place, or existing access |Access appears only to be available from a private road.
. would require upgrade.
o . No contamination issues identified on site to date. No potential contamination identified.
6.5 Contamination constraints 0
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Low level congestion expected at peak times within the vicinity of the site.
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0390

Parish: Ongar
Size (ha): 9.17
Address: Greensted Road, Ongar

Primary use:  Residential
Site notes:
Baseline yield: 272 dwellings

Source for
baseline yield:

Site None

constraints:

Site selection None

adjustment:

Community
feedback:

Dwellings: 272

Assumption based on 30 dph

Feedback was received on ONG-F which is within or near to this
site. Refer to Appendix B1.4 for further details.

Hertford
. ey A
b B
=
e
es hunt
‘ 4. a5 Brentwood

Client

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status Date

Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
SR-0390 Rev 2

Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

© Contains OS data © Crown copyright and database right (2016)

Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,

GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordnance Survey, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
P ,©0 and the GIS User Community

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,

AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

EBB8OS5Fiii

Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘I’Evfi“[ﬁc;?hzfr 2:I‘chz?mg site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed

1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of ~ Site contains Ancient and/or Veteran trees but at a sufficiently low density across the site that removal could be |There are 3 Ancient trees directly affected by the site, 2 of which are located along the western edge of the site, and 1

-oD Imp 6 largely avoided or possible impacts could be mitigated. in the north. Impacts to the Ancient trees may be mitigated due to the low density and by considered masterplan or
Ancient Woodland translocation
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. 'll)'gt?n?gg:ﬁep:i;l(lja{ga\:‘v;g:gstshtrﬁg buffer zones. The site may indirectly affect the BAP priority habitats, but mitigation can
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets ~ Site is located within a Conservation Area or adjacent to a Listed Building or other heritage asset and effects can |Unlikely to impact on settings of SM, CA, or GI LB due to distance. Contains The Rectory GlI LB to the north so

. P 9 ) be mitigated. development will impact on this. Possible mitigation by locating development away from LB and through high quality

design/materials/screening.

1.8b Impact on archaeolo A Existing evidence and/or a lack of previous disturbance indicates a high likelihood for the discovery of high quality

: P 9y archaeological assets on the site.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt Site is within Green Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be high or |The majority of the site lies within a high sensitivity Green Belt parcel which performs relatively strongly in preserving

. v very high. the historic setting and special character of Chipping Ongar. If the site was released it may harm the purposes of the

wider Green

3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site between 400m and 1000m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities ) Site is less than 1000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land © Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement. 100% greenfield site, adjacent to an existing settlement (Chipping Ongar).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit Site falls within an area of high landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are vulnerable to change

. P fvity and unable to absorb development without significant character change.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit 0 Development is unlikely to have an effect on settlement character. Low density development is proposed which reflects the character of the area. Therefore, development is not likely to

- ftivity have an impact on the character of the area subject to sensitive design close to the Listed Building.
6.1 Topography constraints A Topographical constraints exist in the site but potential for mitigation.

’ S Gas or oil pipelines may constrain part of the site but there is potential for mitigation. Gas distribution pipeline (intermediate pressure) running across the southern part of the site. Potential for mitigation
6.2a Distance to gas and il pipelines ©) PP Y P p ¢ due to size of sit:, ‘t)hroug}(‘n site layout. P ) 9 P o
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Zgjeaégrtsrglzeo;tilte development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
. Access to the site can be created within landholding adjacent to the highway. Access could be achieved from Greensted Road.
6.4 Access to site 0
o . No contamination issues identified on site to date. No potential contamination identified.

6.5 Contamination constraints 0
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time.
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Site Suitability Assessment
Site Reference: SR-0390-N Hertford
Parish: Ongar
Size (ha): 3.32 : ) AT
. £ !
Address: Land at Greensted Road, Ongar, Essex, CM5 9HJ %
. es hunt
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Agricultural land and residential dwellings
S ,,,)5 Brentwood
Baseline yield: 100 dwellings

Source for Assumption based on 30 dph Client

baseline yield: Epping Forest District Council
Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Zi)trelstraints. No constraints identified. Drawing Status -

) Issue March 2018

Drawing No Issue

Site selection None SR-0390-N Rev 1

adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

H . . . P . © Contains OS data ® Crown copyright and database right (2016)
Communlty Feedback was received on ONG-F which is within or near to this Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,

. T i i GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ord| S , Esri J; , METI, Esri China (H K ), swisstopo,
feedback: site. Refer to Appendix B1.4 for further details. s © Opanctrebiiian conmotor. ot i Gl User oy or Kona). svissiopo

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
DweII ings: 100 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 Effects of allocating site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination

with other sites).

Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed |No requirement to consult with Natural England for residential development.

1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites © development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.

Ancient Woodland

Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.

1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0
- . . No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. A small part of the site is within three BAP priority habitat buffer zones. The site may indirectly affect the BAP priority
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 habitats, but mitigation could be implemented to address this.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
18al £ on herit " i Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site. Unlikely to impact on settings of Conservation Area, Scheduled Monument or Grade | Listed Building due to distance
-0 Impact on heritage assets *) and existing built form in between.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo A Existing evidence and/or a lack of previous disturbance indicates a high likelihood for the discovery of high quality
: P 9y archaeological assets on the site.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.

2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt Site is within Green Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be high or

very high.
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site between 400m and 1000m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities ) Site is less than 1000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land © Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement. 100% greenfield site, adjacent to an existing settlement (Chipping Ongar).

4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).

4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.

Site falls within an area of high landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are vulnerable to change

5.1 Landscape sensitivity and unable to absorb development without significant character change.

5.2 Settlement character sensitivit 0 Development is unlikely to have an effect on settlement character. Low density development is proposed which reflects the character of the area. Therefore, development is not likely to
- ftivity have an impact on the character of the area.

6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.

’ S Gas or oil pipelines may constrain part of the site but there is potential for mitigation. Gas distribution pipeline (intermediate pressure) running through the southern part of the site. Potential for mitigation
6.2a Distance to gas and il pipelines ©) PP Y P p ¢ due to size of sit: ‘:hroug}(‘n site layout. P ) o 9 P o
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Thle intensity ofl site development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or

adjacent to the site.
. Access to the site can be created within landholding adjacent to the highway. Access could be achieved from Greensted Road.
6.4 Access to site 0
o . No contamination issues identified on site to date. No potential contamination identified.

6.5 Contamination constraints 0
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Low level congestion expected at peak times within the vicinity of the site.
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0391 Hertford
Parish: Ongar
Size (ha): 6.52 : ) AT
. £ !
Address: Land between Stanford Rivers Road and Brentwood Road, Ongar b
o
: : . es hunt ‘i
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes:
‘ 4,95 Brentwood
Baseline yield: 195 dwellings
. Client

Source for Assumption based on 30 dph
baseline yield: Epping Forest District Council

Job Title

Epping Forest District Local Plan
Site Circa 10% of the site is covered by SR-0457 (23 dwellings) and as -
constraints:  such is omitted from the yield. Drawing Status Date

Issue March 2018

Drawing No Issue
Site selection Capacity reinstated for site selection assessment (23 dwellings) to SR-0391 Rev 2

adjustment: account for overlapping site. Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

H . . . P . © Contains OS data ® Crown copyright and database right (2016)
Communlty Feedback was received on ONG-D which is within or near to this Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,

. T i i GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ord| S , Esri J; , METI, Esri China (H K ), swisstopo,
feedback: site. Refer to Appendix B1.4 for further details. s © Opanctrebiiian conmotor. ot i Gl User oy or Kona). svissiopo

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
DweII ings: 195 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 Effects of allocating site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination

with other sites).

0 Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed

1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.

1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.

1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.

Ancient Woodland

Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.

1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0

- . . No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is partially within a Wood Pasture and Parkland buffer zone. The site may indirectly affect the BAP priority
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 habitat, but mitigation can be implemented to address this.

—_— " Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site. The site is within the 250m buffer of Kettlebury Spring LWS. The site is unlikely to affect the features and species of
1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites 0 this LWS
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
18al £ on herit " 0 Site is located within the setting of a heritage asset and effects can be mitigated. Unlikely to impact on settings of SM, CA or Grade | Listed Building due to distance. Will affect settings of Grade I

-0 Impact on heritage assets Dyers and Grade I|I* Marden Ash House but possible mitigation through sensitive layout and high quality
design/materials.

1.8b Impact on archaeology A Existing evidence and/or a lack of previous disturbance indicates a high likelihood for the discovery of high quality

archaeological assets on the site.

Site lies within an area which has been identified as being at risk of poor air quality, but it is likely that the risk  |Parts of the site are close to the A128 and therefore mitigation measures are likely to be required.

1.9 Impact of air quality ) could be mitigated or reduced.

2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt A |Soi$\f liswwci)t?inr;eGdirfr? Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.

3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.

3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.

3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.

3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.

3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.

3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land © Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement. 100% greenfield site, adjacent to an existing settlement (Chipping Ongar).

4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).

4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.

Site falls within an area of low landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are able to accommodate

5.1 Landscape sensitivity U development without significant character change.

5.2 Settlement character sensitivit 0 Development is unlikely to have an effect on settlement character. Low density development is proposed which reflects the character of the area. Therefore, development is not likely to
- fivity have an impact on the character of the area subject to sensitive design close to the Listed Buildings.
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Thle intensity ofl site development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
adjacent to the site.
6.4 Access 1o site ) Suitable access to site already exists.
- . Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Brewery / Farmyards). Potential adverse impact that could be mitigated.
6.5 Contamination constraints (-)
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time. B533
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0392

Parish: Ongar
Size (ha): 9.44
Address:

Residential
Greenfield open land.

Primary use:
Site notes:

Baseline yield: 288 dwellings

Source for
baseline yield:

Site None

constraints:

Site selection None

adjustment:

Community
feedback:

Dwellings: 288

Assumption based on 30 dph

Land north-east of Londfields, Ongar

Feedback was received on ONG-D which is within or near to this
site. Refer to Appendix B1.4 for further details.

Hertford
. ey A
b B
& 3
o
es hunt
X 4. 125 Brentwood

Client

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status Date

Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
SR-0392 Rev 2

Epping Forest
District Council
www.eppingforestdec.gov.uk

© Contains OS data © Crown copyright and database right (2016)

Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,

GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordnance Survey, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
P ,©0 and the GIS User Communi

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,

AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

EBB8OS5Fiii

Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘I’Evfi“:ﬁcshzfr 2:ng?tlng site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of ~ Site contains Ancient and/or Veteran trees but at a sufficiently low density across the site that removal could be |There is 1 Ancient tree directly affected by the site. The tree is located in the north of the site and may be affected by
-oD Imp 6 largely avoided or possible impacts could be mitigated. development. Impacts may be mitigated by considered masterplanning or translocation.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
- . . Features and species in the site may not be retained in their entirety but effects can be mitigated. The site is partially within the majority of a Coastal Floodplain Grazing Marsh. The site is likely to directly affect the
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats ) priority habitat, but mitigation may be implemented to address this.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site. The site is within the 250m buffer of Clatterford End Plantation LWS and Hallsford Bridge Meadow. The site is unlikely
. P it ! to affect the features and species of these LWS.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 3b and not likely to be suitable for development. Some 83% of the site is in Flood Zone 2 of which circa 64% is in Flood Zones 3a and 3b. The location of the high risk
-f Floodris Flood Zones is such that the site is not likely to be suitable for development.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets 0 Site is located within the setting of a heritage asset and effects can be mitigated. Possible impact on settings of Chipping Ongar Conservation Area and Ongar Castle Scheduled Monument by
. P 9 developing on historically open landscape around the medieval settlement.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo A Existing evidence and/or a lack of previous disturbance indicates a high likelihood for the discovery of high quality
: P 9y archaeological assets on the site.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality. Maijority of the site is far enough away from A road to not have a significant impact.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt iletrey Iﬁi;ﬂthm Green Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be high or
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site between 400m and 1000m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land © Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement. 100% greenfield site, adjacent to an existing settlement (Chipping Ongar).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit Site falls within an area of high landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are vulnerable to change
. P fvity and unable to absorb development without significant character change.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit Development is likely to substantially harm the existing settiement character. Site located in the Cripsey Brook basin, which contributes to the historic character of the site. Site located on the edge
- ftivity of the settlement and given the extent of the site would result in significant urban sprawl and change in the settlement
pattern.
6.1 Topography constraints A Topographical constraints exist in the site but potential for mitigation.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Zgjeaégrtirglzeo;;lte development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.4 Access to site © Potential for access to the site to be created through third party land and agreement in place, or existing access |Access issues could be overcome with potential for new access creation from Stondon Road or Coopers Hill (and over
. would require upgrade. Cripsey Brook).
6.5 Contamination constraints A Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination over parts of site (Gasworks on west end / 3 landfills within 250m on east end). Potential
) inatl | & adverse impact that could be mitigated.
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time.
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0395B

Parish: Ongar
Size (ha): 11.72
Address: Land to North of Ongar

Primary use:  Residential

Site notes:

Baseline yield: 382 dwellings

Source for
baseline yield:

Assumption based on 30 dph

Existing school/leisure centre playing fields and agricultural land

Hertford

es hunt

Brentwood

Client

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Site ) Reduction in site capacity by 1/2 due to flood risk Drawing S -
constraints:
Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
Site selection Assumption based on 30 dph of area of this part of split site which SR-0395B Rev 2

adjustment: is not flood constrained.
Community

feedback:

Dwellings: 352

Feedback was received on ONG-G which is within or near to this
site. Refer to Appendix B1.4 for further details.

ARUP

© Contains OS data © Crown copyright and database right (2016)

Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,

GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordnance Survey, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
P ,©0 and the GIS User Communi

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,

AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

EBB8OS5Fiii

Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘I’Evfi“[ﬁc;?hzfr 2:I‘chz?mg site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites © development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is partially within a Deciduous Woodland and Coastal Floodplain Grazing Marsh buffer zone. The site may
- P ty Sp: indirectly affect the BAP priority habitat, but mitigation can be implemented to address this.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 3a where exception test required. Some 36% of the site is in Flood Zone 2 of which 33% and 29% are also in Flood Zones 3a and 3b respectively. The
-f Floodris ) location of the Flood Zones in the western portion of the site means that only the eastern portion could be developed.
18al £ on herit " 0 Site is located within the setting of a heritage asset and effects can be mitigated. Unlikely to impact on settings of RPG, SM, or CA due to distance. LLB Lodge House (serving Shelley Hall) to east of
-0 Impact on heritage assets site and possible impact on wider setting of GII* Shelley Hall - possible mitigation through appropriate
layout/design/materials.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo A Existing evidence and/or a lack of previous disturbance indicates a high likelihood for the discovery of high quality
: P 9y archaeological assets on the site.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt A |So|$ve |§wwc|)t:“r:eedir§rin Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations 0 Site is more than 1600m and less than 2400m from an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land © Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement. 100% greenfield site, adjacent to an existing settlement (Chipping Ongar).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space © Development may involve the loss of public open space but there are opportunities for on-site off-setting or  |Although allotments align with the development site, opportunities for re-configuration may enable the yield of houses
: pacily P P P mitigation. to be delivered without any overall loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit Site falls within an area of high landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are vulnerable to change
. P fvity and unable to absorb development without significant character change.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit A Development could detract from the existing settlement character. Site is identified as a potential regeneration area. Considering the scale of the proposed development and its area
- ftivity & coverage, it is likely to have a negative affect the rural character of the area. Development may contribute to urban
sprawl.
6.1 Topography constraints A Topographical constraints exist in the site but potential for mitigation.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Zgjeaégrtsrglzeo;tilte development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.4 Access to site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Access from Fyfield Road.
o . No contamination issues identified on site to date. No potential contamination identified.
6.5 Contamination constraints 0
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Low level congestion expected at peak times within the vicinity of the site.
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Site Suitability Assessment
Site Reference: SR-0546 Hertford
Parish: Ongar
Size (ha): 0.32 r
Address: Ongar Fire Station, 67 High Street, Ongar, CM5 9DT o
. s hunt
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Fire station and associated parking.
Brentwood
Baseline yield: 10 dwellings
Client

Source for
baseline yield:

Assumption based on 30 dph

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Site Circa 15% of the site is Flood Zone 3b and the yield is decreased -
. dingl Drawing Status Date
constraints: accordingly.
Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
Site selection None SR-0546 Rev 2
adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council
www.eppingforestdec.gov.uk
community The Council did not consult on a growth location which covers or is (20?1?:;?nEssﬁ,SHdEa;{aE?D(:e[[’(:pnce,o\p:lrzi,gr;'aaprﬁnt:;tear::\?gg(;‘;r(s??gBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,
. i i GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ord| Si , Esri J: , METI, Esri China (H K ), swisstopo,
feedback: near to this site. e«: ase, K jaster rdnance urveaynd ;r; GalpsazserCom;:nl ina (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
DweII ings: 8 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

EBB8OS5Fiii

Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘I’Evfi“:ﬁcshzfr 2:ng?tlng site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
151 t on BAP Priority Speci Habitat Features and species in the site may not be retained in their entirety but effects can be mitigated. The site encompasses the whole of a Traditional Orchard habitat, and is within two buffer zones. The site is likely to
-0 Impact on riority Species or Habitats ) directly affect the BAP priority habitat, but mitigation can be implemented to address this.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 3a where exception test required. Some 50% of the site is in Flood Zone 2 of which 27% is in Flood Zones 3a and 3b. The location of the Flood Zones in
-f Floodris ) the western halve of the site means that the eastern portion could be developed.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets ~ Site is located within a Conservation Area or adjacent to a Listed Building or other heritage asset and effects can |Potential for some sympathetically designed development to rear of fire station (high quality design/materials/layout).
. P 9 ) be mitigated. Fire station could be replaced with well designed housing on High Street which could enhance the street scene and
this part of CA.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo A Existing evidence and/or a lack of previous disturbance indicates a high likelihood for the discovery of high quality
: P 9y archaeological assets on the site.
1.9 Impact of air qualit © Site lies within an area which has been identified as being at risk of poor air quality, but it is likely that the risk  |Parts of the site are close to the A128 and therefore mitigation measures are likely to be required.
. P a Y could be mitigated or reduced.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt A lsol‘:ve |§ng?::eedirfrin Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities ) Site is less than 1000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is previously developed land within or adjacent to a settlement. 60% brownfield site, within an existing settlement (Chipping Ongar).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit 0 Site falls within an area of low landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are able to accommodate |The relevant site character context is urban and development is unlikely to adversely affect the wider landscape
. P fvity development without significant character change. character.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit *) Development may improve settlement character through redevelopment of a run-down site or improvement in  |Site is identified as a potential regeneration area located within the settlement area and provides an opportunity for
) ity townscape. intensification. Therefore, redevelopment could enhance the character of the area.
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Zgjeaégrtirglzeo;;lte development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.4 Access 1o site ) Suitable access to site already exists.
o . No contamination issues identified on site to date. No potential contamination identified.
6.5 Contamination constraints 0

6.6 Traffic impact

Site below site size threshold where it would be expected to significantly affect congestion.
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0673 Hertford

Parish: Ongar

Size (ha): 0.31 o

Address: St. Peter's Avenue Garages, Nos. 1-30, Ongar o
s hunt

Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Council owned garages with associated parking and turning area.

Brentwood

Baseline yield: 9 dwellings

Source for Assumption based on 30 dph Client

baseline yield: Epping Forest District Council
Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Zi)tsstraints. Site is an awkward shape. Drawing Status -

) Issue March 2018

Drawing No Issue

Site selection None SR-0673 Rev 2

adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

H T . . . © Contains OS data ® Crown copyright and database right (2016)
Communlty The Council did not consult on a growth location which covers or is Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,

. i i GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ord| S , Esri J; , METI, Esri China (H K ), swisstopo,
feedback: near to this site. eﬁ ase, K jaster rdnance urveaynd ;r; GalpsazserCom;:nl ina (Hong Kong), swisstopo,

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
DweII ings: 3 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 Effects of allocating site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination

with other sites).

Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed

1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.

Ancient Woodland

Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.

1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0

1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site.

1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.

1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.

1.8a Impact on heritage assets *) Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site. (LlenIiker to impactl on sgttings of Reg!stered Park and Garden, Scheduled Monument or Conservation Area due to
istance and existing built-up surroundings.

1.8b Impact on archaeology *) There is a low likelihood that further archaeological assets would be discovered on the site.

1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.

2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt *) Site is not located in the Green Belt.

3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.

3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.

3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.

3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.

3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.

3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.

3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest GP surgery.

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land ) Majority of the site is greenfield land within a settlement. Split site (50% greenfield and brownfield). Site is within an existing settlement (Chipping Ongar).

4.2 Impact on agricultural land 0 Development of the site would not result in the loss of agricultural land.

Development may involve the loss of public open space with no opportunities for on-site off-setting or mitigation. | The public open space is largely located in the site area. Development would result in loss of public open space (public

4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space open spaces covers 49% of the site), with few opportunities for site re-orientation or re-provision.

Site falls within an area of low landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are able to accommodate |The relevant site character context is urban and development is unlikely to adversely affect the wider landscape

5.1 Landscape sensitivity U development without significant character change. character.

5.2 Settlement character sensitivity 0 Development is unlikely to have an effect on settlement character. ite;g‘c;r:t;i)arilsrisg::iesrt;r&%r?zrrzglesﬁrﬁle\g;icglg’;eme;:tnic; gﬁiskﬁ)?tgl;%:c?g:&:r%a;& t(?htar:gcrteear.r of housing, and is identified
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.

6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.

6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.

The intensity of site development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or

6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 adjacent to the site.

6.4 Access to site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Access off St Peter's Avenue.

6.5 Contamination constraints 0 No contamination issues identified on site to date. No potential contamination identified.

6.6 Traffic impact Site below site size threshold where it would be expected to significantly affect congestion. B537
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Site Suitability Assessment
Site Reference: SR-0842 Hertford
Parish: Ongar
Size (ha): 0.28 : ) AT
. £ !
Address: Car park at The Stag pub, Brentwood Road, Ongar %
. es hunt
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Public house and car park.
4, Brentwood
-~ h)
Baseline yield: 14 dwellings
Client

Source for
baseline yield:

Indicated in Settlement Capacity Analysis (equivalent to 49 dph)

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Site There is a singular TPO on site, but sensitive design could avoid FE——— ot
constraints:  the need to reduce the yield. Locally Listed Building (the Stag rawing Status ate
public house) is located on-site; yield not amended since a scheme Issue March 2018
has not been worked up and potential impact unknown.
Drawing No Issue
Site selection None SR-0842 Rev 2
adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council
www.eppingforestde.gov.uk
Community The Council did not consult on a growth location which covers or is (20?1?:;:inEssg,stEa;{aE?DCeT:;?nce,o\pgtr;grrhn'aapr“?nt:::f\?gg(;')r(:(,)1(_‘2BCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,
. i i GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ord| S , Esri J; , METI, Esri China (H K ), swisstopo,
feedback: near to this site. e«: ase, K jaster rdnance urveaynd ;r; GalpsazserCom;:nl ina (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
Dwellings: 14 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

EBB8OS5Fiii

Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘I’Evfi“:ﬁcshzfr 2:ng?tlng site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of ~ Site contains Ancient and/or Veteran trees but at a sufficiently low density across the site that removal could be |There are 2 Ancient trees directly affected by the site. The trees are located in the north and south of the site and may
A-ncientr\)Noodland 6 largely avoided or possible impacts could be mitigated. be affected by development. Impacts may be mitigated by considered masterplanning or translocation.
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
- . . No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is wholly within a Wood Pasture and Parkland buffer zone. The site may indirectly affect the BAP priority
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 habitat, but mitigation can be implemented to address this.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets ~ Site is located within a Conservation Area or adjacent to a Listed Building or other heritage asset and effects can |Unlikely to impact on settings of Scheduled Monument, Conservation Area or Grade | Listed Buildings due to distance.
. P 9 ) be mitigated. The Stag Locally Listed Building should be retained in any development.
There is a low likelihood that further archaeological assets would be discovered on the site.
1.8b Impact on archaeology +)
1.9 Impact of air qualit © Site lies within an area which has been identified as being at risk of poor air quality, but it is likely that the risk  |Parts of the site are close to the A128 and therefore mitigation measures are likely to be required.
. P a Y could be mitigated or reduced.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt *) Site is not located in the Green Belt.
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is previously developed land within or adjacent to a settlement. 100% brownfield site, within an existing settlement (Chipping Ongar).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land 0 Development of the site would not result in the loss of agricultural land.
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit 0 Site falls within an area of low landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are able to accommodate |The relevant site character context is urban and development is unlikely to adversely affect the wider landscape
. P fvity development without significant character change. character.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit *) Development may improve settlement character through redevelopment of a run-down site or improvementin  |Site is located within the settlement area. It is an existing car park along Brentwood Road. Redevelopment could
) ity townscape. enhance the character of the area by improving street scene.
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 The intensity of site development would be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or adjacent to [The protected trees on or adjacent to the site could be incorporated into the development proposed, subject to care in
. P ! 3 the site. the layout, but would be likely to have a significant adverse impact on the suitability of the site for development
6.4 Access 1o site ) Suitable access to site already exists.
- . Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Infilled Pond). Potential adverse impact that could be mitigated.
6.5 Contamination constraints (-)

6.6 Traffic impact

Site below site size threshold where it would be expected to significantly affect congestion.
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Site Suitability Assessment
Site Reference: SR-0843 Hertford
Parish: Ongar
Size (ha): 0.36 : ) AT
. £ !
Address: Industrial site south 'The Borough', Ongar, Essex ¥
. es hunt
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Builders merchant and yard
: 4,95 Brentwood
Baseline yield: 18 dwellings

Source for Indicated in Settlement Capacity Analysis (equivalent to 50 dph) Cllent
baseline yield: Epping Forest District Council
Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan
Site . None Drawing Status Date
constraints:
Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
Site selection None SR-0843 Rev 2

adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

H T . . . © Contains OS data ® Crown copyright and database right (2016)
Communlty The Council did not consult on a growth location which covers or is Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,

. i i GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ord| S , Esri J; , METI, Esri China (H Kong), swisstopo,
feedback: near to this site. e«: ase, K jaster rdnance urveaynd ;r; GalpsazserCom;:nl ina (Hong Kong), swisstopo,

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
DweII ings: 18 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 Effects of allocating site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination

with other sites).

Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed

1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.

Ancient Woodland

Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.

1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0

1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. ;Ir']he site is yvitlhin Trgditional Or9harq and Coas.tal Floodplain Grazing Margh buffer zones. The site may indirectly affect
e BAP priority habitats, but mitigation can be implemented to address this.

1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.

1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.

1.8a Impact on heritage assets *) Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site. ;J:‘Ijil::i);ttiién;z\a;tlozr;g?itgengs of Scheduled Monument, Conservation Area or Grade | Listed Building due to distance

1.8b Impact on archaeology *) There is a low likelihood that further archaeological assets would be discovered on the site.

1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.

2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt *) Site is not located in the Green Belt.

3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.

3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.

3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.

3.4 Distance to local amenities ) Site is less than 1000m from nearest town, large village or small village.

3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest infant/primary school.

3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.

3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is previously developed land within or adjacent to a settlement. 100% brownfield site, within an existing settlement (Chipping Ongar).

Development of the site would not result in the loss of agricultural land.

4.2 Impact on agricultural land 0

4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.

5.1 Landscape sensitivit 0 Site falls within an area of low landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are able to accommodate |The relevant site character context is urban and development is unlikely to adversely affect the wider landscape
: P ity development without significant character change. character.

5.2 Settlement character sensitivit *) Development may improve settlement character through redevelopment of a run-down site or improvementin  |Site is identified as a rundown industrial area as a potential regeneration area. Redevelopment could enhance the
) ity townscape. character of the area by improving street scene.

6.1 Topography constraints A Topographical constraints exist in the site but potential for mitigation.

6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.

6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.

The intensity of site development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or

6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 adjacent to the site.

6.4 Access to site *+) Suitable access to site already exists.

6.5 Contamination constraints A Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Yard). Potential adverse impact that could be mitigated.

6.6 Traffic impact Site below site size threshold where it would be expected to significantly affect congestion. B539
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Site Suitability Assessment
Site Reference: SR-0844 Hertford
Parish: Ongar
Size (ha): 0.11 : ) AT
. £t !
Address: Ongar Bridge Car Dealership, High Street, Ongar, Essex %
. es hunt
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Car dealership and associated car parking.
4, Brentwood
< h)
Baseline yield: 17 dwellings
Client

Source for
baseline yield:

Site None

constraints:

Site selection

adjustment:

Community

feedback: near to this site.
Dwellings: 17

SLAA reduced the capacity of this site based on flood risk. Based
on the flood risk mapping this site is not flood constrained. Capacity
has been re-instated for site selection assessment.

The Council did not consult on a growth location which covers or is

Indicated in Settlement Capacity Analysis (equivalent to 155 dph)

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status Date

Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
SR-0844 Rev 2

ARUP

© Contains OS data © Crown copyright and database right (2016)

Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,

GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordnance Survey, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
P ,©0 and the GIS User Communi

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,

AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

EBB8OS5Fiii

Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘I’Evfi“:ﬁcshzfr 2:ng?tlng site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites © development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is adjacent to a Traditional Orchard habitat and within the relevant and Coastal Floodplain Grazing Marsh
- P ty Sp: buffer zones. The site may indirectly affect the BAP priority habitats, but mitigation can be implemented to address this.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk n Site within Flood Zone 2 and exception test not required. Some 35% of the site is in Flood Zone 2. Flood Zone 2 is located in the south-western portion of the site and flood risk
-f Floodris ) can be mitigated through site layout.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets Opportunity for the site to enhance the significance of the heritage asset / further reveal its significance / enhance |Possible opportunity to enhance this part of the Conservation Area with sympathetically designed housing, which
. P 9 the setting. comprises high quality materials, appropriate layout and density and good design.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo A Existing evidence and/or a lack of previous disturbance indicates a high likelihood for the discovery of high quality
: P 9y archaeological assets on the site.
1.9 Impact of air qualit © Site lies within an area which has been identified as being at risk of poor air quality, but it is likely that the risk  |Parts of the site are close to the A128 and therefore mitigation measures are likely to be required.
. P a Y could be mitigated or reduced.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt A Isol‘:ve |§ng?::eedirfrin Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities ) Site is less than 1000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is previously developed land within or adjacent to a settlement. 100% brownfield site, within an existing settlement (Chipping Ongar).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit 0 Site falls within an area of low landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are able to accommodate |The relevant site character context is urban and development is unlikely to adversely affect the wider landscape
. P fvity development without significant character change. character.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit A Development could detract from the existing settlement character. Site comprises car dealership. Redevelopment could improve the street scene. The proposed density is significantly
- ftivity & higher than neighbouring developments so sensitive design may be required.
6.1 Topography constraints A Topographical constraints exist in the site but potential for mitigation.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Zgjeaégrtirglzeo;;lte development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.4 Access 1o site ) Suitable access to site already exists.
- . Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Garage). Potential adverse impact that could be mitigated.
6.5 Contamination constraints (-)

6.6 Traffic impact

Site below site size threshold where it would be expected to significantly affect congestion.
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Site Suitability Assessment
Site Reference: SR-0845 Hertford
Parish: Ongar
Size (ha): 0.20 r
Address: Car Park east of High Street, Ongar, Essex ;
. eshunt
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Pay and Display car park adjacent to Ongar Library
Brentwood
Baseline yield: 27 dwellings
Client

Source for
baseline yield:

Indicated in Settlement Capacity Analysis (equivalent to 134 dph)

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Site Circa 30% of the site is located within the Chipping Ongar Castle FE——— ot
constraints:  Scheduled Monument which reduces the site yield. rawing Status ate
Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
Site selection None SR-0845 Rev 2
adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council
www.eppingforestdec.gov.uk
community The Council did not consult on a growth location which covers or is (20?1?:;?nEssﬁ,SHdEa;{aE?D(:e[[’(:pnce,o\p:lrzi,gr;'aaprﬁnt:;tear::\?gg(;‘;r(s??gBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,
feedback: near to this site. GeoBase, \Gl\é {}gadaster NL, Ordnance Survey, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
. P , Gls C
Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Ear'hsm'agde;;iaplhic:sg\&%r/r/‘;{:g:ls DS, USDA, USGS,
DweII ings: 19 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

EBB8OS5Fiii

Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘I’Evfi“:ﬁcshzfr 2:ng?tlng site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites © development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is partially within a small area of Deciduous Woodland, and within three buffer zones. The site may directly
- P ty Sp: affect the BAP priority habitats, but mitigation can be implemented to address this.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets ~ Site is located within a Conservation Area or adjacent to a Listed Building or other heritage asset and effects can |Within Chipping Ongar Conservation Area and partially within/adjacent to Ongar Castle Conservation Area. Impact on
. P 9 ) be mitigated. Conservation Arealsetting of SM possibly mitigated through reduction in density, sensitive layout, high quality
design/materials.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo A Existing evidence and/or a lack of previous disturbance indicates a high likelihood for the discovery of high quality
: P 9y archaeological assets on the site.
1.9 Impact of air qualit © Site lies within an area which has been identified as being at risk of poor air quality, but it is likely that the risk  |Parts of the site are close to the A128 and therefore mitigation measures are likely to be required.
. P a Y could be mitigated or reduced.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt *) Site is not located in the Green Belt.
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities ) Site is less than 1000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is previously developed land within or adjacent to a settlement. 100% brownfield site, within an existing settlement (Chipping Ongar).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land 0 Development of the site would not result in the loss of agricultural land.
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space. ?pr;iillglble part of the site contains public open space. The proposals could be configured to avoid loss of public open
5.1 Landscape sensitivit 0 Site falls within an area of low landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are able to accommodate |The relevant site character context is urban and development is unlikely to adversely affect the wider landscape
. P fvity development without significant character change. character.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit A Development could detract from the existing settlement character. Site is a surface parking within a Conservation Area and adjacent to Chipping Ongar Castle. The proposed density is
- ftivity & high compared to the neighbouring developments. Therefore, redevelopment has the potential to adversely affect the
character of the area.
6.1 Topography constraints A Topographical constraints exist in the site but potential for mitigation.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Zgjeaégrtirglzeo;;lte development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.4 Access 1o site ) Suitable access to site already exists.
- . Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Car Park / Stables). Potential adverse impact that could be mitigated.
6.5 Contamination constraints (-)

6.6 Traffic impact

Site below site size threshold where it would be expected to significantly affect congestion.
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Site Suitability Assessment
Site Reference: SR-0846 Hertford
Parish: Ongar
Size (ha): 0.11 o
Address: Green space at Walter Mead Close, Ongar, Essex i
. s hunt
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Small area of green space within residential estate
Brentwood
Baseline yield: 6 dwellings
Client

Source for
baseline yield:

Site None
constraints:

Site selection None
adjustment:

Community

feedback: near to this site.
Dwellings: 6

The Council did not consult on a growth location which covers or is

Indicated in Settlement Capacity Analysis (equivalent to 52 dph)

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status Date

Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
SR-0846 Rev 2

ARUP

© Contains OS data © Crown copyright and database right (2016)

Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,

GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordnance Survey, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
P ,©0 and the GIS User Communi

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,

AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

EBB8OS5Fiii
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Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘I’Evfi“:ﬁcshzfr 2:I‘chziting site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 g:j:lip?:e:ﬁs Ilr}:fﬁigtlylﬂslgoiznae;St[i’]foreséssg(-) requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets *) Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site. ‘leiglt!(:!:);‘to impact on settings of Registered Park and Garden, Scheduled Monument, or Conservation Area due to
1.8b Impact on archaeology *) There is a low likelihood that further archaeological assets would be discovered on the site.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt *) Site is not located in the Green Belt.
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land ) Majority of the site is greenfield land within a settlement. 100% greenfield site, within an existing settlement (Chipping Ongar).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land 0 Development of the site would not result in the loss of agricultural land.
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivity 0 gite falls withinA an area qf low landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are able to accommodate |The relevant site character context is urban and development is unlikely to adversely affect the wider landscape
evelopment without significant character change. character.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivity A Development could detract from the existing settlement character. ISite is with_in the settlement area and low density development proposed. However, it is located on open space and its
oss could impact the character of the area.
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Zgjea;grtirgi%eo;tii-te development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.4 Access 1o site ) Suitable access to site already exists.
6.5 Contamination constraints A Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Depots / Infilled Ponds). Potential adverse impact that could be mitigated.

6.6 Traffic impact

Site below site size threshold where it would be expected to significantly affect congestion.
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0848 Hertford

Parish: Ongar

Size (ha): 0.54 =

Address: Ongar Leisure Centre, The Gables, Ongar, Essex 3
s hunt

Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Ongar Leisure Centre and car park

Brentwood

Baseline yield: 26 dwellings

Source for Indicated in Settlement Capacity Analysis (equivalent to 48 dph) Crent

baseline yield: Epping Forest District Council
Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Site There are two TPOs and a small area of blanket TPO coverage -

constraints:  along the northern boundary of the site but impact could likely be Drawing Status bate

mitigated by site layout. Issue March 2018

Drawing No Issue

Site selection None SR-0848 Rev 2

adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

H T . . . © Contains OS data ® Crown copyright and database right (2016)
Communlty The Council did not consult on a growth location which covers or is Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,

. i i GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ord| S , Esri J; , METI, Esri China (H K ), swisstopo,
feedback: near to this site. eﬁ ase, K jaster rdnance urveaynd 5‘:\3 GaIpSaBserCOm;:nl ina (Hong Kong), swisstopo,

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
DweII ings: 26 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 Effects of allocating site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination

with other sites).

Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed

1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites © development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.

Ancient Woodland

Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.

1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets *) Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site. Unlikely to impact on settings of Scheduled Monument or Conservation Area due to distance.
1.8b Impact on archaeology A Existing evidence and/or a lack of previous disturbance indicates a high likelihood for the discovery of high quality
archaeological assets on the site.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.

2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt Site is within Green Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be high or

very high.
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations 0 Site is more than 1600m and less than 2400m from an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.

3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.

3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest GP surgery.

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is previously developed land within or adjacent to a settlement. 100% brownfield site, within an existing settlement (Chipping Ongar).

4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).

4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit 0 Site falls within an area of low landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are able to accommodate |The relevant site character context is urban and development is unlikely to adversely affect the wider landscape

: P ity development without significant character change. character.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit A Development could detract from the existing settlement character. Site is Chipping Ongar leisure centre. Redevelopment could enhance the area character. However, proposed housing

- fivity . number is at a higher density than the adjacent developments. Therefore, sensitive design would be required to

minimise effect on character.
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
. The intensity of site development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or There are protected trees on and adjacent to the site, but the percentage of the site area affected is limited, and they
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 adjacent to the site. would not be a significant constraint.
6.4 Access 1o site ) Suitable access to site already exists.
- . Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Car Park / Made Ground). Potential adverse impact that could be mitigated.

6.5 Contamination constraints (-)
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Low level congestion expected at peak times within the vicinity of the site. B543
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0866 Hertford
Parish: Ongar

Size (ha): 0.29 r
Address: Smiths Brasserie and site of former bowls green at the rear, Fyfield 3

Road, Ongar, Essex, CM5 0AL

: : . s hunt
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Blanket TPO coverage immediately abuts the northern site
boundary but impact can be mitigated by design. Car park for
Smiths Brasserie restaurant, immediately adjacent to the site, and
area of private green space. Brentwood
Baseline yield: 14 dwellings
Cli
Source for Indicated in Planning Application Form (equivalent to 48 dph) fent
baseline yield: Epping Forest District Council
Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan
Site An application was refused for 14 flats due to insufficient off-street -
constraints: parking. Assumed dwellings on site is reduced to take this into Drawing Status bate
account. Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
Site selection None SR-0866 Rev 2

adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

H T . . . © Contains OS data ® Crown copyright and database right (2016)
Communlty The Council did not consult on a growth location which covers or is Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,

. i i GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ord| S , Esri J; , METI, Esri China (H Kong), swisstopo,
feedback: near to this site. e«: ase, K jaster rdnance urveaynd ;r; GalpsazserCom;:nl ina (Hong Kong), swisstopo,

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
DweII ings: 10 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 Effects of allocating site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination

with other sites).

Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed

1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.

Ancient Woodland

Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.

1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0

1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site.

1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.

1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.

1.8a Impact on heritage assets *) Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site. (LlenIiker to impactl on sgttings of Reg!stered Park and Garden, Scheduled Monument or Conservation Area due to
istance and existing built-up surroundings.

1.8b Impact on archaeology *) There is a low likelihood that further archaeological assets would be discovered on the site.

1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.

2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt *) Site is not located in the Green Belt.

3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.

3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.

3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.

3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.

3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.

3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.

3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest GP surgery.

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land *) Majority of the site is greenfield land within a settiement. 70% greenfield site, within an existing settlement (Chipping Ongar).

4.2 Impact on agricultural land 0 Development of the site would not result in the loss of agricultural land.

4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.

5.1 Landscape sensitivit 0 Site falls within an area of low landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are able to accommodate |The relevant site character context is urban and development is unlikely to adversely affect the wider landscape
- P itivity development without significant character change. character.

5.2 Settlement character sensitivit *) Development may improve settlement character through redevelopment of a run-down site or improvementin  |Site is located within the settlement area. Part of it is an existing car park along Fyfield Road. Redevelopment could
- ftivity townscape. enhance the character of the area by improving street scene.

6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.

6.2 Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.

6.2 Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.

The intensity of site development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or

6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 adjacent to the site.

6.4 Access to site *+) Suitable access to site already exists.

6.5 Contamination constraints A Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Car Park / Made Ground). Potential adverse impact that could be mitigated.

6.6 Traffic impact Site below site size threshold where it would be expected to significantly affect congestion. B544
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0904 Hertford
Parish: Ongar
Size (ha): 1.08 : ) AT
: £ !
Address: Land between High Ongar Road and Chelmsford Road, Ongar, ¥
Essex, CM5 9LY ggr
. es hunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Agricultural land
4, Brentwood
-~ h)

Baseline yield: 20 dwellings
Source for Indicated in Call for Sites 2016-2017 Cllent
baseline yield: Epping Forest District Council

Job Title

Epping Forest District Local Plan
Site ) No constraints identified. r— o
constraints:

Issue March 2018

Drawing No Issue
Site selection None SR-0904 Rev 1

adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

H . . . ) . © Contains OS data ® Crown copyright and database right (2016)
Communlty Feedback was received on ONG-A which is within or near to this Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, \:lermap‘ increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,

. T i i GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ord| S , Esri J; , METI, Esri China (H K ), swisstopo,
feedback: site. Refer to Appendix B1.4 for further details. s © Opanctrebiiian conmotor. ot i Gl User oy or Kona). svissiopo

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
DweII ings: 20 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 Effects of allocating site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination

with other sites).

Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed |No requirement to consult with Natural England for residential development.

1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.

Ancient Woodland

Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.

1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is wholly within a Deciduous Woodland buffer zone. The site may indirectly affect the BAP priority habitat, but
- P ty Sp: mitigation could be implemented to address this.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk n Site within Flood Zone 2 and exception test not required. Some 28% of the site is in Flood Zone 2, of which 5% is also in Flood Zone 3a. The location of the Flood Zones is in
-f Floodris ) the eastern portion of the site and can be avoided through site layout.
: Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site. Unlikely to impact on settings of Conservation Area, Grade | Listed Buildings or Scheduled Monument due to distance.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets (+)
1.8b Impact on archaeolo A Existing evidence and/or a lack of previous disturbance indicates a high likelihood for the discovery of high quality
: P 9y archaeological assets on the site.
1.9 Impact of air quality © Site lies within an area which has been identified as being at risk of poor air quality, but it is likely that the risk  |Parts of the site are very close to the A414 and therefore mitigation measures are likely to be required.

could be mitigated or reduced.

2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt Site is within Green Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be high or

very high.
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site between 400m and 1000m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities ) Site is less than 1000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is greenfield land that is neither within nor adjacent to a settiement. 95% greenfield site, 350m from an existing settlement (Chipping Ongar).

4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).

4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit Site falls within an area of high landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are vulnerable to change
. P Y and unable to absorb development without significant character change.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit 0 Development is unlikely to have an effect on settlement character. Low density development is proposed which reflects the character and built form of adjacent development. Therefore
- ftivity development is not likely to impact on character.
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Thle intensity Of. site development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
adjacent to the site.
6.4 Access 1o site ) Suitable access to site already exists. Existing access from High Ongar Road. There is potential to provide further points of access from High Ongar Road.
o . No contamination issues identified on site to date. No potential contamination identified.
6.5 Contamination constraints 0
6.6 Traffic impact Site below site size threshold where it would be expected to significantly affect congestion. B54S
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0988 Hertford

Parish: Ongar

Size (ha): 0.20 r

Address: 20-34 St. Peters Avenue, Shelley, Ongar, Essex, CM5 0BT ;
s hunt

Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Retail uses and residential dwellings

Brentwood

Baseline yield: 20 dwellings

Source for Indicated in Call for Sites 2016-2017 Cllent

baseline yield: Epping Forest District Council
Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Zi)tsstraints. No constraints identified. Drawing Status -

' Issue March 2018

Drawing No Issue

Site selection None SR-0988 Rev 1

adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

H T . . . © Contains OS data ® Crown copyright and database right (2016)
Communlty The Council did not consult on a growth location which covers or is Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,

. i i GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ord| S , Esri J; , METI, Esri China (H K ), swisstopo,
feedback: near to this site. eﬁ ase, K jaster rdnance urveaynd ;r; GalpsazserCom;:nl ina (Hong Kong), swisstopo,

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
DweII ings: 20 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 Effects of allocating site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination

with other sites).

Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed |No requirement to consult with Natural England for residential development.

1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites © development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.

Ancient Woodland

Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.

1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0

1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site.

1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.

1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.

1.8a Impact on heritage assets *) Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site. (LlenIiker to impact on setting§ of Conservation Area, Scheduled Monument or Registered Park and Garden due to
istance and built-up surroundings.

1.8b Impact on archaeology *) There is a low likelihood that further archaeological assets would be discovered on the site.

1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.

2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt *) Site is not located in the Green Belt.

3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.

3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.

3.3 Distance to employment locations 0 Site is more than 1600m and less than 2400m from an employment site/location.

3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.

3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest infant/primary school.

3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.

3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest GP surgery.

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is previously developed land within or adjacent to a settlement. 100% brownfield site, within an existing settlement (Chipping Ongar).

Development of the site would not result in the loss of agricultural land.

4.2 Impact on agricultural land 0

4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.

5.1 Landscape sensitivity 0 gite falls withinA an area qf low landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are able to accommodate |The relevant site character context is urban and development is unlikely to adversely affect the wider landscape
evelopment without significant character change. character.

5.2 Settlement character sensitivity 0 Development is unlikely to have an effect on settlement character. S;t‘i:;r:r?‘ri::asr:;izi.ng retail with housing above and parking garages. Infill development not likely to negatively affect

6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.

6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.

6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.

The intensity of site development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or

6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 adjacent to the site.

6.4 Access to site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Existing access from Shelley Close.

6.5 Contamination constraints 0 No contamination issues identified on site to date. No potential contamination identified.

6.6 Traffic impact Site below site size threshold where it would be expected to significantly affect congestion. B546
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Site Suitability Assessment
Site Reference: SR-0989-Z Hertford
Parish: Ongar
Size (ha): 0.80 : ) AT
: £ !

Address: Land to the rear of Hunters Chase and West of Brentwood Road, ¥

Ongar, Essex, CM5 9DQ ?ﬁar

. eshunt
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Field and copse
S "{:5 Brentwood
Baseline yield: 24 dwellings
Client

Source for
baseline yield:

Site No constraints identified.

constraints:

Site selection None

adjustment:

Community
feedback:

Dwellings: 24

Assumption based on 30 dph

Feedback was received on ONG-D which is within or near to this
site. Refer to Appendix B1.4 for further details.

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status Date

Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
SR-0989-Z Rev 1

ARUP

© Contains OS data © Crown copyright and database right (2016)

Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,

GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordnance Survey, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
P ,©0 and the GIS User Communi

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,

AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

EBB8OS5Fiii

Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘I’Evfi“:ﬁcshzfr 2:ng?tmg site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed |No requirement to consult with Natural England for residential development.
- P Y development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
- . . No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is wholly within a Wood Pasture and Parkland buffer zone. The site may indirectly affect the BAP priority
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 habitat, but mitigation could be implemented to address this.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
18al £ on herit " 0 Site is located within the setting of a heritage asset and effects can be mitigated. Unlikely to impact on settings of Scheduled Monument, Conservation Area, Grade | or Grade II* Listed Buildings due to
-0 Impact on heritage assets distance. Will affect setting of Grade Il Dyers but possible mitigation through sensitive layout and high quality
design/materials.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo A Existing evidence and/or a lack of previous disturbance indicates a high likelihood for the discovery of high quality
: P 9y archaeological assets on the site.
1.9 Impact of air qualit © Site lies within an area which has been identified as being at risk of poor air quality, but it is likely that the risk  |Parts of the site are close to the A128 and therefore mitigation measures are likely to be required.
. P a Y could be mitigated or reduced.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt A lsol‘:ve |§ng?::eedirfrin Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land © Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement. 100% greenfield site, adjacent to an existing settlement (Chipping Ongar).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit 0 Site falls within an area of low landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are able to accommodate
. P fvity development without significant character change.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit 0 Development is unlikely to have an effect on settlement character. Low density development is proposed which reflects the character of the area. Therefore, development is not likely to
- ftivity have an impact on the character of the area.
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 The intensity of site development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or There are protected trees on and adjacent to the site, but the percentage of the site area affected is limited and, as a
: P ! adjacent to the site. result of their locations, they would not be a significant constraint.
6.4 Access to site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Existing access from Brentwood Road.
o . No contamination issues identified on site to date. No potential contamination identified.
6.5 Contamination constraints 0

6.6 Traffic impact

Site below site size threshold where it would be expected to significantly affect congestion.

B547
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-1019 Hertford
Parish: Ongar
Size (ha): 0.15 r
Address: Taylor's Yard, 41 - 49 High Street, Ongar, Essex, CM5 9DT 3
. . . es hunt
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Building and hard standing
Brentwood
Baseline yield: 6 dwellings
. . I Client
Source for Indicated in pre-application request
baseline yield: Epping Forest District Council
Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan
Site Flood Risk Zone 3b affects western and southern parts of the site. -
constraints: However the pre-application enquiry is for the conversion of an Drawing Status Date
existing building and car parking on western part of site. Therefore Issue March 2018
no adjustment to the capacity made.
Drawing No Issue
Site selection None SR-1019 Rev 1

adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

H T . . . © Contains OS data ® Crown copyright and database right (2016)
Communlty The Council did not consult on a growth location which covers or is Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, \:lermap‘ increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,

. i i GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ord| S , Esri J; , METI, Esri China (H Kong), swisstopo,
feedback: near to this site. e«: ase, K jaster rdnance urveaynd ;r; GalpsazserCom;:nl ina (Hong Kong), swisstopo,

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
DweII ings: 6 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 Effects of allocating site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination

with other sites).

Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed |No requirement to consult with Natural England for residential development.

1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.

Ancient Woodland

Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.

1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0

1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is wholly within Coastal Floodplain Grazing Marsh and Traditional Orchards buffer zones. The site may
- P ty Sp: indirectly affect the BAP priority habitats, but mitigation could be implemented to address this.

1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.

1.7 Flood risk n Site within Flood Zone 2 and exception test not required. Some 56% of the site is in Flood Zone 2, of which 10% and 18% are is in both Flood Zone 3a and 3b respectively. The
-f Floodris ) Flood Zones are located across the western side of the site, but existing site layout allows for the constraint to be

avoided.

1.8a Impact on heritage assets ~ Site is located within a Conservation Area or adjacent to a Listed Building or other heritage asset and effects can |Within Chipping Ongar Conservation Area and adjacent Listed Buildings. Impact mitigated through high quality,
. P 9 ) be mitigated. sensitive design and materials and appropriate density/layout.

1.8b Impact on archaeolo A Existing evidence and/or a lack of previous disturbance indicates a high likelihood for the discovery of high quality
: P 9y archaeological assets on the site.

1.9 Impact of air qualit © Site lies within an area which has been identified as being at risk of poor air quality, but it is likely that the risk  JImpacts from air pollution can be mitigated through design, setting properties back from the roadside.
. P a Y could be mitigated or reduced.

2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt *) Site is not located in the Green Belt.

3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.

3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.

3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.

3.4 Distance to local amenities ) Site is less than 1000m from nearest town, large village or small village.

3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest infant/primary school.

3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.

3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest GP surgery.

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is previously developed land within or adjacent to a settlement. 100% brownfield site, within an existing settlement (Chipping Ongar).

Development of the site would not result in the loss of agricultural land.

4.2 Impact on agricultural land 0
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit 0 Site falls within an area of low landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are able to accommodate |The relevant site character context is urban and development is unlikely to adversely affect the wider landscape
. P fvity development without significant character change. character.
e Development could detract from the existing settlement character. Proposed conversion of High Street frontage site within Conservation Area. Proposed loss of active frontage is likely to
5.2 Settlement character sensitivity (-) affect settiement character
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Zgjeaégrtirglzeo;;lte development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.4 Access 1o site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Existing access from High Street.
- . Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Builders Yard / Works / Dry Cleaners). Potential adverse impact could be mitigated.
6.5 Contamination constraints (-)
6.6 Traffic impact Site below site size threshold where it would be expected to significantly affect congestion. B548
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Site Suitability Assessment 3
Site Reference: SR-1029 Hertford @@
Parish: Ongar
Size (ha): 0.31 : ) AT
. £ !
Address: Land adjacent to Bansons Lane, Ongar, Essex, CM5 9AR % ¥
. T
A %"7"
. es hunt
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Copse and hardstanding
s S"-;;f: ,,,)5 Brentwood
Baseline yield: 12 dwellings
Client

Source for
baseline yield:

Indicated in pre-application request

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Site Western third of site is located within Flood Risk Zone 3b (30%). F——— Dat
constraints:  However, this part of the site is not proposed for development in the rawing Status ate
pre-application enquiry (open space). No capacity adjustment Issue March 2018
made.
Drawing No Issue
Site selection None SR-1029 Rev 1
adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council
www.eppingforestdc.gov.uk
community The Council did not consult on a growth location which covers or is (20?1?:;in;sg,stEa;{aE?DCeT::png,o\pr):tr;grrhn'aapr,‘?n(l?::r:zf\?;g(;')r(:(,)1(_‘2800, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,
. i i GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ord| Si , Esri J; , METI, Esri China (H K ), swisstopo,
feedback: near to this site. eﬁ ase, N, K jaster rdnance urveaynd 5‘:\3 GaIpSaBserCOm;:nl ina (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
DweII ings: 12 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

EBB8OS5Fiii

Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘I’Evfi“:ﬁc;?hzfr 2:2(8:5;1tmg site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed |No requirement to consult with Natural England for residential development.
- P Y development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
- . . No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is wholly within three BAP priority habitat buffer zones. The site may indirectly affect the BAP priority habitats,
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 but mitigation could be implemented to address this.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site. The site is wholly within the Ongar Oaks LWS 250m buffer zone. The site may indirectly affect the Local Wildlife Site,
A p lialr ! but mitigation could be implemented to address this.
1.7 Flood risk n Site within Flood Zone 2 and exception test not required. Some 47% of the site is in Flood Zone 2, of which 28% and 30% are is in both Flood Zone 3a and 3b respectively. The
-f Floodris ) Flood Zones are located across the western side of the site, but existing site layout allows for the constraint to be
avoided.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets ~ Site is located within a Conservation Area or adjacent to a Listed Building or other heritage asset and effects can JWithin Chipping Ongar CA - area of significant archaeological potential - development could harm to CA character.
. P 9 ) be mitigated. Possible mitigation through adequate archaeological recording/excavation (to be discussed with ECC) and appropriate
scale, density, design.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo A Existing evidence and/or a lack of previous disturbance indicates a high likelihood for the discovery of high quality
: P 9y archaeological assets on the site.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt 0 Site is within Green Belt, but the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be none.
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities ) Site is less than 1000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land © Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement. 85% greenfield site, adjacent to an existing settlement (Chipping Ongar).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit Site falls within an area of high landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are vulnerable to change |Key characteristics of the adjacent landscape sensitivity zone assessed as highly sensitive extend to the whole of this
. P Y and unable to absorb development without significant character change. site. Development would be likely to adversely affect the wider landscape character.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit 0 Development is unlikely to have an effect on settlement character. Proposed infill development within Conservation Area set back from High Street of a scale and density that reflects
- ftivity adjacent development in town centre, and proposes retention of open space. Therefore development not likely to affect
settlement character.
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Zgjeaégrtirglzeo;tilte development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
. Suitable access to site already exists. Existing access from Bansons Lane. There is potential to provide further points of access from Bansons Lane.
6.4 Access to site +)
- . Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Horticultural Nursery / Infilled Ground). Potential adverse impact could be mitigated.
6.5 Contamination constraints (-)

6.6 Traffic impact

Site below site size threshold where it would be expected to significantly affect congestion.
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Site Suitability Assessment 3
Site Reference: SR-0008 Hertford @@
Parish: Roydon
Size (ha): 5.96 : ) AT
. £ !
Address: Tower Nursery, Netherhall Road, Roydon [%F% %
. &
: @2@?
. s hunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Four large Glasshouse Nurseries
S S"V;;fj 4,)5 Brentwood
Baseline yield: 182 dwellings
Client

Source for
baseline yield:

Site No constraints identified.

constraints:

Site selection None
adjustment:

Community

feedback: near to this site.
Dwellings: 182

Assumption based on 30 dph

The Council did not consult on a growth location which covers or is

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status Date

Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
SR-0008 Rev 2

ARUP

© Contains OS data © Crown copyright and database right (2016)

Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,

GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordnance Survey, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
P ,©0 and the GIS User Communi

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,

AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

EBB8OS5Fiii

Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
. . Effects of allocating site for the proposed use are not likely to be significant alone but should be checked for in- |Potential for recreational pressure effects in combination on Lea Valley Special Protection Area.
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites (-) combination effects
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sit ~ Site falls within an Impact Risk Zone and due to the nature and scale of development proposed it is likely to be |Due to the development type (over 50 rural residential dwellings), development of the site is likely to pose a risk and
. pact on Nationally Frotected sites ) possible to mitigate the effects of the proposed development. consultation with Natural England is required. However, it is likely that mitigation to reduce the risk would be possible.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1. Over 99% of the site is located in Flood Zone 1, with less than 1% in the west of the site in Flood Zone 2. This can be
-/ Floodris avoided through site layout.
18al £ on herit " 0 Site is located within the setting of a heritage asset and effects can be mitigated. Possible impact on setting of Netherhall Gatehouse (SM, GI Listed Building, GII* Listed Building). Potential
-6a Impact on heritage assets enhancement of wider landscape setting through removal of glasshouses and replacement with housing of high quality
design/materials.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo 0 There is a medium likelihood that further archaeological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
. P 9y unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt ilet; Iﬁi;ﬂthm Green Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be high or
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site between 400m and 1000m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations “ Site is more than 2400m from an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is greenfield land that is neither within nor adjacent to a settiement. 100% greenfield site, 2,000m from an existing settlement (Lower Nazeing).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit A Site falls within an area of medium landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are resilient to change |Site shares characteristics with the adjacent zone of high sensitivity. The form and extent of any development would
. P Y and able to absorb development without significant character change. have to be sensitive to the location to avoid potential adverse impact on adjacent landscape character area.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit A Development could detract from the existing settlement character. Existing glasshouses, and development is of a scale that could effect the dispersed low density settlement character
- fivity . on Hamlet Hill. Impact could be mitigated through design and layout. Loss of glasshouse could affect market garden
character of area.
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 ZE;:;IQ:\?::%(;O;MZ“G development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or The large protected tree on the west boundary could be incorporated through careful layout design.
6.4 Access 1o site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Epping Road and Old House Lane both have suitable access points.
- . Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Horticultural Nurseries). Potential adverse impact that could be mitigated.
6.5 Contamination constraints (-)
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time.
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Site Suitability Assessment
Site Reference: SR-0009 Hertford
Parish: Roydon
Size (ha): 14.86 : ) AT
: £ !

Address: Land north side of Epping Road, known as 'Halls Green' ¥

o

. s hunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Vacant land and wooded area
: 4,)5 Brentwood
Baseline yield: 463 dwellings
Client

Source for
baseline yield:

Assumption based on 30 dph

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Site Only circa 4ha (two parcels adjacent road) developable accounting FE——— ot
constraints:  for woodland/Scheduled Monument constraints. Under option to rawing Status ate
house builder - assumed residential led use. Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
Site selection None SR-0009 Rev 2
adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council
www.eppingforestdc.gov.uk
Community  Feedback was received on HAR-A which is within or near to this Soureat B, HERE, Dekorm, e, ncamant - Go, GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NS, NRCAN,
feedback: site. Refer to Appendix B1.4 for further details. GeoBase, \Gl\é {}gadaster NL, Ordnance Survey, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), swisstopo,

p 3 and the GIS User Communit
Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,

EBB8OS5Fiii

Dwell ings: 120 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment

1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘I’Evfi“:ﬁcshzfr 2:2(8:5;1tmg site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination

1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sit -~ Site falls within an Impact Risk Zone and due to the nature and scale of development proposed it is likely to be |Due to the development type (over 100 rural residential dwellings), development of the site is likely to pose a risk and
' pact on Natlonally Frotected siles ) possible to mitigate the effects of the proposed development. consultation with Natural England is required. However, it is likely that mitigation to reduce the risk would be possible.

1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.

1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of ~ Site contains Ancient and/or Veteran trees but at a sufficiently low density across the site that removal could be |There are 12 Ancient trees directly affected by the site. The trees at the edges and throughout the site. Impacts to the

A-ncientr\)Noodland 6 largely avoided or possible impacts could be mitigated. Ancient trees may be mitigated due to the low density and by considered masterplanning or translocation.

1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.

1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats Features and species in the site unlikely to be retained and effects cannot be mitigated. The site encompasses two Deciduous Woodland habitats, and is partially within the majority of a BAP priority habitat
- P ty Sp: with no main feature. The site is likely to direct the habitats, and these effects may not be mitigable.

1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites © Features and species in the site may not be retained in their entirety but effects can be mitigated. Site encompasses a small portion of the Roydon Brickfields North LWS and may directly affect some of the LWS, but
! P it ! effects can be mitigated. Site is within the 250m buffer of Brickfields Wood LWS and Worlds End LPS however is

unlikely to affect these LWS.

1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.

1.8a Impact on heritage assets ~ Site is located within a Conservation Area or adjacent to a Listed Building or other heritage asset and effects can |Site contains Cold War gun emplacement SM and within N&SR CA. Possibility for enabling development to secure
. P 9 ) be mitigated. future of SM. Scale of development could harm setting of SM and this part of CA, possible mitigation through high

quality design and layout.

1.8b Impact on archaeolo 0 There is a medium likelihood that further archaeological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
. P 9y unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.

1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.

2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt ilet; Iﬁi;ﬂthm Green Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be high or

3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.

3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.

3.3 Distance to employment locations “ Site is more than 2400m from an employment site/location.

3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.

3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.

3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.

3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land

4.2 Impact on agricultural land

4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space

5.1 Landscape sensitivity

5.2 Settlement character sensitivity

6.1 Topography constraints

Not applicable.

Majority of the site is greenfield land that is neither within nor adjacent to a settiement.

100% greenfield site, 1,500m from an existing settlement (Roydon).

Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).

Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.

Site falls within an area of high landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are vulnerable to change
and unable to absorb development without significant character change.

Development is likely to substantially harm the existing settlement character.

Site comprises Halls Green Farm. Farm provides a break between the 'long green' settlement at Halls Green to the
west and from the substantial areas of glasshouses to the east. Major development could substantially harm the
character of the settlement.

No topography constraints are identified in the site.

6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines

Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.

6.2b Distance to power lines

Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.

6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO)

The intensity of site development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
adjacent to the site.

Suitable access to site already exists.

6.4 Access to site +)

- . Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Brickworks and Anti-Aircraft Gun Site). Potential adverse impact that could be mitigated.
6.5 Contamination constraints (-)
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time.
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0038 Hertford
Parish: Roydon
Size (ha): 1.32 o A
Address: Land at Tylers Cross Farm, Water lane, Tylers Cross, Harlow ¥ ;
g

Primary use:  Residential eshur -
Site notes: Farmhouse/Residential Buildings, Outbuildings and Farm Yard.

S ,,,)5 Brentwood

Baseline yield: 31 dwellings

Source for Assumption based on 30 dph Client

baseline yield: Epping Forest District Council
Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

ggrelstra_nts I1_|/Zted buildings on site reduces capacity for development by circa Drawing Status —

ints: .

Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue

Site selection None SR-0038 Rev 2

adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

H . . . ) . © Contains OS data ® Crown copyright and database right (2016)
Communlty Feedback was received on HAR-B which is within or near to this Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,

. T i i GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ord| S , Esri J; , METI, Esri China (H K ), swisstopo,
feedback: site. Refer to Appendix B1.4 for further details. s Opanotrebitias conmetom. ot G Ustr Cormmun ina (Hong Kong), swisstopo,

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
DweII ings: 15 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 Effects of allocating site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination

with other sites).

Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed

1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites © development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.

Ancient Woodland

Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.

1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is wholly within the buffer zone for a Traditional Orchard habitat. The site may indirectly affect the habitat, but
- P ty Sp: mitigation can be implemented to address this.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets ~ Site is located within a Conservation Area or adjacent to a Listed Building or other heritage asset and effects can [Within N&SR CA and site contains four Gl LBs. Density to be reduced or substantial harm caused to setting and
. P 9 ) be mitigated. significance of listed farm buildings. Possible mitigation through high quality sympathetic design and far fewer
dwellings than proposed.
There is a medium likelihood that further archaeological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
1.8b Impact on archaeology 0 N . N
unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.

2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt Site is within Green Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be high or

very high.
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations “ Site is more than 2400m from an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.

3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest secondary school.

3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is greenfield land that is neither within nor adjacent to a settiement. 100% greenfield site, 1,000m from an existing settlement (Harlow).

4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).

Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.

4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0

5.1 Landscape sensitivit A Site falls within an area of medium landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are resilient to change |The form and extent of any development would have to be sensitive to the location to avoid potential adverse impact
. P Y and able to absorb development without significant character change. on the wider landscape character.

5.2 Settlement character sensitivit A Development could detract from the existing settlement character. Intensification of housing could impact the Listed Buildings on site and detract from the Nazeing and South Roydon
- fivity 3 Conservation Area. Proposals may require mitigation through design and layout.

6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.

6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.

6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.

The intensity of site development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or

6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 adjacent to the site.

6.4 Access to site *+) Suitable access to site already exists.

6.5 Contamination constraints A Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Farm). Potential adverse impact that could be mitigated over eastern end of site.
6.6 Traffic impact Site below site size threshold where it would be expected to significantly affect congestion. B553
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Site Suitability Assessment
Site Reference: SR-0039 Hertford
Parish: Roydon
Size (ha): 215 )\ o
Address: Land at Bourne Farm, Water Lane, Tylers Cross, Harlow % i
P
. es hunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Nursery (Glasshouses) with residential dwelling on front of site
4, Brentwood
-~ h)
Baseline yield: 65 dwellings
Client

Source for
baseline yield:

Site None

constraints:

Site selection None

adjustment:

Community
feedback:

Dwellings: 65

Assumption based on 30 dph

Feedback was received on HAR-B which is within or near to this
site. Refer to Appendix B1.4 for further details.

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status Date

Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
SR-0039 Rev 2

ARUP

© Contains OS data © Crown copyright and database right (2016)

Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,

GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordnance Survey, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
P ,©0 and the GIS User Communi

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,

AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk
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Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘I’Evfi“:ﬁcshzfr 2:ng?tlng site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed

1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.

1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.

1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of ~ Site contains Ancient and/or Veteran trees but at a sufficiently low density across the site that removal could be |There is 1 Ancient tree directly affected by the site. The tree is located in the south of the site and may be affected by
-oD Imp 6 largely avoided or possible impacts could be mitigated. development. Impacts may be mitigated by considered masterplanning or translocation.

Ancient Woodland

1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.

1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is partially within the buffer zone for a Traditional Orchard habitat. The site may indirectly affect the habitat, but
- P ty Sp: mitigation can be implemented to address this.

1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.

1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.

1.8a Impact on heritage assets ~ Site is located within a Conservation Area or adjacent to a Listed Building or other heritage asset and effects can JWithin Nazeing and South Roydon Conservation Area but possible for development of high quality design/materials
. P 9 ) be mitigated. and appropriate layout.

1.8b Impact on archaeolo 0 There is a medium likelihood that further archaeological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
. P 9y unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.

1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.

2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt Site is within Green Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be high or JAlmost all of the site is within a high sensitivity Green Belt parcel which prevents the spraw! of Harlow. The Green Belt
) v very high. parcel is a gateway point to the town with added strategic importance and its release may harm the purposes of the

wider Green Belt.

3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.

3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.

3.3 Distance to employment locations “ Site is more than 2400m from an employment site/location.

3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.

3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.

3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest secondary school.

3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is greenfield land that is neither within nor adjacent to a settiement. 100% greenfield site, 1,000m from an existing settlement (Harlow).

4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).

4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.

5.1 Landscape sensitivit A Site falls within an area of medium landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are resilient to change |The form and extent of any development would have to be sensitive to the location to avoid potential adverse impact
. P Y and able to absorb development without significant character change. on the wider landscape character.

5.2 Settlement character sensitivit A Development could detract from the existing settlement character. Loss of glasshouses could impact the market garden character of the area. Site is within a Conservation Area, and
- ftivity & adjacent to Listed Buildings. The density of development is likely to have a detrimental impact on settiement character.

6.1 Topography constraints A Topographical constraints exist in the site but potential for mitigation.

6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.

6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.

6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Zgjeaégrtirglzeo;;lte development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or

6.4 Access to site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Existing access off Water Lane.

- . Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Horticultural Nursery). Potential adverse impact that could be mitigated.
6.5 Contamination constraints (-)
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time.

B554

©Arup



EBB8OS5Fiii

Site Suitability Assessment . .
Site Reference: SR-0052A-N Hertford @g
Parish: Roydon
Size (ha): 56.05 o &) A
Address: Land at East End Farm, Harlow, Essex, CM19 5HG [%F% % 3
=
: : : es hunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Agricultural land
S S"V;;fj 4,)5 Brentwood

Baseline yield: 1,800 dwellings
Source for Taken from AECOM Harlow Strategic Site Assessment (2016) for Crent
baseline yield: site P’ Epping Forest District Council

Job Title

Epping Forest District Local Plan
Site Northern boundary of site affected by Flood Risk Zone 3b (8%). -
constraints:  Capacity adjusted to account for the constrained part of site to Drawing Status bate

remove it from the developable area. Issue March 2018

Drawing No Issue

Site selection None SR-0052A-N Rev 1

adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

H . . . S . © Contains OS data ® Crown copyright and database right (2016)
Communlty Feedback was received on HAR-A which is within or near to this Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,

. T i i GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ord| S , Esri J; , METI, Esri China (H K ), swisstopo,
feedback: site. Refer to Appendix B1.4 for further details. s © Opanotrebiiias conmetor. ot G Ustr Cormmun ina (Hong Kong), swisstopo,

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
DweII ings: 1,656 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Interationally Protected Sites 0 Effects of allocating site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination

with other sites).

Site falls within an Impact Risk Zone and due to the nature and scale of development proposed it is likely to be |Due to the development type (over 100 residential dwellings), development of the site is likely to pose a risk and

1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites ) possible to mitigate the effects of the proposed development. consultation with Natural England is required. However, it is likely that mitigation to reduce the risk would be possible.

1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.

Site contains a higher density of Ancient and/or Veteran trees, or are configured in such a way that direct loss or |There are approximately 52 Ancient trees directly affected by the site. The trees are dispersed within the site, though

1.3b Impact on Andient/Veteran Trees outside of harm is likely. development may directly affect the trees. The density of the dispersed trees is such that direct harm is likely.

Ancient Woodland

Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.

1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0
- . . No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site comprises an area of Deciduous Woodland and a portion of Wet Woodland, and is adjacent to a BAP priority
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 habitat with no main feature. The site will directly affect habitats but effects may be mitigated through considered
masterplanning.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites © Features and species in the site may not be retained in their entirety but effects can be mitigated. The site encompasses almost the whole of the Worlds End LWS and is partially within three LWS 250m buffer zones.
. P The site is likely to directly affect the Local Wildlife Site, but mitigation in the form of considered masterplanning could
be implemented.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1. Some 90% of the site is in Flood Zone 1. Higher Flood Risk Zones 2, 3a and 3b, covering 10%, are located on the
. northern site boundary. These areas can be avoided and the flood risk mitigated through site layout.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets © Site is located within a Conservation Area or adjacent to a Listed Building or other heritage asset and effects can |Unlikely to impact on settings of RPG, SM, Gl or GII* LB. Given scale of site impact on setting of CAs and setting of Gl
. P 9 be mitigated. LB within site — Eastend Farmhouse. Possible mitigation through sensitive layout and high quality design.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo 0 There is a medium likelihood that further archaeological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
. P 9y unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.

2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt Site is within Green Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be high or |The majority of the site is within very high sensitivity Green Belt parcels which contribute strongly to preventing the

very high. sprawl of Harlow and its coalescence with Roydon. If the site was released it may harm the purposes of the wider
Green Belt.
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site between 400m and 1000m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations 0 Site is more than 1600m and less than 2400m from an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.

3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.

3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land © Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settiement. 100% greenfield site, adjacent to an existing settlement (Harlow).

4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).

4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.

Site falls within an area of high landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are vulnerable to change

5.1 Landscape sensitivity and unable to absorb development without significant character change.

5.2 Settlement character sensitivity A Development could detract from the existing settlement character. Ibz\c/elgzrr\nsgx‘ vl;irlll)?:gn:t)i(lﬁgs;nu ﬁ)r;r?c;i?gn sviv(:\ric:n drt—,:ﬂz;tzo:t\ﬁb ustin:(i)—ruurr;: :r;?’lrgs:ﬁr between Roydon and Harlow.
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.

6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.

6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.

The intensity of site development would be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or adjacent to |[The protected trees on or adjacent to the site would not prevent the proposed use, but because of their size and

6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) ) the site. location would be likely to constrain the number of dwellings which could be accommodated.

6.4 Access 1o site ) Suitable access to site already exists. E)c()l;;lgg Rr,r;ual‘tjilple points of access from Roydon Road. There is potential to provide further points of access from
6.5 Contamination constraints A Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Farm). Potential adverse impact could be mitigated.

6.6 Traffic impact 0 Low level congestion expected at peak times within the vicinity of the site. B555
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0052B-N Hertford
Parish: Roydon

Size (ha): 38.01 o A
Address: Land at East End Farm, Harlow, Essex, CM19 5HG % 3

Residential
Agricultural land

Primary use:
Site notes:

Baseline yield: 1,000 dwellings
Source for

baseline yield: site'S’

Site No constraints identified.

constraints:

Site selection None

adjustment:

Community
feedback:

Feedback was received on HAR-A which is within or near to this
site. Refer to Appendix B1.4 for further details.

es hunt

4, Brentwood

Client

Taken from AECOM Harlow Strategic Site Assessment (2016) for

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status Date

Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
SR-0052B-N Rev 1

ARUP

© Contains OS data © Crown copyright and database right (2016)

Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,

GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordnance Survey, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
P ,©0 and the GIS User Communi

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,

Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

EBB8OS5Fiii

DweII ings: 1,000 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘I’Evgﬁc;?hzfr 2:2(8:5;1tmg site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sit -~ Site falls within an Impact Risk Zone and due to the nature and scale of development proposed it is likely to be |Due to the development type (over 100 residential dwellings), development of the site is likely to pose a risk and
' pact on Natlonally Frotected siles ) possible to mitigate the effects of the proposed development. consultation with Natural England is required. However, it is likely that mitigation to reduce the risk would be possible.
13al + on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland. The site is located at the edge of the 250m buffer for the Harolds Grove Ancient Woodland. The site is therefore
->a Impact on Ancient ¥V oodlan unlikely to affect Ancient Woodlands due to the separation distance.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of ~ Site contains Ancient and/or Veteran trees but at a sufficiently low density across the site that removal could be |There are approximately 4 Ancient trees directly affected by the site. The trees are dispersed around the edges of the
-oD Imp 6 largely avoided or possible impacts could be mitigated. site, and development may directly affect the trees. Impacts may be mitigated by considered masterplanning or
Ancient Woodland translocation
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is adjacent to areas of Deciduous Woodland and BAP priority habitat with no main feature, and is within three
- P ty Sp: buffer zones. The site may indirectly affect the BAP priority habitats, but mitigation could be implemented to address
this.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site. The site is adjacent to the Roydon Brickfields North LWS and Brickfield Wood LW ; and partially within the relevant
: P fiditte St 250m buffer zones. The site may indirectly affect the Local Wildlife Sites, but mitigation could be implemented to
address this.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
18al £ on herit " 0 Site is located within the setting of a heritage asset and effects can be mitigated. Unlikely to impact on settings of RPG, Grade | or Grade II* LBs. Given scale of site impact on setting of Nazeing and
-0 Impact on heritage assets South Roydon CA and Scheduled Monument to south. Possible mitigation through sensitive layout and high quality
design/materials.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo 0 There is a medium likelihood that further archaeological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
. P 9y unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt ilet; Iﬁi;ﬂthm Green Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be high or
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site between 400m and 1000m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations 0 Site is more than 1600m and less than 2400m from an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land © Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement. 100% greenfield site, adjacent to an existing settlement (Harlow).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit Site falls within an area of high landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are vulnerable to change
. P fvity and unable to absorb development without significant character change.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit A Development could detract from the existing settlement character. Low density urban extension proposed which reflects the semi-rural character of the area on edge of Harlow.
- ftivity & Development will constitute an urban extension and may contribute to urban sprawl.
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 The intensity of site development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or There are protected trees on and/or adjacent to the site, but the percentage of the site area affected is limited, and so
: P adjacent to the site. subject to care in the layout they would not be a significant constraint.
6.4 Access to site There is no means of access to the site and no likely prospect of achieving access. There is no existing access to the site. The site is surrounded by existing development and agricultural third party land.
o . No contamination issues identified on site to date. No potential contamination identified.
6.5 Contamination constraints 0
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Low level congestion expected at peak times within the vicinity of the site.
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Site Suitability Assessment
Site Reference: SR-0068-N Hertford
Parish: Roydon
Size (ha): 36.03 : ) AT
. £ !

Address: Land West of Sumners and North of Epping Road, Harlow, Essex, b

EN9 2DH e

. es hunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Agricultural land
S ,,,)5 Brentwood
Baseline yield: 1000 dwellings
Client

Source for

baseline yield: in the Draft Local Plan

Site No constraints identified.

constraints:

Site selection None

adjustment:

Community
feedback:

Feedback was received on HAR-B which is within or near to this
site. Refer to Appendix B1.4 for further details.

Taken from Draft Policy SP 3 Allocations around Harlow contained

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status Date

Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
SR-0068-N Rev 1

ARUP

© Contains OS data © Crown copyright and database right (2016)

Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,

GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordnance Survey, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
P ,©0 and the GIS User Communi

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,

Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

EBB8OS5Fiii

Dwell ings: LM AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment

1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 \I/Evgﬁcsh(; 2:I‘chziting site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination

1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites ) Site falls withlirl1 an Impact Risk Zone and due to the nature and scale of development proposed it is likely to be |Due to the deyelopment type (0\{er 1OQ residential dwe!lings), developrnept of the site is Iike!y to pose a risk ar\d
possible to mitigate the effects of the proposed development. consultation with Natural England is required. However, it is likely that mitigation to reduce the risk would be possible.

1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.

1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of © ISite conlaips Ancient alnd/crr Veteran trees bull gl a sufficiently low density across the site that removal could be |There are approximately 19 Ancient trees directly affected p_y the site. Thg trees are disperseq within the site,‘and

Ancient Woodland argely avoided or possible impacts could be mitigated. development may directly affect the trees. Impacts may be mitigated by considered masterplanning or translocation.

1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.

1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. 122 :iitt: rirslaaydij:ldci(regéﬂts :frf]ei{(teﬁeoé ABézri’::riﬁ;/itl}l,agigittsaf t\:ﬂtﬂ;n?t?g ;r:iaoirr: ézitlgrg,eeilrr::) :Z rzz;l{:lcliyt (:szi(?ré:rseteh it:.]ffer zones.

1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.

1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.

1.8a Impact on heritage assets © l?ite i.s. located within a Conservation Area or adjacent to a Listed Building or other heritage asset and effects can |SW of site within N&SR CA - de;ignated'due_ to surviving historic landscape and settlement'pang(n - lpotengiall harm to

e mitigated. character. Broadley Common linear historic settlement so development could erode this. Mitigation - limiting
development to NE of site.

1.8b Impact on archaeology A Existing evi_dence and/or a Iac!( of previous disturbance indicates a high likelihood for the discovery of high quality
archaeological assets on the site.

1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.

2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt Site isl within Green Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be high or | The majority of the site i§ located in a high sensitivity Green Belt parcel whif:h plays an important role in preventing the
very high. sprawl of Harlow. If the site was released it may harm the purposes of the wider Green Belt.

3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.

3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.

3.3 Distance to employment locations “ Site is more than 2400m from an employment site/location.

3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is more than 4000m from the nearest town, large village or small village.

3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.

3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest secondary school.

3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land © Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement. 100% greenfield site, adjacent to an existing settlement (Harlow).

4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).

4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.

5.1 Landscape sensitivity A Site falls within an area of medium Iandsqaplezl sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are resilient to change Proposallzls have the potgntial to in.fluence Igndscape character. Thg form and extent of any development would have to
and able to absorb development without significant character change. be sensitive to the location to avoid potential adverse impact on wider landscape character.

5.2 Settlement character sensitivity *) galfslccnz;n:nt may improve settlement character through redevelopment of a run-down site or improvement in ;:s:z:gc?::%?stir?: gﬁul;ia:gov\nvle[;rtc;\:;d‘e): :goc;p:grrltgvr;i'ty to establish a new settlement character, and improve / reinforce

6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.

6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.

6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.

6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Thg intensity ofl site development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or There are protegteq trees on andl adjacent to the site, but the percentage of the site area affected is limited, and they
adjacent to the site. would not be a significant constraint.

6.4 Access to site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Existing access from Epping Road.

6.5 Contamination constraints A Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Sewage Sludge / Infilled Ponds). Potential adverse impact could be mitigated.

6.6 Traffic impact 0 Low level congestion expected at peak times within the vicinity of the site.
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0081 Hertford

Parish: Roydon

Size (ha): 16.05 o A
Address: Hamlet Hill Land, Hamlet Hill, Roydon, Essex % o

Residential
Agricultural field

Primary use:
Site notes:

Baseline yield: 478 dwellings

Source for
baseline yield:

Assumption based on 30 dph

es hunt

4,95 Brentwood

Client

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Site Gas pipeline will reduce capacity due to buffer along southern -
. : Drawing Status Date

constraints: edge. Reduction by 1/4.

Issue March 2018

Drawing No Issue
Site selection None SR-0081 Rev 2
adjustment: Epping Forest

District Council

Community  The Council did not consult on a growth location which covers or is Souneee Ea HERE, Daome, e, Ineemen b oo, GEBCO, USGS, FAO, S, NRCAN,
feedback: near to this site. GeoBase, \G‘l\é {}gauaster NL, Ordnance Survey, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), swisstopo,

Dwellings: 358

P! and the GIS User Communit
Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

EB8O5SF

Criteria

Score

Qualitative Assessment

Effects of allocating site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination

1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 with other sites)
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed

1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.

1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.

1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.

Ancient Woodland

1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.

1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is adjacent to a BAP priority habitat with no main features, and within three buffer zones. The site may
- P ty Sp: indirectly affect the habitats, but mitigation can be implemented to address this.

1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.

1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.

18al t on herit t 0 Site is located within the setting of a heritage asset and effects can be mitigated. Partially adjacent to N&SR CA to east, impact on setting. Unlikely to impact on setting of GI LB due to distance.
-0 Impact on heritage assets Possible mitigation by locating development along Hamlet Hill and away from CA and through high quality

design/materials.

1.8b Impact on archaeolo 0 There is a medium likelihood that further archaeological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
. P Y unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.

1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.

2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt alet; Iﬁi;ﬂthm Green Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be high or

3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.

3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site between 400m and 1000m of a bus stop.

3.3 Distance to employment locations ) Site is more than 2400m from an employment site/location.

3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.

3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.

3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.

3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land

4.2 Impact on agricultural land

4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space

5.1 Landscape sensitivity

5.2 Settlement character sensitivity

6.1 Topography constraints

6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines

6.2b Distance to power lines

Not applicable.

Majority of the site is greenfield land that is neither within nor adjacent to a settiement.

100% greenfield site, 2,000m from an existing settlement (Lower Nazeing).

Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).

Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.

Site falls within an area of high landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are vulnerable to change
and unable to absorb development without significant character change.

Site characteristics are such that a detailed assessment would be likely to find high vulnerability, at least in part of the
site. Development would need to be strongly constrained in extent and form so as not to adversely affect the wider
landscape.

Development could detract from the existing settlement character.

Significant development on land south of Hamlet Hill could have impact on the dispersed 'long green' settlement
pattern at Roydon Hamlet; detached dwellings with large grounds. May require mitigation through design and layout, or
a reduction in density.

Topographical constraints in the site may preclude development.

Gas or oil pipelines pose a major constraint to development. They will be difficult to overcome and affect a large
part of the site.

More than 74% of the site is in HSE inner and middle consultation zones running through the middle of the site.
Mitigation will be difficult due to the location and size of the affected area. Sensitivity level 3. HSE guidance advise
against development.

Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.

6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO)

THECE .

The intensity of site development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
adjacent to the site.

Suitable access to site already exists.

Access off Hamlet Hill.

6.4 Access to site (+)
6.5 Contamination constraints 0 No contamination issues identified on site to date. No potential contamination identified.
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time.
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Site Suitability Assessment
Site Reference: SR-0094 Hertford
Parish: Roydon
Size (ha): 5.05 : ) AT
. £ !

Address: Land at North of Villa Nursery, Reeves Lane, Roydon, Essex ¥

P

. es hunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Existing agricultural field.
: 4,95 Brentwood
Baseline yield: 154 dwellings
Client

Source for Assumption based on 30 dph

baseline yield:

Site No constraints identified.

constraints:

Site selection None
adjustment:

Community

feedback: near to this site.

The Council did not consult on a growth location which covers or is

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status Date

Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
SR-0094 Rev 2

Epping Forest
District Council
www.eppingforestdec.gov.uk

© Contains OS data © Crown copyright and database right (2016)

Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,
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EBB8OS5Fiii

DweII ings: ﬁ AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment

1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘I’Evfi“:ﬁcshzfr 2:I‘chziting site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination

1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 gased on thg Imgact Risk Zones_ there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed |The Aproposed development lies outside of the Impact Risk Zone and therefore Impact Risk Zone requirements are not

evelopment is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSis. applicable.

1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.

1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.

Ancient Woodland

1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.

1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. S:: ll)?e ‘i):g::He‘:\v::erziir]tc:gzgrﬁesrtﬁge for Traditional Orchard. The site may indirectly affect the habitat, but mitigation

1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.

1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.

1.8a Impact on heritage assets © l?ite i.s. located within a Conservation Area or adjacent to a Listed Building or other heritage asset and effects can _Entirely within N&SR CAl. CA designated iq part due to IanFiscape guglity so harm to signiﬁga_nce through development

e mitigated. in open landscape. Possible impact on setting of Grade | Listed Building and SM could be mitigated.
1.8b Impact on archaeology 0 There is a medium Iikelihopd that further ar_chagological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.

1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.

2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt iietrey iﬁi;ﬂt_hin Green Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be high or

3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.

3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site between 400m and 1000m of a bus stop.

3.3 Distance to employment locations “ Site is more than 2400m from an employment site/location.

3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.

3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.

3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.

3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land © Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement. 100% greenfield site, adjacent to an existing settlement (Roydon).

4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).

4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.

5.1 Landscape sensitivity A Site falls within an area of medium Iandsqaplezl sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are resilient to change [The form and extent of any development would have to be sensitive to the location to avoid potential adverse impact

and able to absorb development without significant character change. on the wider landscape character.

5.2 Settlement character sensitivity A Development could detract from the existing settlement character. Si_te_located some distance from the settlements of Roydon _and Hall_'s Green, and adjacent toan area of glasshouses
within Conservation Area. Development could have a detrimental impact on the rural / agricultural character of the
area.

6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.

6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.

6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.

6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Zgjea;grtirgi%eo;tii-te development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or

6.4 Access to site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Access off Reeves Lane.

6.5 Contamination constraints 0 No contamination issues identified on site to date. No potential contamination identified.

6.6 Traffic impact 0 Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time.
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Site Suitability Assessment 3
Site Reference: SR-0095 Hertford @g
Parish: Roydon
Size (ha): 4.48 : ) AT
: £ !
Address: Merry Weather Nursery, Reeves Lane, Roydon, Essex [%F% %
& 3
. s hunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Nursery (Glasshouses) and existing agricultural field.
S S"V;;fj 4,)5 Brentwood
Baseline yield: 126 dwellings
Client

Source for
baseline yield:

Site No constraints identified.

constraints:

Site selection None
adjustment:

Community

feedback: near to this site.
Dwellings: 126

Assumption based on 30 dph

The Council did not consult on a growth location which covers or is

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status Date

Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
SR-0095 Rev 2

ARUP

© Contains OS data © Crown copyright and database right (2016)

Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,

GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordnance Survey, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
P ,©0 and the GIS User Communi

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,

AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

EBB8OS5Fiii

Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘I’Evfi“:ﬁcshzfr 2:2(8:5;1tmg site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sit 0 Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed |The proposed development lies outside of the Impact Risk Zone and therefore Impact Risk Zone requirements are not
: pact on Nationally Frotected sites development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls. applicable.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. S:: ll)?e ;i):g:::_Iz/e\:]vtlggrl;r;%;ifiesrtﬁ;ne for Traditional Orchard. The site may indirectly affect the habitat, but mitigation
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets ~ Site is located within a Conservation Area or adjacent to a Listed Building or other heritage asset and effects can |Partially within N&SR CA. Possible enhancement through removal of glasshouses, however CA designated in part due
. P 9 ) be mitigated. to landscape quality so potential for harm to significance through development in open landscape.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo 0 There is a medium likelihood that further archaeological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
. P 9y unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt ilet; Iﬁi;ﬂthm Green Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be high or
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site between 400m and 1000m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations “ Site is more than 2400m from an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land © Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement. 100% greenfield site, adjacent to an existing settlement (Roydon).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space. No public open space is located in the site area. Development will not involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit 0 Site falls within an area of low landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are able to accommodate |As a result of the site characteristics development is unlikely to adversely affect the wider landscape character.
. P fvity development without significant character change.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit A Development could detract from the existing settlement character. Site is located some distance from the settlements of Roydon and Halls Green, and adjacent to an area of glasshouses
- ftivity . within an Conservation Area. Development would likely have a detrimental impact on the rural / agricultural character
of the area.
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Zgjeaégrtirglzeo;tilte development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.4 Access 1o site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Access off Reeves Lane.
- . Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Horticultural Nurseries). Potential adverse impact that could be mitigated.
6.5 Contamination constraints (-)
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time.
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0096 Hertford

Parish: Roydon

Size (ha): 0.68 o A
Address: Villa Nursery, Reeves Lane, Roydon, Essex % o

Primary use:  Residential

Site notes:

Baseline yield: 21 dwellings

Source for
baseline yield:

Assumption based on 30 dph

Nursery (Glasshouses) cover the site.

es hunt

4, Brentwood

Client

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

EB8O5SF

Site No constraints identified. FE— o .
. rawing Status ate
constraints:
Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
Site selection None SR-0096 Rev 2
adjustment: Epping Forest ;
District Council
Www.eppingforestde.gov.uk
community The Counpil fjid not consult on a growth location which covers or is ?ﬁ?é'é‘:f"éﬁ,?éﬁffni’fﬁ"mZf’?&'é?ﬁ';?‘ﬁl?ﬁ:iﬁfSgchérf‘,’?ésco, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,
feedback: near tO thls Slte. GeoBase, \Gl\é {}gadaster NL, Ordnance Suwea{;dE(i;‘€|ga3;gfg;f;:§"|"a (Hong Kong), swisstopo, y’ (4 Q
. Sm:rce: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
Dwell ings: g AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community [
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘Ilivgﬁc;?hzfr 2:It(;csz?tlng site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sit 0 Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed |The proposed development lies outside of the Impact Risk Zone and therefore Impact Risk Zone requirements are not
: pact on Nationally Frotected sites development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls. applicable.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
1.8a Impact on herit " ~ Site is located within a Conservation Area or adjacent to a Listed Building or other heritage asset and effects can [Partly within N&SR CA. Possible enhancement through removal of glasshouses and replacement with housing of high
-0a Impact on heritage assets ) be mitigated. quality design/materials and sensitive layout. Possible impact on setting of Grade | Listed Building and SM could be
mitigated.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo 0 There is a medium likelihood that further archaeological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
. P Y unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt alet; Iﬁi;ﬂthm Green Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be high or
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site between 400m and 1000m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations ) Site is more than 2400m from an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land © Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement. 100% greenfield site, adjacent to an existing settlement (Roydon).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit 0 Site falls within an area of low landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are able to accommodate |The relevant site character context is urban and development is unlikely to adversely affect the wider landscape
. P Y development without significant character change. character.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivity A Development could detract from the existing settlement character. g;t?désn i:;;l;t::%fg;?esashouse close to the settlement of Roydon. Loss of the greenhouse could affect the market
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 szzégrtsrglzeo;tilte development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.4 Access to site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Access off Reeves Lane.
6.5 Contamination constraints 0 No contamination issues identified on site to date. No potential contamination identified.

6.6 Traffic impact

Site below site size threshold where it would be expected to significantly affect congestion.
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0107 Hertford
Parish: Roydon

Size (ha): 3.37 o A
Address: Land at Epping and Parsloe Road, Roydon, Essex (Blakes Farm) ¥ ;

Residential
Agricultural fields

Primary use:
Site notes:

Baseline yield:

Source for
baseline yield:

Site None

constraints:

Site selection None

adjustment:

Community
feedback:

Dwellings: 135

Indicated in Call for Sites

135 dwellings comprising 100 market homes and 35 affordable

Feedback was received on HAR-B which is within or near to this
site. Refer to Appendix B1.4 for further details.

es hunt

4, Brentwood)

Client

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status Date

Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
SR-0107 Rev 2

ARUP

© Contains OS data © Crown copyright and database right (2016)

Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,

GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordnance Survey, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
P ,©0 and the GIS User Communi

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,

AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

EBB8OS5Fiii

Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘I’Evgﬁc;?hzfr 2:2(8:5;1tmg site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sit -~ Site falls within an Impact Risk Zone and due to the nature and scale of development proposed it is likely to be |Due to the development type (over 100 residential dwellings), development of the site is likely to pose a risk and
' pact on Natlonally Frotected siles ) possible to mitigate the effects of the proposed development. consultation with Natural England is required. However, it is likely that mitigation to reduce the risk would be possible.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is partially within BAP priority habitat with no main features and Wood Pasture and Parkland buffer zones. The
- P ty Sp: site may indirectly affect the habitats, but mitigation can be implemented to address this.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
: Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site. Unlikely to impact on setting of Conservation Area due to distance.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets (+)
1.8b Impact on archaeolo A Existing evidence and/or a lack of previous disturbance indicates a high likelihood for the discovery of high quality
: P 9y archaeological assets on the site.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt Site is within Green Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be high or |The site is almost entirely within a high sensitivity Green Belt parcel identified as important for preventing the sprawl of
. V! very high. Harlow. The site is within a clear, consistent rural buffer area, and its release may harm the purposes of the wider
Green Belt.
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations “ Site is more than 2400m from an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is more than 4000m from the nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is greenfield land that is neither within nor adjacent to a settiement. 100% greenfield site, 400m from an existing settlement (Harlow).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit A Site falls within an area of medium landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are resilient to change |The form and extent of any development would have to be sensitive to the location to avoid potential adverse impact
. P Y and able to absorb development without significant character change. on the wider landscape character.
e Development is unlikely to have an effect on settlement character. Site is close to the south-western corner of Harlow, and development is not likely have an impact on the character of
5.2 Settlement character sensitivity 0 the area
6.1 Topography constraints A Topographical constraints exist in the site but potential for mitigation.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Zgjeaégrtsrglzeo;tilte development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.4 Access to site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Access off Parsloe Road or Epping Road.
- . Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination over small part of site (infilled ponds). Potential adverse impact that could be mitigated.
6.5 Contamination constraints (-)
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time.
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0109 Hertford
Parish: Roydon
Size (ha): 1.30 o A
Address: Richmonds Farm, Parsloe Road, Epping Green, CM16 6QB ¥ :
o

Primary use:  Residential eshur -
Site notes: Farmyard and Former Nursery

S 4,)5 Brentwood

Baseline yield: 37 dwellings

Source for Assumption based on 30 dph Client

baseline yield: Epping Forest District Council
Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

gti)tr?straints None Drawing Status Date

) Issue March 2018

Drawing No Issue

Site selection None SR-0109 Rev 2

adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

H . . . ) . © Contains OS data ® Crown copyright and database right (2016)
Communlty Feedback was received on HAR-B which is within or near to this Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,

. T i i GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ord| S , Esri J; , METI, Esri China (H K ), swisstopo,
feedback: site. Refer to Appendix B1.4 for further details. s Opanotrebitias conmetom. ot G Ustr Cormmun ina (Hong Kong), swisstopo,

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
DweII ings: 37 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 Effects of allocating site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination

with other sites).

Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed

1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.

Ancient Woodland

Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.

1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0
- . . No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is partially within a BAP priority habitat with no main features buffer zone. The site may indirectly affect the
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 habitat, but mitigation can be implemented to address this.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets ~ Site is located within a Conservation Area or adjacent to a Listed Building or other heritage asset and effects can |Site contains Gll Richmond Farmhouse and possible curtilage listed outbuildings. Potential harm to setting but possible
. P 9 ) be mitigated. mitigation through high quality design/materials and appropriate layout/density.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo A Existing evidence and/or a lack of previous disturbance indicates a high likelihood for the discovery of high quality
: P 9y archaeological assets on the site.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.

2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt Site is within Green Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be high or

very high.
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations “ Site is more than 2400m from an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is more than 4000m from the nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.

3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest secondary school.

3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land © Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement. 100% greenfield site, adjacent to an existing settlement (Harlow).

4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).

Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.

4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0

5.1 Landscape sensitivit A Site falls within an area of medium landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are resilient to change |The form and extent of any development would have to be sensitive to the location to avoid potential adverse impact
. P Y and able to absorb development without significant character change. on the adjacent highly sensitive landscape character area.

5.2 Settlement character sensitivit 0 Development is unlikely to have an effect on settlement character. Proposed low density development is not likely to impact on character of the settlement in this location, subject to the
- fivity sensitive layout/scale and high quality design and materials to mitigate any impacts on the Grade Il Listed Farmhouse.

6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.

6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.

6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.

The intensity of site development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or

6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 adjacent to the site.

6.4 Access to site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Existing access off Parsloe Road.

6.5 Contamination constraints A Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. rF;ci)tti(;r&;ii:é'contamination (Industrial Works, Farm & Horticultural Nursery). Potential adverse impact that could be
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time. B563
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Site Suitability Assessment
Site Reference: SR-0117 Hertford
Parish: Roydon
Size (ha): 1.31 : ) AT
: £ !

Address: The paddock to the rear of Barn House, Farm Close, Roydon, ¥

Essex, CM19 5LW gﬁ‘%’

H s hunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Open land.
S 4,95 Brentwood
Baseline yield: 39 dwellings
Client

Source for
baseline yield:

Site None

constraints:

Site selection None

adjustment:

Community
feedback:

Dwellings: 39

Assumption based on 30 dph

Feedback was received on ROY-C which is within or near to this
site. Refer to Appendix B1.4 for further details.

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status Date

Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
SR-0117 Rev 2

ARUP

© Contains OS data © Crown copyright and database right (2016)

Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,

GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordnance Survey, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
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EBB8OS5Fiii

Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
111 t on Int tionally Prot d Sit Effects of allocating site for the proposed use are not likely to be significant alone but should be checked for in- |Residential development between 400m and 2km from Epping Forest Special Area of Conservation. In-combination
-1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites () combination effects. effects from recreational pressure likely.
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites © development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is partially within a Woodland Pasture and Parkland buffer zone. The site may indirectly affect the habitat, but
- P ty Sp: mitigation can be implemented to address this.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets ~ Site is located within a Conservation Area or adjacent to a Listed Building or other heritage asset and effects can |Partially adjacent to Roydon Village Conservation Area. Possible harm through sprawling settlement away from historic
. P 9 ) be mitigated. linear core but has already happened on west side. Possible mitigation through sensitive layout and high quality
design/materials.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo A Existing evidence and/or a lack of previous disturbance indicates a high likelihood for the discovery of high quality
: P 9y archaeological assets on the site.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt A Isol‘:ve |§ng?::eedirfrin Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site between 400m and 1000m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities ) Site is less than 1000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land © Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement. 100% greenfield site, adjacent to an existing settlement (Roydon).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit Site falls within an area of high landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are vulnerable to change
. P fvity and unable to absorb development without significant character change.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit 0 Development is unlikely to have an effect on settlement character. The scale and extent of development is limited and it is set back and screened from the historic core by modern
- ftivity development and is unlikely to negatively impact the adjacent Conservation Area, or wider character of the settlement.
6.1 Topography constraints A Topographical constraints exist in the site but potential for mitigation.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Zgjeeu;lgrtirgl%eo;tilte development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.4 Access to site © Potential for access to the site to be created through third party land and agreement in place, or existing access |Access to site would need to be through Farm Close or Temple Mead.
. would require upgrade.
- . Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Infilled Gravel Pit, Farm). Potential adverse impact that could be mitigated.
6.5 Contamination constraints (-)
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time.
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Site Suitability Assessment 3
Site Reference: SR-0140 Hertford @g
Parish: Roydon ﬁl Harlow
Size (ha): 0.37 : ) AT
: £ !

Address: Hill Farm Nursery, Hamlet Hill, Roydon, Harlow, Essex %

g

: s hunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Wooded/scrubland
S 4,)5 Brentwood
Baseline yield: 12 dwellings
Client

Source for
baseline yield:

Site None
constraints:

Site selection None
adjustment:

Community

feedback: near to this site.
Dwellings: 12

Assumption based on 30 dph

The Council did not consult on a growth location which covers or is

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status Date

Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
SR-0140 Rev 2

ARUP

© Contains OS data © Crown copyright and database right (2016)

Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,

GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordnance Survey, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
P ,©0 and the GIS User Communi

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,

AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

EBB8OS5Fiii

Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘I’Evfi“:ﬁcshzfr 2:I‘chziting site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 g:j:lip?:e:ﬁs Ilr}:fﬁigtlylﬂslgoiznae;St[i’]foreséssg(-) requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. Thg site is adjacent \q a BAP pr_igrit){ habitat w[th no main features, and yvithin three buffer zones. The site may
indirectly affect the habitats, but mitigation can be implemented to address this.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets 0 Site is located within the setting of a heritage asset and effects can be mitigated. édjacent lto Naze!ng and Southl Roydon Con_servat_i(_)n Area to east, i_mpact on settipg. UnIike]yto impact on setting of
rade | Listed Building due to distance. Possible mitigation through high quality design/materials and sensitive layout.
1.8b Impact on archaeology 0 There is a medium Iikelihopd that further ar_chagological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt iiet; iﬁi;ﬂt_hin Green Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be high or
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site between 400m and 1000m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations “ Site is more than 2400m from an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is greenfield land that is neither within nor adjacent to a settiement. 100% greenfield site, 2,100m from an existing settlement (Lower Nazeing).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivity A Site falls within an area of medium Iandsqaplezl sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are resilient to change [The formland extent of any development would have to be sensitive to the location to avoid potential adverse impact
and able to absorb development without significant character change. on the adjacent landscape character area.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivity A Development could detract from the existing settlement character. \shi:'ei?or::i\gzdvzg;:tisgl ;I)IichTt] ;vaig:i:lhszﬁfgdz:oopf(zﬁzdwcﬂzgzi'ty of development is higher than that of adjacent plots, and
6.1 Topography constraints A Topographical constraints exist in the site but potential for mitigation.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 zz; ggrtirgi%eo;tii-te development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or I/I\r::nglégg r:zetLee ; t‘:?:uﬁjoxzzat?eeaa;g:iz cn;]l;l](t:r;o(;f sttrllaei :tlte the percentage of the site area affected by protected trees is
6.4 Access to site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Access off Hamlet Hill.
6.5 Contamination constraints A Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Horticultural Nursery). Potential adverse impact that could be mitigated.

6.6 Traffic impact

Site below site size threshold where it would be expected to significantly affect congestion.
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0142

Parish: Roydon Harlow
Size (ha): 3.17 : ) AT

: £t !
Address: Beale Oaken, Tylers Road, Roydon Hamlet, Essex %

Primary use:  Residential

Site notes:

Baseline yield: 91 dwellings

Source for
baseline yield:

Site None
constraints:

Site selection None

adjustment:

Community

feedback: near to this site.
Dwellings: 91

Dwelling and agricultural field

Assumption based on 30 dph

The Council did not consult on a growth location which covers or is

-

Hertford @g

es hunt

4,95 Brentwood

Client

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status Date

Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
SR-0142 Rev 2

ARUP

© Contains OS data © Crown copyright and database right (2016)

Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,

GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordnance Survey, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
P ,©0 and the GIS User Communi

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,

AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

EBB8OS5Fiii

Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘I’Evfi“:ﬁcshzfr 2:2(8:5;1tmg site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
L ! . No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is partially within the buffer zone for BAP priority habitat with no main features. The site may indirectly affect
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 the habitat, but mitigation can be implemented to address this.
- " Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site. The site is within the 250m buffer for the Nazeing Church Fields LWS. The site is unlikely to affect the features and

1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites 0 species of the LWS
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets ~ Site is located within a Conservation Area or adjacent to a Listed Building or other heritage asset and effects can |Partially within Nazeing and South Roydon Conservation Area. Unlikely to impact on setting of Grade | Listed Building.

. P 9 ) be mitigated. Possible mitigation through high quality design/materials and sensitive layout.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo 0 There is a medium likelihood that further archaeological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is

. P 9y unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt iletrey Iﬁi;ﬂthm Green Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be high or
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations “ Site is more than 2400m from an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is greenfield land that is neither within nor adjacent to a settiement. 100% greenfield site, 2,400m from an existing settlement (Lower Nazeing).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit 0 Site falls within an area of low landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are able to accommodate |As a result of the site characteristics development is unlikely to adversely affect the wider landscape character.

. P fvity development without significant character change.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit A Development could detract from the existing settlement character. Site is on the edge of the existing settlement with scattered developments around it. Therefore, development is likely to

- ftivity & affect the predominantly semi-rural character of the area.
6.1 Topography constraints A Topographical constraints exist in the site but potential for mitigation.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Zgjeeu;lgrtirgl%eo;tilte development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.4 Access to site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Access off Hamlet Hill.

- . Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination on east site (Horticultural Nursery / infilled ponds). Potential adverse impact that could be

6.5 Contamination constraints (-) mitigated
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time.
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Site Suitability Assessment 3
Site Reference: SR-0157 Hertford @g
Parish: Roydon
Size (ha): 2.05 : ) AT
: £ !
Address: Mount Pleasant House, Harlow Road, Roydon, Essex [%F% %
& 3
. s hunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Dwelling house and gardens 5
S S"V;;fj 4,)5 Brentwood
Baseline yield: 150 dwellings comprising 100 market homes and 50 affordable
Client

Source for
baseline yield:

Site Lower density 30 dph
constraints:

Site selection None

adjustment:

Community

feedback: near to this site.
Dwellings: 60

Indicated in Call for Sites

The Council did not consult on a growth location which covers or is

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status Date

Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
SR-0157 Rev 2

ARUP

© Contains OS data © Crown copyright and database right (2016)

Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,

GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordnance Survey, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
P ,©0 and the GIS User Communi

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,

AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

EBB8OS5Fiii

Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘I’Evfi“:ﬁcshzfr 2:2(8:5;1tmg site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sit ~ Site falls within an Impact Risk Zone and due to the nature and scale of development proposed it is likely to be |Due to the development type (over 50 rural residential dwellings), development of the site is likely to pose a risk and
- Impact on Rationally Frotected sites ) possible to mitigate the effects of the proposed development. consultation with Natural England is required. However, it is likely that mitigation to reduce the risk would be possible.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is partially within the Wet Woodland and Deciduous Woodland buffer zones. The site may indirectly affect the
- P ty Sp: habitats, but mitigation can be implemented to address this.
- " Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site. The site is within the 250m buffer for the Worlds End LWS. The site is unlikely to affect the features and species of the
1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites 0 LWS
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
18al £ on herit " 0 Site is located within the setting of a heritage asset and effects can be mitigated. Unlikely to impact on settings of Registered Park and Garden, Conservation Area or Grade | LB. Site contains LLB -
-0 Impact on heritage assets building should be retained and development should consider its setting. Possible mitigation through high quality
design/materials.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo A Existing evidence and/or a lack of previous disturbance indicates a high likelihood for the discovery of high quality
: P 9y archaeological assets on the site.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt ilet; Iﬁi;ﬂthm Green Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be high or
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site between 400m and 1000m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities ) Site is less than 1000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is greenfield land that is neither within nor adjacent to a settiement. 95% greenfield site, 600m from an existing settlement (Roydon).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit Site falls within an area of high landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are vulnerable to change
. P fvity and unable to absorb development without significant character change.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit 0 Development is unlikely to have an effect on settlement character. Low density development is proposed on existing residential site. Therefore development is not likely to have an
- ftivity impact on the character of the settiement.
6.1 Topography constraints Topographical constraints in the site may preclude development.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Zgjeaégrtirglzeo;tilte development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.4 Access to site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Access off Harlow Road.
o . No contamination issues identified on site to date. No potential contamination identified.
6.5 Contamination constraints 0
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time.
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EBB8OS5Fiii

Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0167 Hertford
Parish: Roydon
Size (ha): 0.44 o A
Address: Belmont, Hamlet Hill, Roydon ] .
o

Primary use:  Residential eshur -
Site notes: Dwellings and gardens

S 4,)5 Brentwood

Baseline yield: 13 dwellings

Source for Assumption based on 30 dph Client

baseline yield: Epping Forest District Council
Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

gti)tr?straints None Drawing Status Date

) Issue March 2018

Drawing No Issue

Site selection None SR-0167 Rev 2

adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

H T . . . © Contains OS data ® Crown copyright and database right (2016)
Communlty The Council did not consult on a growth location which covers or is Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,

. i i GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ord| S , Esri J; , METI, Esri China (H K ), swisstopo,
feedback: near to this site. eﬁ ase, K jaster rdnance urveaynd ;r; GalpsazserCom;:nl ina (Hong Kong), swisstopo,

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
DweII ings: 13 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 Effects of allocating site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination

with other sites).

Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed

1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.

Ancient Woodland

Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.

1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0
- . . No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is wholly within two buffer zones, and partially within another. The site may indirectly affect the habitats, but
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 mitigation can be implemented to address this.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
18al £ on herit " 0 Site is located within the setting of a heritage asset and effects can be mitigated. Unlikely to impact on settings of SM or Gl LB due to distance and scale. Adjacent to N&SR CA to south of site so
-0 Impact on heritage assets impact on setting. Possible mitigation through appropriate layout and high quality design/materials.
There is a medium likelihood that further archaeological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
1.8b Impact on archaeology 0 N . N
unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.

2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt Site is within Green Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be high or

very high.
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site between 400m and 1000m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations “ Site is more than 2400m from an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.

3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.

3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is greenfield land that is neither within nor adjacent to a settiement. 80% greenfield site, 2,200m from an existing settlement (Lower Nazeing).

4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).

Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.

4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0
5.1 Landscape sensitivit A Site falls within an area of medium landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are resilient to change |The form and extent of any development would have to be sensitive to the location to avoid potential adverse impact
. P Y and able to absorb development without significant character change. on the wider landscape character.
e Development is unlikely to have an effect on settlement character. Site located on Hamlets Hill outside of settlement, and is unlikely to have impact on settlement character.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivity 0
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.

The intensity of site development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or

6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 adjacent to the site.

6.4 Access to site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Access off Hamlet Hill.

6.5 Contamination constraints A Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (infilled pond). Potential adverse impact that could be mitigated.

6.6 Traffic impact Site below site size threshold where it would be expected to significantly affect congestion. B568
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EBB8OS5Fiii

Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0169 Hertford
Parish: Roydon
Size (ha): 0.53 o A
Address: The Old Coal Yard, off 32 High Street, Roydon % o
o

Primary use:  Residential eshur -
Site notes:

S 4,95 Brentwood

Baseline yield: 16 dwellings

Source for Assumption based on 30 dph Client

baseline yield: Epping Forest District Council
Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

gti)tr?straints None Drawing Status Date

) Issue March 2018

Drawing No Issue

Site selection None SR-0169 Rev 2

adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

Community  Feedback was received on ROY-A which is within or near to this Souncos Ext HERE, Deome, iarmap, Insmet b o, GEBCO, USGS, FAC, NS, NRGAN,
feedback: Slte_ Refer to Appendlx B1 4 for further deta"s. GeﬁBase, \Gl\é {}fadaster NL, Ordnance Survea\ﬁdE;lJsalpsard,sl;/IrECTll),mE;::fmna (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
DweII ings: 16 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
111 t on Int tionally Protected Sit ) Effects of allocating site for the proposed use are not likely to be significant alone but should be checked for in- |Residential development between 400m and 2km from Epping Forest Special Area of Conservation. In-combination
-1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites combination effects. effects from recreational pressure likely.
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed

1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites © development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.

1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.

1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.

Ancient Woodland

Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.

1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0

1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site.

1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.

Site would likely result in the loss of a heritage asset or result in a significant impact that cannot be mitigated. Site within Roydon Village CA and within close proximity to LBs. Development here would erode the historic linear
development of the village already lost on the west but retained to the east. Harm caused to significance by sprawling
beyond historic layout

1.8a Impact on heritage assets

Existing evidence and/or a lack of previous disturbance indicates a high likelihood for the discovery of high quality

1.8 Impact on archaeology 0 archaeological assets on the site.

1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.

2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt A ISOi‘;e’ lizwwci)t?inr;eGdirfr? Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest rail or tube station.

3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.

3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.

3.4 Distance to local amenities ) Site is less than 1000m from nearest town, large village or small village.

3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest infant/primary school.

3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.

3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land © Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement. 100% greenfield site, adjacent to an existing settlement (Roydon).

4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).

4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.

Site falls within an area of high landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are vulnerable to change

5.1 Landscape sensitivity and unable to absorb development without significant character change.

5.2 Settlement character sensitivity 0 Development is unlikely to have an effect on settlement character. Site_: is on the ed_ge of_ Roydon within Roydon Conservation Area. The scale of development and location of the site is
unlikely to negatively impact the character of the settlement.

6.1 Topography constraints A Topographical constraints exist in the site but potential for mitigation.

6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.

6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.

The intensity of site development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or

6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 adjacent to the site.

6.4 Access to site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Existing access off High Street.

6.5 Contamination constraints A Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Coal Yard / Smithy / Depot). Potential adverse impact that could be mitigated.

6.6 Traffic impact Site below site size threshold where it would be expected to significantly affect congestion. B569
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Site Suitability Assessment
Site Reference: SR-0197 Hertford
Parish: Roydon
Size (ha): 0.50 : ) AT
. £ !
Address: Land adjacent to Kingsmead, Epping Road, Roydon, Essex ¥
o
. eshunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Lawn, part of large domestic garden
4. Brentwood
- <5
Baseline yield: 5 dwellings
Client

Source for
baseline yield:

Site None
constraints:

Site selection None
adjustment:

Community

feedback: near to this site.
Dwellings: 5

Indicated in Call for Sites

The Council did not consult on a growth location which covers or is

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status Date

Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
SR-0197 Rev 2

ARUP

© Contains OS data © Crown copyright and database right (2016)

Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,

GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordnance Survey, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
P ,©0 and the GIS User Communi

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,

AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

EBB8OS5Fiii

Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
111 t on Int tionally Prot d Sit Effects of allocating site for the proposed use are not likely to be significant alone but should be checked for in- |Residential development between 400m and 2km from Epping Forest Special Area of Conservation. In-combination
-1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites () combination effects. effects from recreational pressure likely.
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of ~ Site contains Ancient and/or Veteran trees but at a sufficiently low density across the site that removal could be |There is 1 Ancient tree directly affected by the site. The tree is located in the north of the site and may be affected by
-oD Imp 6 largely avoided or possible impacts could be mitigated. development. Impacts may be mitigated by considered masterplanning or translocation.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is partially within Woodland Pasture and Parkland and Deciduous Woodland buffer zones. The site may
- P ty Sp: indirectly affect the habitats, but mitigation can be implemented to address this.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
: Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site. Unlikely to impact on settings of Scheduled Monument, Grade | Listed Building, and Conservation Area due to distance
1.8a Impact on heritage assets *) and small scale of development.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo A Existing evidence and/or a lack of previous disturbance indicates a high likelihood for the discovery of high quality
: P 9y archaeological assets on the site.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt A lsol‘:ve |§ng?::eedirfrin Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities ) Site is less than 1000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land © Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement. 100% greenfield site, adjacent to an existing settlement (Roydon).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit 0 Site falls within an area of low landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are able to accommodate |The relevant site character context is urban and development is unlikely to adversely affect the wider landscape
. P fvity development without significant character change. character.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit 0 Development is unlikely to have an effect on settlement character. Low density development is proposed which reflects the semi-rural character of the area. Therefore, development is
- ftivity not likely to have an impact on the character of the area.
6.1 Topography constraints A Topographical constraints exist in the site but potential for mitigation.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 The intensity of site development would be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or adjacent to [The protected trees on or adjacent to the site could be incorporated into the development proposed, subject to care in
. P ! 3 the site. the layout, but would be likely to have a significant adverse impact on the suitability of the site for development
6.4 Access to site © Potential for access to the site to be created through third party land and agreement in place, or existing access |Existing access off Epping Road which is constrained and requires upgrading/improvement.
. would require upgrade.
o . No contamination issues identified on site to date. No potential contamination identified.
6.5 Contamination constraints 0

6.6 Traffic impact

Site below site size threshold where it would be expected to significantly affect congestion.

B570
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Site Suitability Assessment 3
Site Reference: SR-0197-N Hertford @g
Parish: Roydon
Size (ha): 1.35 : ) AT
: £ !
Address: Kingsmead School, Epping Road, Roydon, Essex, CM19 5HU [%F% %
. T
d @ﬁ‘?‘
. s hunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Former private school with grounds
S S"V;;fj 4,)5 Brentwood
Baseline yield: 40 dwellings
Client

Source for
baseline yield:

Site No constraints identified.

constraints:

Site selection None

adjustment:

Community
feedback:

Dwellings: 40

Assumption based on 30 dph

Feedback was received on ROY-B which is within or near to this
site. Refer to Appendix B1.4 for further details.

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status Date

Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
SR-0197-N Rev 1

Epping Forest
District Council
www.eppingforestdec.gov.uk

© Contains OS data © Crown copyright and database right (2016)

Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,

GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordnance Survey, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
P ,©0 and the GIS User Communi

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,

AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

EBB8OS5Fiii

Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
111 t on Int tionally Protected Sit 0 Effects of allocating site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination |Residential development between 400m and 2km from Lee Valley Special Protection Area. Evidence from the Habitats
-1Impact on Intemationally Frotected Sites with other sites). Regulation Assessment (2016) indicates that in-combination effects from urbanisation or recreational pressure are
unlikely.
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of ~ Site contains Ancient and/or Veteran trees but at a sufficiently low density across the site that removal could be |There is 1 Ancient tree directly affected by the site. The tree is in the west of the site, and development may directly
-oD Imp 6 largely avoided or possible impacts could be mitigated. affect the tree. Impacts may be mitigated by considered masterplanning or translocation.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is partially within a Deciduous Woodland and BAP priority habitat with no main feature buffer zone. The site
- P ty Sp: may indirectly affect the BAP priority habitats, but mitigation could be implemented to address this.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
18al £ on herit " i Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site. Unlikely to impact on settings of Conservation Area, Grade | Listed Building or Scheduled Monument due to distance
-0 Impact on heritage assets *) and existing built-up surroundings.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo A Existing evidence and/or a lack of previous disturbance indicates a high likelihood for the discovery of high quality
: P 9y archaeological assets on the site.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt A Isol‘:ve |§ng?::eedirfrin Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site between 400m and 1000m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities ) Site is less than 1000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land © Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement. 80% greenfield site, adjacent to an existing settlement (Roydon).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit Site falls within an area of high landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are vulnerable to change
. P fvity and unable to absorb development without significant character change.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivity A Development could detract from the existing settlement character. ;:g;::cs‘ze (;ifei\rllceelgrr);ent is higher density than surrounding development and could negatively impact the semi-rural
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 The intensity of site development would be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or adjacent to [The protected trees on or adjacent to the site would not prevent the proposed use, but because of their size and
. P ! 3 the site. location would be likely to constrain significantly the number of dwellings which could be accommodated.
6.4 Access to site © Potential for access to the site to be created through third party land and agreement in place, or existing access |Existing access off Epping Road which is constrained and requires upgrading/improvement.
. would require upgrade.
o . No contamination issues identified on site to date. No potential contamination identified.
6.5 Contamination constraints 0
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Low level congestion expected at peak times within the vicinity of the site.
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Site Suitability Assessment . -

Site Reference: SR-0241 Hertford @g

Parish: Roydon Harlow

Size (ha): 0.94 )\ B A
Address: Land on South side of Common Road (Rosewood Farm), Broadley ¥ 3

Common, Essex and Land at rear of Meadow Lodge, Epping Road,
Nazeing, Essex

. s hunt
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes:
g 4,95 Brentwood
Baseline yield: 38 dwellings comprising 8 market homes and 30 affordable homes
. . . Client
Source for Indicated in Call for Sites
baseline yield: Epping Forest District Council
Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan
Site . None Drawing Status Date
constraints:
Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
Site selection None SR-0241 Rev 2

adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

community The COU"!C" fjid not consult on a growth location which covers or is (20?1?:;inEssﬁ,stEa;{aE?DCe[&:?nce,o\p:tr;grrhn'aapr,‘?ni?::r::f\?;%‘;::??QBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,
feedback: near to thls s|te_ GeoBase, \Gl\é {}gadaster NL, Ordnance Survea\ﬁdE;lJsalpsaE,SI;IIrECTLI),mE;:rillmna (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
SQI:PCE. Esn: DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
DweII ings: 38 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘I’Evfi“:ﬁcshzfr 2:2(8:5;1tmg site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets ~ Site is located within a Conservation Area or adjacent to a Listed Building or other heritage asset and effects can |Within N&SR Conservation Area potential for some development with appropriate layout and high quality
. P 9 ) be mitigated. design/materials. Broadley Common has largely retained its historic linear development pattern so development here
should respect this.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo A Existing evidence and/or a lack of previous disturbance indicates a high likelihood for the discovery of high quality
: P 9y archaeological assets on the site.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt A Isol‘:ve |§ng?::eedirfrin Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations “ Site is more than 2400m from an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is more than 4000m from the nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is greenfield land that is neither within nor adjacent to a settiement. 100% greenfield site, neither within or adjacent to an existing settlement.

4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).

Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.

4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0

5.1 Landscape sensitivit 0 Site falls within an area of low landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are able to accommodate |The relevant site character context is urban and development is unlikely to adversely affect the wider landscape
: P ftvity development without significant character change. character.

5.2 Settlement character sensitivit 0 Development is unlikely to have an effect on settlement character. Low density development is proposed which reflects the rural character of the area. Therefore, development is not
- ftivity likely to have an impact on the character of the area, subject to sensitive design to reflect the sites location within a

Conservation Area.

6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.

6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.

6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.

The intensity of site development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or

6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 adjacent to the site.

6.4 Access to site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Access off Common Road.

6.5 Contamination constraints A Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Smallholding / Stables). Potential adverse impact that could be mitigated.

6.6 Traffic impact 0 Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time. BE72
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Site Suitability Assessment
Site Reference: SR-0303-N Hertford
Parish: Roydon
Size (ha): 11.96 ) o
: £ !
Address: Land to the West of Roydon at Temple Farm, Roydon, Essex, ¥
CM19 5EB gﬁ“?’
. es hunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Agricultural field
4, Brentwood
-~ h)
Baseline yield: 250 dwellings
Client

Source for
baseline yield:

Indicated in representation to Draft Local Plan consultation

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Site Flood constraint on northern part of site (8% of site area). However, F——— Dat
constraints:  Proposed site layout provided by promoter accounts for this rawing Status ate
constraint and the affected areas are not proposed for development Issue March 2018
(open space). No adjustment made to capacity.
Drawing No Issue
Site selection None SR-0303-N Rev 1
adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council
Community  Feedback was received on ROY-C which is within or near to this Souncos Ext HERE, Deome, iarmap, Insmet b o, GEBCO, USGS, FAC, NS, NRGAN,
feedback: S|te. Refer to Append|x B1 4 for further deta"s. GeﬁBase, \Gl\é {}gadaster NL, Ordnance Survea\ﬁdE;r;JsalpsaE,sI;IIrEgll),mE;::l:hlna (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
Dwell ings: 250 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

EBB8OS5Fiii

6.6 Traffic impact

Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
111 t on Int tionally Protected Sit 0 Effects of allocating site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination |Residential development between 400m and 2km from Lee Valley Special Protection Area. Evidence from the Habitats
-1Impact on Intemnationally Protected Sites with other sites). Regulation Assessment (2016) indicates that in-combination effects from urbanisation or recreational pressure are
unlikely.
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sit -~ Site falls within an Impact Risk Zone and due to the nature and scale of development proposed it is likely to be |Due to the development type (over 50 residential dwellings), development of the site is likely to pose a risk and
: pact on Natlonally Frotected siles ) possible to mitigate the effects of the proposed development. consultation with Natural England is required. However, it is likely that mitigation to reduce the risk would be possible.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
- . . No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is partially within three BAP priority habitat buffer zones. The site may indirectly affect the BAP priority
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 habitats, but mitigation could be implemented to address this.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk n Site within Flood Zone 2 and exception test not required. Some 92% of the site is in Flood Zone 1. Higher Flood Risk Zones 2, 3a and 3b, covering 8%, are located in the
-f Floodris ) northern corner of the site and can be avoided through site layout.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets ~ Site is located within a Conservation Area or adjacent to a Listed Building or other heritage asset and effects can JAdjacent to Roydon Village CA. Impact on setting of CA; as the west of the historic core has been developed, harm
. P 9 ) be mitigated. here is less than on the east. Possible mitigation through small scale development, sensitive layout and high quality
design/materials.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo 0 There is a medium likelihood that further archaeological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
. P 9y unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt A Isol‘:ve |§ng?::eedirfrin Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site between 400m and 1000m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities ) Site is less than 1000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land © Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement. 100% greenfield site, adjacent to an existing settlement (Roydon).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit Site falls within an area of high landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are vulnerable to change
. P fvity and unable to absorb development without significant character change.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit 0 Development is unlikely to have an effect on settlement character. Although the scale and extent of development is substantial, it is set back and screened from the historic core by
- ftivity modern development and is unlikely to negatively impact the adjacent Conservation Area, or wider character of the
settlement.
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Zgjeaégrtirglzeo;;lte development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.4 Access 1o site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Existing access on to High Road.
- . Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Farmyard / Infilled Gravel Pit). Potential adverse impact could be mitigated.
6.5 Contamination constraints (-)

Moderate peak time congestion expected within the vicinity of the site.
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0304

Parish: Roydon
Size (ha): 9.12
Address: Roydon, North-east Area

Primary use:  Residential

Site notes:

Baseline yield: 273 dwellings

Source for
baseline yield:

Site None

constraints:

Site selection None

adjustment:

Community
feedback:

Dwellings: 273

Assumption based on 30 dph

Broad Area North-east of Roydon

Feedback was received on ROY-A which is within or near to this
site. Refer to Appendix B1.4 for further details.
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Client

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status Date

Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
SR-0304 Rev 2

Epping Forest
District Council
www.eppingforestdec.gov.uk

© Contains OS data © Crown copyright and database right (2016)

Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,

GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordnance Survey, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
P ,©0 and the GIS User Communi

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,

AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
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Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment

111 t on Int tionally Prot d Sit Effects of allocating site for the proposed use are not likely to be significant alone but should be checked for in- |Residential development between 400m and 2km from Epping Forest Special Area of Conservation. In-combination
-1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites () combination effects. effects from recreational pressure likely.

1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sit -~ Site falls within an Impact Risk Zone and due to the nature and scale of development proposed it is likely to be |Due to the development type (over 50 rural residential dwellings), development of the site is likely to pose a risk and
' pact on Natlonally Frotected siles ) possible to mitigate the effects of the proposed development. consultation with Natural England is required. However, it is likely that mitigation to reduce the risk would be possible.

1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.

1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.

Ancient Woodland

1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.

1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is adjacent to an area of Wood Pasture and Parkland. It is in four buffer zones. The site may indirectly affect
- P ty Sp: the habitats, but mitigation can be implemented to address this.

1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.

1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1. Some 94% of the site is in Flood Zone 1. Higher Flood Risk Zones 2, 3a and 3b, covering 6%, is located on the eastern
-f Floodris edge of the site and can be avoided through site layout.

1.8a Impact on heritage assets ~ Site is located within a Conservation Area or adjacent to a Listed Building or other heritage asset and effects can |West of site within Roydon Village CA. Development here would undermine historic linear layout of village and harm its
. P 9 ) be mitigated. significance (lost to west but retained to east). Possible mitigation through small scale development along Harlow Road

to the south.

1.8b Impact on archaeolo A Existing evidence and/or a lack of previous disturbance indicates a high likelihood for the discovery of high quality
: P 9y archaeological assets on the site.

1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.

2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt © Site is within Green Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very | The majority of the site is within moderate/very low sensitivity Green Belt parcels and touches a very high sensitivity
. V! low, low or medium. Green Belt parcel. If released, the existing heavily planted eastern edge would limit harm to the purposes of the wider

Green Belt.

3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.

3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site between 400m and 1000m of a bus stop.

3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.

3.4 Distance to local amenities ) Site is less than 1000m from nearest town, large village or small village.

3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest infant/primary school.

3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.

3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land © Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement. 100% greenfield site, adjacent to an existing settlement (Roydon).

4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).

4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.

5.1 Landscape sensitivit Site falls within an area of high landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are vulnerable to change
. P fvity and unable to absorb development without significant character change.

5.2 Settlement character sensitivit *) Development may improve settlement character through redevelopment of a run-down site or improvement in Proposed development provides an opportunity to establish a new settlement character, and improve / reinforce the
) ity townscape. character of the outlying eastern parts of Roydon, subject to sensitive design reflecting the adjacent listed buildings.

6.1 Topography constraints A Topographical constraints exist in the site but potential for mitigation.

6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.

6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.

6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Zgjeaégrtirglzeo;;lte development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or

6.4 Access to site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Access off Harlow Road.

- . Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination over small parts of the site (Brickworks / Gravel Pit / infilled pond). Potential adverse impact
6.5 Contamination constraints (-) that could be mitigated
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time.
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0306

Parish: Roydon
Size (ha): 14.05
Address: Roydon, south-east Area

Primary use:  Residential

Site notes:

Baseline yield: 200 dwellings.

Source for
baseline yield:

Site None

constraints:

Site selection
adjustment:

Community
feedback:

Dwellings: 421

Broad Area south-east of Roydon

Capacity re-assessed based on promoter material. Site boundary
re-drawing removing the recreation ground and allotments.

Feedback was received on ROY-B which is within or near to this
site. Refer to Appendix B1.4 for further details.

Hertford
;:=ﬁ’ .
=
@ﬁsr
es hunt @
S 4,95 Brentwood
Client

Based on promoter material. Developer proposals recognise
potential to provide a 'green buffer'.

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status Date

Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
SR-0306 Rev 2

ARUP

© Contains OS data © Crown copyright and database right (2016)

Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,

GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordnance Survey, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
P ,©0 and the GIS User Communi

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,

AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

EBB8OS5Fiii

Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
111 t on Int tionally Protected Sit ) Effects of allocating site for the proposed use are not likely to be significant alone but should be checked for in- |Residential development partially located between 400m and 2km from Epping Forest Special Area of Conservation.
-1Impact on Intemationally Frotected Sites combination effects. In-combination effects from recreational pressure likely.
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites ) Site falls within an Impact Risk Zone and due to the nature and scale of development proposed it is likely to be |Due to the development type (over 50 residential dwellings), development of the site is likely to pose a risk and
' P Y possible to mitigate the effects of the proposed development. consultation with Natural England is required. However, it is likely that mitigation to reduce the risk would be possible.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of © Site contains Ancient and/or Veteran trees but at a sufficiently low density across the site that removal could be |There are 4 Ancient trees directly affected by the site. The trees are dispersed at the edges of the site. Impacts to the
A-ncientr\)Noodland largely avoided or possible impacts could be mitigated. Ancient trees may be mitigated due to the low density and by considered masterplanning or translocation.
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is adjacent to two BAP priority habitats and lies within three buffer zones. The site may indirectly affect the
- P P habitats, but mitigation can be implemented to address this.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site. The site is adjacent to the Worlds End LWS. The site is unlikely to affect the features and species of the LWS.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets 0 Site is located within the setting of a heritage asset and effects can be mitigated. Unlikely to impact on settings of Registered Park and Garden, SM or Gl Listed Building due to distance. Positioned
. P 9 between two CAs so possible impact on settings. Possible mitigation through sensitive layout and high quality
design/materials.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo A Existing evidence and/or a lack of previous disturbance indicates a high likelihood for the discovery of high quality
: P 9y archaeological assets on the site.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt © Site is within Green Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very | The majority of the site is located within a low sensitivity Green Belt parcel. The site area is well aligned with identified
. low, low or medium. buffer features which would limit potential harm to the purposes of the wider Green Belt if the site was released.
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site between 400m and 1000m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities ) Site is less than 1000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land © Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement. 100% greenfield site, adjacent to an existing settlement (Roydon).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space. A negligible part of the site contains public open space and the recreation ground has been omitted for the
. pacity p P P development site boundary. Development will not involve the loss of public open space.
e Site falls within an area of high landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are vulnerable to change
5.1 Landscape sensitivity and unable to absorb development without significant character change.
e Development could detract from the existing settlement character. The scale of the proposed development and the extent of the site, is likely to have a negative affect on the semi-rural
5.2 Settlement character sensitivity ©) character of the area. Development may contribute to urban sprawl.
6.1 Topography constraints A Topographical constraints exist in the site but potential for mitigation.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 The intensity of site development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or Although protected trees are present on or adjacent to the site, as a result of their locations it is likely that they could be
) P adjacent to the site. incorporated into the proposed development subject to reasonable care in layout and design.
6.4 Access to site © Potential for access to the site to be created through third party land and agreement in place, or existing access |Access would need to be substantially upgraded with new access points (existing access is not sufficient).
. would require upgrade.
6.5 Contamination constraints A Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination over small part of the site (Sewage Works). Potential adverse impact that could be mitigated.
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Low level congestion expected at peak times within the vicinity of the site.
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0423 Hertford
Parish: Roydon
Size (ha): 0.88 : ) AT
: £ !
Address: Land East of Little Brook Road, Roydon %
g
. es hunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes:
4, Brentwood
-~ 5

Baseline yield: 27 dwellings
Source for Assumption based on 30 dph Client
baseline yield: Epping Forest District Council

Job Title

Epping Forest District Local Plan
gtl)t:stra'nts None Drawing Status Date

ints:

Issue March 2018

Drawing No Issue
Site selection None SR-0423 Rev 2

adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

H T . . . © Contains OS data ® Crown copyright and database right (2016)
Communlty The Council did not consult on a growth location which covers or is Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, \:lermap‘ increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,

. i i GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ord| S , Esri J; , METI, Esri China (H Kong), swisstopo,
feedback: near to this site. e«: ase, K jaster rdnance urveaynd ;r; GalpsazserCom;:nl ina (Hong Kong), swisstopo,

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
DweII ings: 27 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 Effects of allocating site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination

with other sites).

Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed

1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites v development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.

: . Site contains Ancient and/or Veteran trees but at a sufficiently low density across the site that removal could be |There is 1 Ancient tree directly affected by the site. The tree is located in the south of the site and may be affected by
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of (-)

Ancient Woodland largely avoided or possible impacts could be mitigated. development. Impacts may be mitigated by considered masterplanning or translocation.

Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.

1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is almost wholly within a Wet Woodland buffer and partially within a Deciduous Woodland buffer zone. The site

- P ty Sp: may indirectly affect the habitats, but mitigation can be implemented to address this.

- " Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site. The site is within the 250m buffer for the Worlds End LWS. The site is unlikely to affect the features and species of the
1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites 0 WS
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
: Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site. Unlikely to impact on settings of Registered Park and Garden, Conservation Area or Grade | Listed Building due to

1.8a Impact on heritage assets (+) distance and scale
1.8b Impact on archaeolo A Existing evidence and/or a lack of previous disturbance indicates a high likelihood for the discovery of high quality

: P 9y archaeological assets on the site.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.

2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt Site is within Green Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be high or

very high.
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities ) Site is less than 1000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is greenfield land that is neither within nor adjacent to a settiement. 100% greenfield site, 600m from an existing settlement (Roydon).

4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).

4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.

Site falls within an area of high landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are vulnerable to change

5.1 Landscape sensitivity and unable to absorb development without significant character change.

Development is unlikely to have an effect on settlement character. Low density development is proposed which reflects the semi-rural character of the area. Therefore, development is

5.2 Settlement character sensitivity 0 not likely to have an impact on the character of the area.

6.1 Topography constraints Topographical constraints in the site may preclude development.

6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.

6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.

The intensity of site development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or

6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 adjacent to the site.
6.4 Access to site © Potential for access to the site to be created through third party land and agreement in place, or existing access |Access would need to be achieved through existing properties along road.
. would require upgrade.
o . No contamination issues identified on site to date. No potential contamination identified.
6.5 Contamination constraints 0
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time. B576
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Site Suitability Assessment 3
Site Reference: SR-0424 Hertford @@
Parish: Roydon
Size (ha): 4.36 o &) A
Address: Water Lane Cottage and Adjacent Field % 3
o
. es hunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes:
: 3»-?? 4,95 Brentwood
Baseline yield: 131 dwellings
Client

Source for
baseline yield:

Site None

constraints:

Site selection None

adjustment:

Community
feedback:

Dwellings: 131

Assumption based on 30 dph

Feedback was received on HAR-B which is within or near to this
site. Refer to Appendix B1.4 for further details.

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status Date

Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
SR-0424 Rev 2

ARUP

© Contains OS data © Crown copyright and database right (2016)

Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,

GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordnance Survey, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
P ,©0 and the GIS User Communi

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,

AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

EBB8OS5Fiii

Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment

1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘I’Evfi“:ﬁcshzfr 2:2(8:5;1tmg site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination

1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sit -~ Site falls within an Impact Risk Zone and due to the nature and scale of development proposed it is likely to be |Due to the development type (over 100 residential dwellings), development of the site is likely to pose a risk and
' pact on Natlonally Frotected siles ) possible to mitigate the effects of the proposed development. consultation with Natural England is required. However, it is likely that mitigation to reduce the risk would be possible.

1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.

1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.

Ancient Woodland

1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.

1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is partially within a small area of a BAP priority habitat with no main features, and in the related buffer zone.
- P ty Sp: The site may indirectly affect the habitat, but mitigation can be implemented to address this.

1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.

1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1. Some 98% of the site is in Flood Zone 1. Higher Flood Risk Zones 2 and 3a, covering 2%, are located in the northern
-f Floodris corner of the site and can be avoided through site layout.

1.8a Impact on heritage assets ~ Site is located within a Conservation Area or adjacent to a Listed Building or other heritage asset and effects can |Within Nazeing and South Roydon Conservation Area but possibility for development of high quality design/materials
. P 9 ) be mitigated. and appropriate layout. Possible development along road to minimise landscape impact.

1.8b Impact on archaeolo A Existing evidence and/or a lack of previous disturbance indicates a high likelihood for the discovery of high quality
: P 9y archaeological assets on the site.

1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.

2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt Site is within Green Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be high or JAlmost all of the site is within a high sensitivity Green Belt parcel which prevents the spraw! of Harlow. The Green Belt
) v very high. parcel is a gateway point to the town with added strategic importance and its release may harm the purposes of the

wider Green Belt.

3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.

3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.

3.3 Distance to employment locations “ Site is more than 2400m from an employment site/location.

3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.

3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.

3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest secondary school.

3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is greenfield land that is neither within nor adjacent to a settiement. 100% greenfield site, 800m from an existing settlement (Harlow).

4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).

4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.

5.1 Landscape sensitivit A Site falls within an area of medium landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are resilient to change |The form and extent of any development would have to be sensitive to the location to avoid potential adverse impact
. P Y and able to absorb development without significant character change. on the wider landscape character.

5.2 Settlement character sensitivit A Development could detract from the existing settlement character. Site is within a very low density area with scattered developments around it. Therefore, development is likely to affect
- ftivity & the predominantly rural character of the area.

6.1 Topography constraints A Topographical constraints exist in the site but potential for mitigation.

6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.

6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.

6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Zgjeaégrtirglzeo;tilte development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or

6.4 Access to site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Access off Water Lane.

- . Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination over part of site (Smithy). Potential adverse impact that could be mitigated.
6.5 Contamination constraints (-)
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Low level congestion expected at peak times within the vicinity of the site.
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0675 Hertford
Parish: Roydon
Size (ha): 0.24 o A
Address: Parkfields Garages, Nos. 4-19, Roydon % °
g
es hunt @

Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Council owned garages with associated parking and turning area.

4, Brentwood

Baseline yield: 7 dwellings

Source for Assumption based on 30 dph Client

baseline yield: Epping Forest District Council
Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Zi)trelstraints. Site is an awkward shape. Drawing Status -

) Issue March 2018

Drawing No Issue

Site selection None SR-0675 Rev 2

adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

community The Council did not consult on a growth location which covers or is (20?1?:;in;sg,stEa;{aE?DCeT::png,o\pr):tr;grrhn'aapr,‘?n(l?::r:zf\?;g(;')r(:(,)1(_‘2800, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,
. i i GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ord| S , Esri J; , METI, Esri China (H K ), swisstopo,
feedback: near to this site. eﬁ ase, K jaster rdnance urveaynd 5‘:\3 GaIpSaBserCOm;:nl ina (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
DweII ings: 4 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
111 t on Int tionally Protected Sit ) Effects of allocating site for the proposed use are not likely to be significant alone but should be checked for in- |Residential development between 400m and 2km from Epping Forest Special Area of Conservation. In-combination
-1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites combination effects. effects from recreational pressure likely.
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed

1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.

1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.

1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.

Ancient Woodland

Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.

1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site !s qdjacenl toa Woodlgnd Pasturg aqd Parklanc! BAP priority habitat and i§ in the relevant buffer zone. The
site may indirectly affect the habitat, but mitigation can be implemented to address this.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets *) Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site. ;th!(:é);,to impact on settings of Registered Park and Garden, Conservation Area or Grade | Listed Building, due to
1.8b Impact on archaeology A Existing evi_dence and/or a Iac!( of previous disturbance indicates a high likelihood for the discovery of high quality
archaeological assets on the site.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt *) Site is not located in the Green Belt.
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities ) Site is less than 1000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is previously developed land within or adjacent to a settlement. 100% brownfield site, within an existing settlement (Roydon).

4.2 Impact on agricultural land 0 Development of the site would not result in the loss of agricultural land.

4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.

Site falls within an area of high landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are vulnerable to change

5.1 Landscape sensitivity and unable to absorb development without significant character change.

Development may improve settlement character through redevelopment of a run-down site or improvementin  |Site is identified as a potential regeneration area and is existing garages and parking within the settlement and

5.2 Settlement character sensitivity *) townscape. provides a opportunity for intensification. Therefore, redevelopment could enhance the character of the area.
6.1 Topography constraints A Topographical constraints exist in the site but potential for mitigation.

6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.

6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.

The intensity of site development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or

6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 adjacent to the site.
. Potential for access to the site to be created through third party land and agreement in place, or existing access |Access off Parkfields, which may require upgrading.
6.4 Access to site (-) ;
would require upgrade.
o . No contamination issues identified on site to date. No potential contamination identified.
6.5 Contamination constraints 0
6.6 Traffic impact Site below site size threshold where it would be expected to significantly affect congestion. B578
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Site Suitability Assessment
Site Reference: SR-0890 Hertford
Parish: Roydon
Size (ha): 6.33 : ) AT
3 £ !

Address: Land at Epping Road, Roydon, Harlow, Essex ¥

g

: : . s hunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: One residential dwelling with outbuildings and garden and
agricultural field to the rear
= 4,95 Brentwood
Baseline yield: 60 dwellings
Client

Source for
baseline yield:

Indicated in Request for Pre-Application Planning Advice form
(dwellings equivalent to 9 dph)

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Site Site is 90% covered by a SR-0306. As such the yield is reduced for FE—

constraints: this site to avoid double counting. rawing Status Date
Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue

Site selection Full capacity reinstated for site selection assessment (overlapping SR-0890 Rev 2

adjustment:  site).
Community
feedback:
Dwellings: 60

Feedback was received on ROY-B which is within or near to this
site. Refer to Appendix B1.4 for further details.
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EBB8OS5Fiii

Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
111 t on Int tionally Protected Sit ) Effects of allocating site for the proposed use are not likely to be significant alone but should be checked for in- |Residential development between 400m and 2km from Epping Forest Special Area of Conservation. In-combination
-1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites combination effects. effects from recreational pressure likely.
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites ) Site falls within an Impact Risk Zone and due to the nature and scale of development proposed it is likely to be |Due to the development type (over 50 residential dwellings), development of the site is likely to pose a risk and
' P Y possible to mitigate the effects of the proposed development. consultation with Natural England is required. However, it is likely that mitigation to reduce the risk would be possible.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of © Site contains Ancient and/or Veteran trees but at a sufficiently low density across the site that removal could be |There is 1 Ancient tree directly affected by the site. The tree is located in the north-eastern corner of the site and may
A-ncientr\)Noodland largely avoided or possible impacts could be mitigated. be affected by development. Impacts may be mitigated by considered masterplanning or translocation.
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. Eglesrnn:n;Zdﬁin;ZZ{egs“Tﬁ?s three buffer zones. The site may indirectly affect the habitats, but mitigation can be
1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site. I\f/\\;essne is within the 250m buffer for the Worlds End LWS. The site is unlikely to affect the features and species of the
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets 0 Site is located within the setting of a heritage asset and effects can be mitigated. Unlikely to impact on settings of RPG, Scheduled Monument, or Grade | Listed Building due to distance. Possible
. P 9 impact on setting of Nazeing and South Roydon CA but possible mitigation through sensitive layout and high quality
design/materials.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo A Existing evidence and/or a lack of previous disturbance indicates a high likelihood for the discovery of high quality
: P 9y archaeological assets on the site.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt © Site is within Green Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very JAlmost all the site is within a low sensitivity Green Belt parcel which is separated from the wider Green Belt by dense
. low, low or medium. planted buffers to the east. If the site was released it would have limited harm to the purposes of the wider Green Belt.
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site between 400m and 1000m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land © Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement. 95% greenfield site, adjacent to an existing settlement (Roydon).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space *+) Development could provide an opportunity to improve links to adjacent existing public open space or provide [No public open space is located in the site area. Development will not involve the loss of public open space. An
: pacily P P P access to open space which is currently private. existing site masterplan identifies opportunities to provide new public open spaces in the development proposal.
e Site falls within an area of high landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are vulnerable to change
5.1 Landscape sensitivity and unable to absorb development without significant character change.
e Development is unlikely to have an effect on settlement character. Low density development is proposed which reflects the rural character of the area. Therefore, development is not
5.2 Settlement character sensitivity © likely to have an impact on the character of the area.
6.1 Topography constraints A Topographical constraints exist in the site but potential for mitigation.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Zgjeeu;lgrtirgl%eo;tilte development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.4 Access to site © Potential for access to the site to be created through third party land and agreement in place, or existing access |Existing track off Epping Road, which would require upgrading to support development.
. would require upgrade.
6.5 Contamination constraints 0 No contamination issues identified on site to date. No potential contamination identified.
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time.
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0912 Hertford
Parish: Roydon
Size (ha): 0.90 : ) AT
: £ !
Address: The Dellers, Epping Road, Broadley Common, Nazeing, Essex, ¥
EN9 2DH ?ﬁ
§ <
. es hunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Residential dwelling and grazing land
g 4,;5 Brentwood
Baseline yield: 27 dwellings
. Client

Source for Assumption based on 30 dph
baseline yield: Epping Forest District Council

Job Title

Epping Forest District Local Plan
Site ) No constraints identified. r— o
constraints:

Issue March 2018

Drawing No Issue
Site selection None SR-0912 Rev 1

adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

community The COU"!C" fjid not consult on a growth location which covers or is (20?1?:;:inEssﬁ,stEa;{aE?DCeT:;?nce,o\pgtr;grrhn'aaprﬁni?ear::f\?gg(;')r(:(,)1(_‘2BCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,
feedback: near to thls s|te_ GeoBase, \Gl\é {}fadaster NL, Ordnance Survea\ﬁdE;lJsalpsaE,SI;IIrECTLI),mE;:rillmna (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
SQI:PCE. Esn: DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
DweII ings: 27 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘I’Evfi“:ﬁcshzfr 2:ng?tlng site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed |No requirement to consult with Natural England for residential development.
- P Y development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets ~ Site is located within a Conservation Area or adjacent to a Listed Building or other heritage asset and effects can JWithin Nazeing and South Roydon Conservation Area. Development to rear of plot contrary to historic pattern of
. P 9 ) be mitigated. development and potentially harmful — possible mitigation through reduction in density, appropriate layout, high quality
design/materials.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo A Existing evidence and/or a lack of previous disturbance indicates a high likelihood for the discovery of high quality
: P 9y archaeological assets on the site.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt A Isol‘:ve |§ng?::eedirfrin Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations “ Site is more than 2400m from an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is more than 4000m from the nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is greenfield land that is neither within nor adjacent to a settiement. 80% greenfield site, 350m from an existing settlement (Harlow).

4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).

4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.

5.1 Landscape sensitivit ) Site falls within an area of medium landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are resilient to change |Proposals have the potential to influence landscape character. The form and extent of any development would have to
. P Y and able to absorb development without significant character change. be sensitive to the location to avoid potential adverse impact on wider landscape character.

5.2 Settlement character sensitivit A Development could detract from the existing settlement character. Proposed development is of a higher density than surrounding development, located within a Conservation Area and
- ftivity . would extend past the existing settlement edge constituting sprawl.

6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.

6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.

6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.

The intensity of site development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or

6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 adjacent to the site.

6.4 Access to site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Existing access from Epping Road.

6.5 Contamination constraints 0 Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Horticultural Nursery). Potential adverse impact could be mitigated.

6.6 Traffic impact 0 Low level congestion expected at peak times within the vicinity of the site. B580
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Site Suitability Assessment
Site Reference: SR-0956 Hertford
Parish: Roydon
Size (ha): 1.51 : ) AT
. £ !
Address: Halls Green, Land lying to the North of Epping Green, CM19 5DG ¥
g
. eshunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Vacant field
4, Brentwood
S 25
Baseline yield: 45 dwellings
Client

Source for
baseline yield:

Site No constraints identified.

constraints:

Site selection None
adjustment:

Community

feedback: near to this site.
Dwellings: 45

Assumption based on 30 dph

The Council did not consult on a growth location which covers or is

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status Date

Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
SR-0956 Rev 1
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Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘I’Evfi“:ﬁcshzfr 2:ng?tlng site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed |No requirement to consult with Natural England for residential development.
- P Y development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site encompasses all of a BAP priority habitat with no main feature, and is in two BAP priority habitat buffer zones.
- P ty Sp: The site is likely to directly affect the whole of the BAP priority habitat and effects may not be mitigable.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site. The site is partially within the Roydon Brickfields North 250m buffer zone. The site may indirectly affect the Local
o 1mp fidiite St Wildlife Sites, but mitigation could be implemented to address this.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets ~ Site is located within a Conservation Area or adjacent to a Listed Building or other heritage asset and effects can |Within Nazeing and South Roydon CA and adjacent Grade Il Listed Building Baldwyns. Development of 45 dwellings
. P 9 ) be mitigated. would negatively impact on CA and setting of Listed Building — smaller development along roadside acceptable if high
quality design/materials
1.8b Impact on archaeolo 0 There is a medium likelihood that further archaeological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
. P 9y unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt s;trey Iﬁi;ﬂthm Green Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be high or
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations 0 Site is more than 1600m and less than 2400m from an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is greenfield land that is neither within nor adjacent to a settiement. 100% greenfield site, 800m from an existing settlement (Harlow).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit Site falls within an area of high landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are vulnerable to change
. P fvity and unable to absorb development without significant character change.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit A Development could detract from the existing settlement character. Proposed development is of a higher density than surrounding dispersed linear village, located within a Conservation
- ftivity & Area and adjacent to Grade Il Listed Building Baldwyns. Negative impact could be mitigated through lower
scale/density and design.
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Zgjeaégrtirglzeo;;lte development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.4 Access to site 0 Access to the site can be created within landholding adjacent to the highway. Access can be achieved from Epping Road to the site.
o . No contamination issues identified on site to date. No potential contamination identified.
6.5 Contamination constraints 0
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Low level congestion expected at peak times within the vicinity of the site.

B581

©Arup



Site Suitability Assessment
Site Reference: SR-0964-Z Hertford
Parish: Roydon
Size (ha): 72.30 ) o
3 £ !

Address: Land to the West of Harlow between Old House Lane, Epping b

Road, Water Lane and Katherines, Harlow, Essex, CM19 5DJ gﬁw

: : : es hunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Agricultural fields and glasshouses / nurseries
S ,,,)5 Brentwood
Baseline yield: 1,100 dwellings
Client

Source for
baseline yield:

Site No constraints identified.

constraints:

Site selection None

adjustment:

Community
feedback:

Feedback was received on HAR-B which is within or near to this
site. Refer to Appendix B1.4 for further details.

Indicated in representation to Draft Local Plan consultation

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status Date

Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
SR-0964-Z Rev 1
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DweII ings: 1,100 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘I’Evfi“:ﬁc;?hzfr 2:2(8:5;1tmg site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites ) Site falls within an Impact Risk Zone and due to the nature and scale of development proposed it is likely to be |Due to the development type (over 100 residential dwellings), development of the site is likely to pose a risk and
' P Y possible to mitigate the effects of the proposed development. consultation with Natural England is required. However, it is likely that mitigation to reduce the risk would be possible.
. Site is adjacent to or contains Ancient Woodland but possible effects can be mitigated. The site is adjacent to the Harolds Grove Ancient Woodland. The site would likely indirectly affect a small area of the
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland ) Ancient Woodland, but it is likely that potential effects can be mitigated.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of © Site contains Ancient and/or Veteran trees but at a sufficiently low density across the site that removal could be |There are approximately 17 Ancient trees directly affected by the site. The trees are dispersed throughout the site, and
A-ncientr\)Noodland largely avoided or possible impacts could be mitigated. development may directly affect the trees. Impacts may be mitigated by considered masterplanning or translocation.
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
- . . Features and species in the site may not be retained in their entirety but effects can be mitigated. The site encompasses multiple areas of Deciduous Woodland and BAP priority habitat with no main feature, and is
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats ) within three buffer zones. The site is likely to directly affect the BAP priority habitats, however effect may be reduced
through mitigation.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites © Features and species in the site may not be retained in their entirety but effects can be mitigated. The site encompasses the Parndon Wood LWS and around half of the Brickfield Wood LWS. The site is likely to
: P directly affect the Local Wildlife Sites, but mitigation in the form of considered masterplanning could be implemented.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1. Some 97% of the site is in Flood Zone 1. Higher Flood Risk Zones 2 and 3a covering 3% is located in the south-
. eastern corner of the site and can be avoided through site layout.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets © Site is located within a Conservation Area or adjacent to a Listed Building or other heritage asset and effects can |Adjacent and partially within Nazeing and South Roydon CA. Impact on CA and settings of SM to north-west and LBs
. P 9 be mitigated. to south. Possible mitigation through sensitive layout (developing east of site not west) and high quality
design/materials.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo 0 There is a medium likelihood that further archaeological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
. P 9y unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt ilet; Iﬁi;ﬂthm Green Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be high or
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site between 400m and 1000m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations “ Site is more than 2400m from an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land © Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement. 95% greenfield site, adjacent to an existing settlement (Harlow).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
e Site falls within an area of high landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are vulnerable to change
5.1 Landscape sensitivity and unable to absorb development without significant character change.
e Development may improve settlement character through redevelopment of a run-down site or improvement in Proposed extension to Harlow provides an opportunity to establish a new settlement character, and improve / reinforce
5.2 Settlement character sensitivity *) townscape. the character of the outlying western parts of Harlow.
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 The intensity of site development would be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or adjacent to [The protected trees on or adjacent to the site could be incorporated into the development proposed, subject to care in
. P the site. the layout, but would be likely to have a significant adverse impact on the suitability of the site for development.
6.4 Access 1o site ) Suitable access to site already exists. Existing multiple points of access from Old House Lane, Water Lane Epping Road. There is potential to provide further
. points of access from Old House Lane, Epping Road and Water Lane.
6.5 Contamination constraints A Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Horticultural Nursery / Works). Potential adverse impact could be mitigated.
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Low level congestion expected at peak times within the vicinity of the site.
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Site Suitability Assessment 3
Site Reference: SR-0976 Hertford @g
Parish: Roydon
Size (ha): 2.65 ) o
: £t !
Address: Parklands Nursery, Parkfields, Roydon, Harlow, Essex, CM19 5JB [%F% ¥
& 3
. s hunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Agricultural land, dwelling and outbuildings ™
S S"V;;fj 4,)5 Brentwood
Baseline yield: 80 dwellings
Client

Source for
baseline yield:

Site No constraints identified.

constraints:

Site selection None
adjustment:

Community

feedback: near to this site.
Dwellings: 80

Assumption based on 30 dph

The Council did not consult on a growth location which covers or is

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status Date

Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
SR-0976 Rev 1
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Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
111 t on Int tionally Protected Sit 0 Effects of allocating site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination |Residential development between 400m and 2km from Lee Valley Special Protection Area. Evidence from the Habitats
-1Impact on Intemationally Frotected Sites with other sites). Regulation Assessment (2016) indicates that in-combination effects from urbanisation or recreational pressure are
unlikely.
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sit -~ Site falls within an Impact Risk Zone and due to the nature and scale of development proposed it is likely to be |Due to the development type (over 50 residential dwellings), development of the site is likely to pose a risk and
' pact on Natlonally Frotected siles ) possible to mitigate the effects of the proposed development. consultation with Natural England is required. However, it is likely that mitigation to reduce the risk would be possible.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is adjacent to an area of Wood Pasture and Parkland, and wholly within three BAP priority habitat buffer
- P ty Sp: zones. The site may indirectly affect the BAP priority habitats, but mitigation could be implemented to address this.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
: Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site. Unlikely to impact on settings of Conservation Area or Grade | Listed Building due to distance and existing built form in
1.8a Impact on heritage assets (+) between
1.8b Impact on archaeolo A Existing evidence and/or a lack of previous disturbance indicates a high likelihood for the discovery of high quality
: P 9y archaeological assets on the site.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt A Isol‘:ve |§ng?::eedirfrin Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site between 400m and 1000m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities ) Site is less than 1000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land © Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement. 80% greenfield site, adjacent to an existing settlement (Roydon).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit Site falls within an area of high landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are vulnerable to change
. P fvity and unable to absorb development without significant character change.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit A Development could detract from the existing settlement character. Proposed development on edge of settlement is higher density than surrounding development and could affect
- ftivity & settlement character. Impact could be mitigated through lower density.
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
. The intensity of site development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or Although protected trees are present on or adjacent to the site, it is likely that they could be incorporated into the
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) U adjacent to the site. proposed layout, subject to reasonable care, without adverse impact on the suitability of the site for development.
6.4 Access to site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Existing access from Parkfields.
- . Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Horticultural Nursery). Potential adverse impact could be mitigated.
6.5 Contamination constraints (-)
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Low level congestion expected at peak times within the vicinity of the site.
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-1011 Hertford
Parish: Roydon
Size (ha): 2.33 : ) AT
: £ !
Address: New Barns Farm, Epping Road, Roydon, Harlow, Essex, CM19 ¥
5DB ?ﬁ
BT
: . . s hunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Agricultural buildings and field
S ,,,)5 Brentwood

Baseline yield: 9 dwellings

Source for Indicated in pre-application request Cllent

baseline yield: Epping Forest District Council
Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

ggrelstra_nts No constraints identified. Drawing Status -

ints:

Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue

Site selection None SR-1011 Rev 1

adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

Community  The Council did not consult on a growth location which covers or is Sources: . HERE, Datome. memap, neremen:  Cotp, GEBOO, USGS, FAO, NP5, NRCAN,
. i i GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ord| S , Esri J; , METI, Esri China (H K ), swisstopo,
feedback: near to this site. eﬁ ase, K jaster rdnance uwea‘i\d ;r; GalpsaﬂserCOm;:nl ina (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
Dwell ings: 9 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
111 t on Int tionally Protected Sit 0 Effects of allocating site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination |Residential development between 400m and 2km from Lee Valley Special Protection Area. Evidence from the Habitats
-1 Impact on Internationally Frotected Sites with other sites). Regulation Assessment (2016) indicates that in-combination effects from urbanisation or recreational pressure are
unlikely.

1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 g:j:lip?:e:\rﬁs Ilr}:fﬁigtlylzslgoignae;St[i’]foreséssg(-) requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed

1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.

1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.

Ancient Woodland

Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.

1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is adjacent to a BAP priority habitat with no main feature, and is within three BAP priority habitat buffer zones.
- P ty Sp: The site may indirectly affect the BAP priority habitats, but mitigation could be implemented to address this.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site. The site is partially within the World End LWS 250m buffer zone. The site may indirectly affect the Local Wildlife Site,
E P lidlite Si but mitigation can be implemented to address this.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets ~ Site is located within a Conservation Area or adjacent to a Listed Building or other heritage asset and effects can |Within Nazeing and South Roydon CA and site contains 2 Gll LBs. Proposed number of dwellings would cause
. P 9 ) be mitigated. unacceptable harm to settings of LBs and CA. Sympathetic conversion of historic barns would be acceptable.
There is a medium likelihood that further archaeological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
1.8b Impact on archaeology 0 N . N
unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.

2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt Site is within Green Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be high or

very high.
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site between 400m and 1000m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.

3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.

3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is greenfield land that is neither within nor adjacent to a settiement. 95% greenfield site, 100m from an existing settlement (Roydon).

4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).

4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.

Site falls within an area of high landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are vulnerable to change

5.1 Landscape sensitivity and unable to absorb development without significant character change.

5.2 Settlement character sensitivity 0 Development is unlikely to have an effect on settlement character. S;ﬂior::ﬂxlg\ga?:gzig development on edge of village and retention of Listed Buildings on site not likely to impact on
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.

6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.

6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.

The intensity of site development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or The proportionate area affected by the protected tree cover is limited, and so subject to care in the layout it would not

6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) v adjacent to the site. be a significant constraint.

6.4 Access 1o site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Existing multiple points of access from Epping Road.

6.5 Contamination constraints A Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Farm / Infilled Ground). Potential adverse impact could be mitigated.

6.6 Traffic impact Site below site size threshold where it would be expected to significantly affect congestion. B584
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