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1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 This Consultation Statement has been prepared to fulfil the legal obligations of the
Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012 in respect of the Chigwell
Neighbourhood Plan.

1.2 The legal basis of the Statement is provided by Section 15(2) of Part 5 of the 2012
Neighbourhood Planning Regulations (as amended), which requires that a consultation
statement should:

Contain details of the persons and bodies who were consulted about the
proposed neighbourhood development plan;

e Explain how they were consulted;

e Summarise the main issues and concerns raised by the persons consulted; and
e Describe how these issues and concerns have been considered and, where
relevant, addressed in the proposed neighbourhood development plan.

1.3 However, a greater level of consultation and formulation work has been undertaken
over the full project period than the legislation requires, and this is set out in summary
below.

1.4 Essentially, the project commenced as early as the 2012 Issues & Options Document of
the Local Plan published by the local planning authority, Epping Forest District Council.
Although the Parish Council had net yet sought to designate the Parish as a Neighbourhood
Area for the purpose of making a Neighbourhood Plan, it has begun to gauge local opinion
on the emerging proposals of the Local Plan. Not surprisingly, there were many local
objections to the options rehearsed in that document, which examined a series of major
land releases from the Green Belt to enable housing development in the Parish.

1.5 Once designated in 2014, the Parish Council formed a Neighbourhood Plan Committee
and marshalled the information it already held on community opinion. It then organised an
extensive, informal consultation exercise in September 2014 to January 2015 to begin to
shape the scope and intent of the Plan.



1.6 Together with its own technical sites assessment information, this opinion formed the
basis of the draft proposals published in the Chigwell Neighbourhood Pre—Submission Plan
in October 2016.

1.7 The nature of the comments made on the Plan, especially by the District Council and by
Natural England, meant that 2017 was used to re-scope and re-draft many of the policies to
resolve their respective concerns. Drafts of the Submission Plan were prepared in May 2017
and again in October 2017 to share with both organisations as part of this process. The
conclusion to the Habitat Regulations Assessment process in February 2018 has now
enabled the Neighbourhood Plan to be submitted for examination and referendum.



2. CONSULTATION PROCESS

Early Plan Making Stage (September 2014 — September 2016)

2.1 The community engagement process began in earnest once the Parish Council had
understood more about the opportunities and constraints on preparing is Neighbourhood
Plan. The fact that all of the rural Parish lies in the Green Belt meant that the Plan could not
allocate land in the conventional way due to national planning policy.

2.2 The informal consultation exercise of September 2014 to January 2015 was intended to
raise the profile of the project with the local community and to better understand their
preferences for managing housing growth and development, on the assumption that saying
‘no’ was not going to be an option (see Appendix A). A series of open days was arranged at
the Parish Council offices, where people could use ‘post-its’ and maps to identify planning
issues and opportunities. The Council also used Door to Door Ltd to circulate a
guestionnaire to every household and business in the Parish and an independent research
company was used to analyse and report the results to the Neighbourhood Plan Committee.

2.3 The questionnaire was very successful, with a response rate of 30% of households. It
provided some key messages, notably the dislike of one or two major Green Belt releases
for housing development and of the idea of building on existing open spaces in the urban
areas of the Parish. It provided an indication that there may be some support for a strategy
that allowed for the release of Green Belt for housing land, if it was done through a number
of small schemes dispersed around the edges of the urban area. Opinion seemed to favour
this approach as it would limit the impact in any one location and would help distribute
additional traffic by the houses across the road network. The community also showed a
keen interest in the Parish Council finding a way to build a new community facility in the
main village.

2.4 Members of the Committee met with District Council officers in November 2015 and in
January 2016 to discuss how the Neighbourhood Plan may relate to the emerging Local Plan,
given the Green Belt policy-making constraints. It was agreed that, although final decisions
on Green Belt land releases could only be made by the Local Plan (and this was inevitable,
given the housing need in the District), the Neighbourhood Plan could be useful in shaping
where and how this might be done. The basis of a site assessment methodology was noted
(blending the SHLAA data, Green Belt Review criteria and Sustainability Appraisal criteria)
and work commenced on that process over summer 2016, once the latter criteria has been
consulted on with the statutory bodies.

2.5 The Committee formed a long list of sites from the SHLAA and from the interest shown
by other land interests in the Parish and, using the methodology to exclude sites, formed a
short list of sites that would be included in the Pre-Submission Plan. At that stage, the
Committee was still assuming that the District Council would have to plan for making
significant land releases from the Green Belt and that its Plan would present a sustainable
and deliverable means of doing so that accorded with the technical analysis and, crucially,
with local opinion.



2.6 It had wanted to undertake informal consultations on the short-listed sites during this
period, but the timetable for the preparation of the Local Plan did not allow it. Instead, it
focused on refining the necessary technical work for the site assessments and decided to
use the opportunity presented by the formal Pre-Submission consultation period, which for
the most part, would be coinciding with the equivalent consultation by the District Council
on the Draft Local Plan in autumn 2016.

Pre-Submission Neighbourhood Plan (October 2016)

2.7 This pubic consultation commenced on 6 October 2016 for a duration of six weeks to
conclude on 23 November 2016. With the advice of the District Council in respect of
meeting the requirements of Schedule 1 of the Regulations, the following table shows the
variety of organisations and groups consulted:

Statutory Consultees Local Consultees

Essex County Council Chigwell Row Ward residents
Epping Forest District Council Chigwell Village Ward residents
Buckhurst Hill Parish Council Grange Hill Ward residents
Loughton Town Council Local landowners

The Environment Agency The Chigwell Residents Association

Historic England

Natural England

London Borough of Redbridge
Theydon Bois Parish Council
Highways England

Homes & Communities Agency

2.8 The following methods were used to seek the views of the consultees:

e Written letters and pamphlets

e 12 public meetings (with Parish Councillors)

e On line consultation (via the Chigwell Parish Council website)
e Parish Open-days forums (with Parish Councillors)

2.9 Copies of the Neighbourhood Plan (and the Draft Local Plan, which was published
shortly afterwards) were made available at the Parish offices during the entire duration of
the public consultation and were uploaded to its website.

2.10 All statutory consultees were contacted in writing while residents received two
information pamphlets delivered to their door. The first pamphlet provided details of the
consultation dates, the purpose and information on where the respective documents could
be obtained. The second pamphlet set out the primary differences between the
Neighbourhood Plan and the Draft Local Plan proposals.



2.11 A public meeting was arranged during the consultation period for the residents of the
Limes Farm Estate. The attendance observed was in excess of four hundred residents. The
Chigwell Residents Association held a meeting in late October, during the public
consultation period. The Chairman of the CPC Neighbourhood Plan Committee addressed
attending members to explain the rational of the Neighbourhood Plan and to listen to their
feedback. This meeting was held solely to discuss the Neighbourhood Plan and was
attended by a variety of committee members.

2.12 Two long weekends (Friday, Saturday and Sunday) of Drop In sessions were provided so
that further information could be obtained and residents could make their views known.
These were attended by both officers and councillors.

2.13 To ensure that residents were properly made aware of the Neighbourhood Plan and
the respective consultation the Parish Council employed Door to Door Ltd to distribute
information pamphlets directly to residents. This delivery was verified using a tracking
service that demonstrated residents had received the circular.

Sustainability Appraisal

2.14 The Parish Council consulted the statutory consultees — the District Council, Essex
County Council, Natural England, Historic England and the Environment Agency —on a
Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report in April 2016, as per the 2004 Environmental
Assessment of Plans & Programmes Regulations. Although the District Council had not made
a formal screening opinion, it was agreed with the Parish Council that the scope of the
Neighbourhood Plan has the potential for significant sustainability effects.

2.15 Again, as per the Regulations, the Draft Sustainability Appraisal was published
alongside the Pre-Submission Neighbourhood Plan for the statutory consultation period in
October 2016. Representations were received on both the Plan and Appraisal, as
summarised in the summary report in Appendix B.

2.16 The many changes made to the Neighbourhood Plan during 2017 have meant a
number of reiterations of the Appraisal have been necessary. A final version of the report is
published as part of the submission documentation.

Habitat Regulations Assessment (HRA)

2.17 At the outset of the project, the Parish Council was made aware of the need to screen
the Neighbourhood Plan for any significant effects on the Epping Forest Special Area of
Conservation (SAC). As per the Conservation of Habitats & Species Regulations 2017 (“the
Habitat Regulations”), the Parish Council has shared with the District Council (as the
‘competent authority’) the required information to screen for effects (in the form of a HRA
Screening Assessment report, February 2018). It has also consulted with the ‘responsible
nature conservation body’ (Natural England) throughout the process (see Appendix D) up to
and including on the HRA screening report during February 2018.



3. KEY ISSUES RAISED IN THE CONSULTATION
Local Consultees

3.1 Approximately 1,124 responses were received during the consultation (i.e. approx. 10%
of the population). This was a smaller response than the 3,000 made on the Local Plan
Issues & Options in 2012 and to the informal consultations in late 2015. However, the
response was strong enough for the Committee to have a clear idea on the nature of the
support for its Plan, especially in comparison with the proposals of the Draft Local Plan.

3.2 To some extent, the lower response rate was a result of the lower levels of development
proposed (down from the 1,200 dwellings proposed in 2012 to approximately 650/700). The
sites selected by the Parish Council for development were generally deemed to be far more
rational and feasible. However, there were some exceptions, notably the Chigwell Nursery

site and the Land west of Froghall Lane.

3.3 The table below lists the localities in order of the number of responses received.

Location

Number
of
individual
replies

Total
Number
of
responses

Traffic
Concerns
(%)

Lack of
Infrastructure
(%)

Green
Belt
concerns
(%)

Open
Spaces
concerns
(%)

Favoured
CPC NP
(%)

Opposed
EFDCLP
(%)

Limes Farm
Estate
(surrounding
area)

436

436

100%

NIL

NIL

100%

100%

100%

Mount
Pleasant
Road

332

332

100%

90%

100%

NIL

20%

NIL

Parish
Council
Offices
(Open Day
Forums)

126

126

60%

50%

50%

70%

90%

90%

Millwell
Crescent

15

15

100%

50%

40%

40%

50%

50%

Chigwell
Row &
Grange
Crescent

12

100%

60%

40%

20%

50%

50%

Chigwell
Village(High
Road)

14

70%

50%

40%

40%

50%

50%

Manor Road
&
Northdene

10

70%

60%

40%

50%

50%

50%

Chigwell
Rise & Chase
Lane

60%

60%

40%

40%

50%

50%

Chester
Road,
Lambourne

14

60%

70%

40%

50%

50%

60%




Road,
Dicken’s
Rise, Great
Oaks, Oak
Lodge
Avenue,
Trotwood, &
Tudor Close

High Elms, 1. (from 14 70% 70% 40% 40% 50% 50%
Lechmere each
Avenue, road
Chigwell named)
Park Drive,
High
Meadows,
Courtland
Drive,
Daleside
Gardens,
Smeaton
Road, Brook
Rise,
Fencepiece,
Fontayne
Avenue,
Station
Road,
Turpin’s
Lane,
Chigwell
Park &
Woodford
Green.

3.5 The slow traffic flow during periods of peak travel was a major concern for residents and
that proposed developments would further exasperate this situation. Of the responses
received from local residents over 75% expressed this view.

3.6 Another notable concern was the consequential reduction in Green Belt Land and Green
Open Spaces that proposed development could cause. Again, of the response received from
local residents over 50% conveyed this view that a reduction in Green Belt Land and public
open spaces would have a negative impact upon the amenity of local residents.

3.7 A significant number of responses expressed the concern that any increase in residential
development should be supplemented with the appropriate and proportionate
infrastructure e.g. road-ways, drainage, medical facilities, libraries etc. Of the responses
received approximately 40% to 50% expressed this view.
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3.8 The most responses received from a particular area were from residents of the Limes
Farm Estate; 436. The primary concerns expressed was their opposition to the development
of open spaces within Limes Farm, as proposed in the Draft Local Plan. Every one of these
responses were opposed to the Local Plan and in support of the Neighbourhood Plan policy.

3.9 Closely following this total was responses from Mount Pleasant Road residents; 332.
Their concern was that any large scale development at Land west of Froghall Lane, which
would be accessed via Mount Pleasant Road, would severely impact upon the amenity of
local residents because of a consequential increase in road traffic. The overall preference
was that the proposed development of this site should be accessed from Woodland Road. In
addition, concerns regarding the loss of Green Belt land were also stated. Over 90% of the
responses received expressed this view.

3.10 Of the total number of responses received from local residents more than 50%
expressed a preference towards the development of sites as described in the
Neighbourhood Plan. However, there were notable exceptions; residents in close proximity
to the Chigwell Nursery and Land west of Froghall Lane sites opposed these proposals. This
amounted to approximately 10% of the total number of responses and 30% respectively.

3.11 Lastly, of the total number of responses received over 90% expressed opposition to the
EFDC Local Plan, especially the proposal to develop the Chigwell Convent site and the public
open spaces at Limes Farm Estate.

Statutory Consultees

3.12 A summary of the comments made by the statutory consultees during the consultation
period is included in the Report attached as Appendix B.

3.13 The District Council made a significant number of comments both in the form of an
officer report (Appendix C) and of a legal opinion. Both identified the fundamental matter of
the role of the Neighbourhood Plan to lead the process of shaping the future growth of the
Parish, rather than this role lying solely with the emerging Local Plan. The District Council
maintained that it would continue to propose the allocations of its Draft Local Plan of
October 2016, which are significantly different to those proposed in the Neighbourhood
Plan (though there is some degree of cross over). In doing so, it argued that the
Neighbourhood Plan has not properly considered the case for land releases in the Green
Belt, nor how such releases are part of a sequential test that first favours exhausting the
supply of other development locations.

3.14 Its other major comments are as follows:

e Policy CHG1, 7, 10 and 11 — are all generally supported, subject to greater evidence
being provided at the submission stage to justify decisions made and their evaluation
in the SA SEA process

e Policy CHG8 and 9 — are also generally supported, but notes the emerging Local Plan
seeks to promote non-car trips to retail centres

e Policy CHG12 —it objects to the proposals to designate land at Limes Farm and
Chigwell Convent as Local Green Spaces
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e Policy CHG5 —it considers the proposal for the new bus service to partially mitigate
the transport effects of the spatial strategy and site selections of policies CHG2 —
CHG4 but does not do enough; it notes the challenges in financing the service within
the new rules for operating S106 pooling of financial contributions

e Policy CHG6 — it objects to this policy as being contrary to the adopted and emerging
Local Plans, with insufficient evidence to justify the case

e Draft SA SEA Report — although no specific issue has been raised with this report, the
means by which the Neighbourhood Plan has reached its site assessment
conclusions, and the way this has been informed by the SA SEA work, have not been
made clear and this appear to be contrary to the approach taken by the Local Plan; it
has also noted that Natural England needs to be involved in discussing how the Plan
will meet the obligations of the Habitats Regulations

3.15 Natural England reminded the Parish Council that if the Neighbourhood Plan proceeds
to examination prior to the conclusion of the Local Plan examination, then the
Neighbourhood Plan will require screening for an Appropriate Assessment under the
Habitat Regulations. It raised no objections to the content of the Plan itself (see Appendix
D).

3.16 Historic England also broadly supported the Plan and its attention to heritage matters
(see Appendix E). It suggested some further analysis of effects on heritage assets in the site
assessments report (and then the SA SEA report) to show more clearly that such effects
have been understood and taken into account in the allocation policies. It did not raise the
specific matter of the heritage assets at Chigwell Convent and the alternative proposals in
the emerging Local Plan although this has since been drawn to its attention.

3.17 The Environment Agency raised the presence of water quality issues in relation to the
Waste Transfer site (CV5) in Policy CHG2 and to Policy CHGS (see Appendix F). It has not
objected but requires that both policies better reflect the effects of development on
Chigwell Brook in their details.

3.18 The County Council commented that “the development proposals are likely to be well
received and sustainable with little change to the existing infrastructure being required.” It
has also requested that the future relocation and expansion of Chigwell Row Infant’s School
on Lambourne Road be considered. It confirmed that there are no current plans to close the
Waste Transfer Station on Luxborough Lane. And it noted that there are a number of
minerals safeguarded areas that may affect some proposals in the Plan.

3.19 Savills acts for The Trust for London in respect of the land at Lambourne Road (site
CR3). It supported the principle of Policy CHG4 but indicated that the land is capable of
accommodating a larger number of homes (60 — 80) than provided for in the draft policy.
The Trust proposes that the homes will be a mix of low cost open market and affordable
homes and has committed to either retaining and improving a building as a community
facility, or to providing a new building if that is more feasible. It has not objected to the bus
service contribution (Policy CHG5) but noted the S106 rules constraints on pooling. It
objected to Policy CHG6 as unnecessarily constraining its vision for the site without
sufficient supporting evidence.
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3.20 Carter Jonas acts for London Square Developments in respect of land at Chigwell
Grange (site CV3). It supported the principle of Policy CHG2 but has indicated that the site is
better developed for flatted development rather than houses and can therefore
accommodate 55 — 65 dwellings. It has objected to Policy CHG6 as unnecessarily
constraining its vision for the site without sufficient supporting evidence.

3.21 Iceni Ltd acts for Pegasus Life, which has an interest in the land at Frogmore Lane (site
GH1) at Grange Hill. It supported the principle of Policy CHG3 but indicated that the land is
capable of accommodating a larger number of homes (100+) than provided for in the draft
policy, as the site is well suited to an extra care/independent living scheme delivering homes
at a higher density than conventional housing. It has not objected to Policy CHG6 but has
queried how it will operate and it has suggested an improvement to the wording of Policy
CHG11 on design control.

3.22 Strutt & Parker acts for Scott Properties in respect of the Chigwell Nursery site (CV2). It
supported Policy CHG2 in this regard and requested a meeting with the Parish Council to
discuss the details of the policy, noting that the emerging Local Plan intends to release the
same site from the Green Belt. It also acts for the Chelmsford Diocesan Board in respect of
land at High Road/Vicarage Road that is proposed for designation as a Local Green Space in
Policy CHG12. It considered the land does not meet the tests of §77 of the NPPF and instead
should be released from the Green Belt and allocated for c.15 homes. It considered that the
provisions of policies CHG2 — 4 fall short of the emerging Local Plan housing target of 430
homes for the Parish.

3.23 DHA Planning acts for the owner of land near to Grange Farm that has not been
included in Policy CHG2. It considered the land is better suited for a housing development
(of c. 30 homes) than some of those proposed in the Neighbourhood Plan and Local Plan.

3.24 Gerald Eve acts for the land owner of the proposed Local Green Space designation in
Policy CHG12 at Chigwell Convent. It objected to the policy as being contrary to the
provisions of §77 of the NPPF and as it conflicts with the emerging Local Plan proposal to
allocate the land for housing development.

3.25 Leith Planning acts for Stenprop Ltd in respect of land at Abridge Road comprising a
country club and other facilities. It considered the land is better suited for a housing
development (notably an extra care scheme) than some of those proposed in the
Neighbourhood Plan and Local Plan.

3.26 The neighbouring Buckhurst Hill Parish Council and Loughton Town Council chose to
make no comments.
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3.27 In drawing conclusions from this exercise, the Parish Council noted the following:

e The Neighbourhood Plan had received a far more positive response than the Draft
Local Plan, though there were reservations expressed concerning the quantity of
dwellings being suggested at certain sites

e The Plan received overwhelming support for not building on important green spaces.
The only support for such development came from the landowners, one of which is
the District Council.

e The concerns about the absence of infrastructure were most prevalent and the need
for improvement was unanimously expressed. The slow traffic flow during periods of
peak travel was a major concern for residents, especially when journeying towards
London via Manor Road and Chigwell Road. As a consequence of these concerns
there was significantly more support for building in smaller, less concentrated
numbers on the outskirts of the Parish as opposed to sites where existing traffic was
at its most intense during peak times

e There was significant support for a local circulating bus service which would be free
to users and link the three wards of Chigwell whilst providing connectivity with the
existing London bus services. It is believed that such a service would reduce the
dependency on private vehicles to access the two underground stations and near-by
schools.

e |tisrecognised that there are no Medical GP’s with the parish at present. The
proposed Community Hub on the ‘Victory Hall’ site at Hainault road Chigwell would
allow a library, multi-purpose hall, café and theatre to be co-located within a single
building. The Parish Council offices would be relocated within this hub allowing the
present location to be used as offices for a GP. This entire project would be financed
by ‘Developer Contributions.’

e With all that said, the District Council had made it clear that it did not support the
Plan in most aspects, most importantly in terms of its original aim of helping to
shape housing growth in the Parish.

3.28 It concluded that had the District Council offered greater support for the Plan, as was
originally hoped from the meetings of late 2015/early 2016, then it could proceed to submit
the Plan for examination making only relatively few modifications. However, the nature of
the District Council representations, and the content of its own Draft and Pre-Submission
versions of the Local Plan, made this approach untenable and a new approach would be
required.
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4. CONSULTATION OUTCOMES

4.1 By far the most important challenge to resolve for the submission of the Plan was that of
the approach to take to directing the allocation of housing development land within and
outside the Green Belt in the Parish. Although issues had been raised on the other policies
of the Plan, they could all be addressed with reasonable ease.

4.2 The District Council’s position was clear but represented a shift from the approach
agreed with officers at two meetings in late 2015/early 2016. At that time there was a
positive working relationship between the two councils and a shared desire to see the
Neighbourhood Plan work closely with the Local Plan in shaping where and how housing
growth would happen in the Parish, recognising that the majority of such development
would have to be located on land released from the Green Belt (as indicated in the 2012
Local Plan Issues & Options document).

4.3 Be that as it may, the Parish Council proposed a series of locations (primarily inside the
Green Belt) where allocations could be justified as part of a spatial strategy that sought to
disperse housing growth around the edges of the three settlements in the Parish in line with
the total quantum of approx. 400 new homes indicated by the District Council. It had
continued to assume that the District Council would be obliged to propose one or two large
Green Belt land releases to deliver this scale of development, and it considered that its
spatial alternative (‘more, smaller sites’) a reasonable counterpoint.

4.4 The publication of the Draft Local Plan very shortly after the Pre-Submission
Neighbourhood Plan therefore came as a surprise. Not only did that Plan propose no
significant Green Belt land releases (and proposed a number of the same smaller sites as the
Neighbourhood Plan), but it also proposed significant allocation on existing urban green
spaces (at Limes Farm and at Chigwell Convent). In August 2017, the District Council
published a report outlining its approach to strategic masterplanning that would bring its
approach to the regeneration of Limes Farm into line with that of the Parish Council.

4.5 As a result of the Neighbourhood Plan having to wait until the District Council had
resolved the HRA mitigation strategy for the Epping Forest SAC with Natural England, much
of 2017 was spent on refining the Plan in the light of this change in context. With the Parish
Council being generally content with the Local Plan housing proposals, the decision was
made to focus its final version on complementing the Local Plan in respect of housing
allocations with only one new allocation (at Rolls Park) and one Local Green Space
designation to counter the proposed Local Plan housing allocation at Chigwell Convent.

4.6 A draft of the Submission Plan was sent to the District Council in June 2017 to inform a
meeting in July 2017 and to seek informal comments before completing the submission
documents. The District Council considered that some of its concerns had been addressed
but it required further clarity and some modifications to be made to resolve other ‘basic
conditions’ matters (see again Appendix C from November 2017). Aside from policies CHG2
(Rolls Park) and CHG10 (Local Green Space — Chigwell Convent), on which the two councils
will have to agree to disagree and leave to the Neighbourhood Plan examiner to make a
recommendation, the Parish Council has endeavoured to resolve all the outstanding
matters.
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4.7 The Parish Council has liaised with the land owner at Rolls Park to agree changes to that
policy (CHG2), most notably in respect of the approach to be taken to how affordable
housing may be addressed in a future planning application. The site, however, continues to
be argued as an enabling scheme to invest in delivering the new Community Hub nearby
and one that, in doing so, will also play a major part in delivering the Epping Forest SAC
mitigation strategy in this area.

4.8 It also liaised with the developer of the Froghall Lane site on the edge of Grange Hill. It
was keen for the scheme to succeed, as it provided expansion land for the adjoining
cemetery and had resolved to change the access proposals of the policy to respond to the
concerns of local residents. However, although a planning application for a housing scheme
had been refused permission in 2017, the District Council has since proposed to release the
land from the Green Belt in its Local Plan and there is no need for the Neighbourhood Plan
to repeat that proposal.

4.9 The Parish Council has also considered how to best address Limes Farm. It is sceptical
that an estate regeneration project is necessary in the plan period but is willing to support
the District Council’s long term aims. However, this support is now contingent on the
‘strategic masterplanning’ principles being incorporated into a timely review of the
Neighbourhood Plan in a few years’ time. This will allay the fears of the local community
that have been expressed to the Parish Council in large numbers that a conventional
regeneration scheme will pay little regard to their opinions. The Parish Council is well aware
of such projects in London that have caused great upset to the resident communities and
does not wish to see those mistakes repeated here. Instead, it knows of other communities
that have used Neighbourhood Plans to shape estate regeneration projects and it has now
committed to doing so in order to deliver the District Council’s policy objective.

4.10 The approach to improving the sustainability of Chigwell Row has changed, with Policy
CHG3 now confined to a more general support for development proposals that will pursue
that goal, rather than the series of small allocations proposed in the Pre-Submission Plan.
The Local Plan does now make some housing proposals in the village but the long term
ambitions to upgrade the school and to deliver other community benefits, and any
necessary, enabling housing development, will rely upon planning applications coming
forward and being determined in accordance with normal Green Belt policy. The Parish
Council was sympathetic to the proposals of the Trust for London on the Camping Ground
site but saw no opportunity to persuade the District Council of this case through the Plan.

4.11 Finally, the Parish Council has undertaken some further historical research to support
its case for demonstrating the heritage value of the open land in front of the Grade Il listed
Chigwell Convent (formerly Chigwell Manor) and therefore the Local Green Space
designation.

4.12 As a result, the Submission Neighbourhood Plan is considerably shorter and contains
far fewer site-specific proposals. It no longer seeks to shape the proposals of the Local Plan,
which itself will be examined in the coming months. Aside from their counter proposals for
the land at Chigwell Convent, the two plans are now synchronised to enable the District
Council to use both effectively to manage future development proposals in the Borough.
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APPENDIX A

EXAMPLES OF COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT ACTIVITIES
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APPENDIX B

REGULATION 14 SUMMARY REPORT OF STATUTORY CONSULTEE COMMENTS
FEBRUARY 2017

Purpose

1. The purpose of this report is to summarise part of the outcome of the consultation period
on the Pre-Submission Chigwell Parish Neighbourhood Plan held from October to January
2017. The report reviews the representations made by some of the statutory consultees,
including the local planning authority — Epping Forest District Council — and by
developers/landowners. It then makes recommendations for minor modifications to the Plan
for its submission.

2. The report will be published by Chigwell Parish Council and it will be appended fo the
Consultation Statement that will accompany the submitted Plan in due course, in line with
the Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012.

Consultation Analysis

3. During the consultation period there were representations made by local people and by
developers/landowners and by other local and interested organisations. The District Council
has made formal comments, comprising its Neighbourhood Plan Select Committee report of
15 November 2016 and a legal opinion of 14 September 2016 (in respect of a prior informall
draft of the plan shared with the District Council).

4. The District Council has made a significant number of comments — some highlight the
fundamental differences of opinion on the principles of neighbourhood planning. The most
fundamental matter is that of the role of the Neighbourhood Plan to lead the process of
shaping the future growth of the Parish, rather than this role lying solely with the emerging
Local Plan. The District Council maintains that it will continue to propose the allocations of its
Draft Local Plan of October 2016, which are significantly different to those proposed in the
Neighbourhood Plan (though there is some degree of cross over). In doing so, it argues that
the Neighbourhood Plan has not properly considered the case for land releases in the Green
Belt, nor how such releases are part of a sequential test that first favours exhausting the
supply of other development locations,

5. Its other major comments are as follows:

Policy CHGI1, 7, 10 and 11 — are all generally supported, subject to greater evidence

being provided at the submission stage to justify decisions made and their evaluation

in the SA SEA process

e Policy CHG8 and 9 — are also generally supported, but notes the emerging Local Plan
seeks to promote non-car frips to retail centres

e Policy CHGI12 -it objects to the proposals to designate land at Limes Farm and
Chigwell Convent as Local Green Spaces

e Policy CHGS -it considers the proposal for the new bus service to partially mitigate
the transport effects of the spatial stfrategy and site selections of policies CHG2 —
CHG4 but does not do enough; it notes the challenges in financing the service within
the new rules for operating S106 pooling of financial confributions

e Policy CHG6 - it objects to this policy as being contrary to the adopted and
emerging Local Plans, with insufficient evidence to justify the case

e Draft SA SEA Report — although no specific issue has been raised with this report, the

means by which the Neighbourhood Plan has reached its site assessment

conclusions, and the way this has been informed by the SA SEA work, have not been

made clear and this appear to be contrary fo the approach taken by the Local Plan;



21

it has also noted that Natural England needs to be involved in discussing how the
Plan will meet the obligations of the Habitats Regulations

6. Natural England has reminded the Parish Council that if the Neighbourhood Plan proceeds
to examination prior to the conclusion of the Local Plan examination, then the
Neighbourhood Plan will require screening for an Appropriate Assessment under the Habitat
Regulations.

7. Historic England also broadly supports the Plan and its attention to heritage matters. It has
suggested some further analysis of effects on heritage assets in the site assessments report
(and then the SA SEA report) to show more clearly that such effects have been understood
and taken into account in the allocation policies. It did not raise the specific matter of the
heritage assets at Chigwell Convent and the alternative proposals in the emerging Local
Plan, and so has been requested to provide another response.

8. The Environment Agency has raised the presence of water quadlity issues in relation to the
Waste Transfer site (CV35) in Policy CHG2 and to Policy CHGS. It has not objected but requires
that both policies better reflect the effects of development on Chigwell Brook in their details.

9. The County Council in its highways commented considers that “the development
proposals are likely to be well received and sustainable with little change fo the existing
infrastructure being required.” It has also requested that the future relocation and expansion
of Chigwell Row Infant’s School on Lambourne Road be considered. It confirms that there
are no current plans to close the Waste Transfer Station on Luxborough Lane. And it notes
that there are a number of minerals safeguarded areas that may affect some proposals in
the Plan.

10. Savills acts for The Trust for London in respect of the land at Lambourne Road (site CR3). It
supports the principle of Policy CHG4 but has indicated that the land is capable of
accommodating a larger number of homes (60 —80) than provided for in the draft policy.
The Trust proposes that the homes will be a mix of low cost open market and affordable
homes and has committed to either retaining and improving a building as a community
facility, or to providing a new building if that is more feasible. It has not objected to the bus
service conftribution (Policy CHGS), but has noted the S106 rules constraints on pooling. It has
objected to Policy CHGé as unnecessarily constraining its vision for the site without sufficient
supporting evidence.

11. Carter Jonas acts for London Square Developments in respect of land at Chigwell
Grange (site CV3). It supports the principle of Policy CHG2 but has indicated that the site is
better developed for flatted development rather than houses, and can therefore
accommodate 55 - 65 dwellings. It has objected to Policy CHGé as unnecessarily
constraining its vision for the site without sufficient supporting evidence.

12. Iceni Ltd acts for Pegasus Life, which has an interest in the land at Frogmore Lane (site
GH1) at Grange Hill. It supports the principle of Policy CHG3 but has indicated that the land is
capable of accommodating a larger number of homes (100+) than provided for in the draft
policy, as the site is well suited to an exira care/independent living scheme delivering homes
at a higher density than conventional housing. It has not objected to Policy CHGé but has
queried how it will operate and it has suggested an improvement o the wording of Policy
CHG11 on design control.

13. Strutt & Parker acts for Scott Properties in respect of the Chigwell Nursery site (CV2). It
supports Policy CHG2 in this regard and has requested a meeting with the Parish Council to
discuss the details of the policy, noting that the emerging Local Plan intends to release the
same site from the Green Belt.
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14. It also acts for the Chelmsford Diocesan Board in respect of land at High Road/Vicarage
Road that is proposed for designation as a Local Green Space in Policy CHG12. It considers
the land does not meet the tests of §77 of the NPPF and instead should be released from the
Green Belt and allocated for c.15 homes. It notes that the provisions of policies CHG2 — 4 fall
short of the emerging Local Plan housing target of 430 homes for the Parish.

15. DHA Planning acts for the owner of land near to Grange Farm that has not been included
in Policy CHG2. It considers the land is better suited for a housing development (of c. 30
homes) than some of those proposed in the Neighbourhood Plan and Local Plan.

16. Gerald Eve acts for the land owner of the proposed Local Green Space designation in
Policy CHG12 at Chigwell Convent. It objects to the policy as being contrary to the provisions
of §77 of the NPPF and as it conflicts with the emerging Local Plan proposal to allocate the
land for housing development.

17. Leith Planning acts for Stenprop Ltd in respect of land at Abridge Road comprising a
country club and other facilities. It considers the land is better suited for a housing
development (notably an extra care scheme) than some of those proposed in the
Neighbourhood Plan and Local Plan.

Modifying the Submission Plan

18. The primary focus of the Plan is on using the combination of policies CHG2 — CH4 to
shape the future growth of the three settlements in the Parish and policies CHGS5 and CHG12
to mitigate the effects of that growth and to prevent inappropriate development
respectively. With the exception of Policy CHGé on housing mix, the remaining policies are
relatively minor in their effects and have proven uncontroversial during this consultation.

19. The differences in outcome and approach between the Neighbourhood Plan and Local
Plan as perceived by the Parish and District Councils appear irreconcilable in ferms of their
fundamental principles. In effect, the District Council considers that the presence of the
Green Belt here does not allow this Neighbourhood Plan to play the same role as those in
areas beyond the Green Belt in shaping development in the way envisaged by §16 and
§183/184 of the NPPF. It has gone to considerable lengths — notably the legal opinion of
September 2016 - to evidence its case. It does not accept that its approach of focusing the
maijority of new development primarily on two sites in the urban area and outside of the
Green Belt is unsustainable, as it has succeeded in preventing any major requirements for
Green Belt release, as per its sequential approach. By contrast, it considers the Plan’s
proposals for Chigwell Row and Grange Hill as leading to unsustainable patterns of
development that cannot be mitigated.

20. It does not therefore seem possible to provide any additional technical evidence to
support the case made by the Plan. Although the documentation has gone to some lengths
fo explain the methodology used to arrive at its outcome, the District Council sfill considers
this unclear. This is most evident in it considering the Parish Council has not complied with the
sequential approach adopted by the emerging Local Plan (set outin its §3.54).

21. In actual fact, this approach has been taken it is just that the Parish Council has come to
a different planning judgement on the third of the tests of that approach (i.e. sites located
on open spaces within settlements). As it considers that developing the land at Limes Farm
nor Chigwell Convent will have substantial harmful effects on public open space and
heritage respectively, the approach then rests with available land under the fourth
(brownfield land in the Green Belt) and fifth (Green Belt land on the edge of seftlements)
tests to deliver new homes over the plan period.
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22. However, the Draft Local Plan contains 4 additional sites in the built up area totalling 37
homes and has assumed a higher total yield of 30 homes on the three sites that are common
to both plans (i.e. Beis Shammai, Nursery and Grange Farm). The Beis Shammai site is no
longer available and should therefore be deleted. The Nursery site is probably not capable
of delivering the number of homes set out in the Draft Local Plan. There is therefore little of
difference between the plans in these respects.

23. The various land interests have either supported or objected to the proposed site policies
based on whether or not the Plan has proposed their land for development, as one would
expect. Again with the exception of the effects of Policy CHGé on the housing mix, those
supporting the Plan accept the main provisions of the policies, though three have proposed
that the Plan allows for higher housing numbers in its final version. The cases made by the
interests at sites CV3 (Chigwell Grange), GH1 (Frogmore Lane) and CR3 (Lambourne
Camping Ground) may be credible, but this may best be left to planning applications to
determine in due course.

24. The Rolls Park site (CG4) will require a robust case from the owner in relation to its financial
contribution to deliver a new community hub for the village, as well as on-site benefits, to
support housing development as an exceptional case in the Green Belt (i.e. not requiring the
land to be released). The Gravel Lane site (CR1) cannot at this stage provide sufficient
evidence fo show the site is visually integral to Chigwell Row by way of its existing
appearance and function, and it is recommended that the site should be deleted.

25. The Waste Transfer site (CV5) may only become available in the later part of the plan
period (justified under Green Belt test 4)— with new homes now being developed further
along Luxborough Lane this remains a developable, long term aspiration and a better reuse
than for employment purposes, as proposed by the Local Plan. Should the operations
continue, then this allocation may be revisited and replaced when the Neighbourhood Plan
is first reviewed in a few years’ time. For now, it sends a signal o the owner of how the site
may be reused should it be reviewing it operations in due course.

26. At Grange Hill, the Frogmore Lane owner has clearly shown that the land falls within test
5(a) in being of little value to the Green Belt. Assuming it can be shown that the
development of either Limes Farm and/or Chigwell Convent is unsustainable (both test 3),
then this land should be favoured and a higher housing capacity assumed.

27. 1t is Chigwell Row where the difference between the two plans is starkest. The
Neighbourhood Plan considers the village has the potential to deliver approximately 110
homes; the District Council argues that the village is unsustainable as a matter of principle,
irespective of its Green Belt location. The judgement in the planning balance ultimately rests
on the weight of the distance of the village from the higher order services (ostensibly the
fube stations and village centre at Chigwell Village) compared to the value in achieving a
greater self-contained, sustainable community outcome for Chigwell Row.

28. The proposal of the Trust at site CR3 is of special interest — the opportunity to deliver a
larger scheme of almost entirely low cost and affordable homes confrolled by its freehold
interest will deliver an important housing benefit for local people. And the delivery of a
community facility for the village will also help build greater community identity. The location
of all the village sites — with the possible exception of CR1 — means that all would comply with
test 5(a). The County Council view that the Neighbourhood Plan presents an opportunity to
relocate the Chigwell Row Infant’s School may be relevant here, as this site is larger enough
and cenftral to the village to serve this purpose, as well as providing new homes. It is
recommended that the whole site is removed from the Green Belt by the Local Plan and the
Neighbourhood Plan policy should identify its potential for housing, community and
education uses. A planning application in due course will resolve precisely how such a mixed
use scheme may best be delivered.
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29. In overall terms, it is clear that the Neighbourhood Plan can deliver at least 260 homes o
replace those proposed in the Draft Local Plan for the Limes Estate and Chigwell Convent.
The Habitat Regulations matter needs to be addressed prior to the submission of the Plan, as
guided by Natural England.

30. In respect of Policy CHGS5, the proposal is robust but would benefit from a clearer
explanation of its viability, of the use of S106/CIL to secure contributions from the housing
schemes and of its value in mitigating the effects of development on the road network.

31. Inrespect of Policy CHG12, the designations will benefit from more detailed evidence to
show how each site meets the tests of NPPF §77, including how the local communities
support the retention of the three spaces.

32. In respect of Policy CHG4, there must be significantly more evidence provided to show
why the Parish should depart from the adopted and emerging Local Plans and how its new
provisions are appropriate.

33. In respect of all the other policies, there are only some minor modifications to be made,
e.g. the references proposed by the Environment Agency re. Chigwell Brook.

34. It is not considered necessary to fundamentally change the approach taken in the SA
SEA report. The statutory bodies have not raised objections to the approach. However, the
few points raised should be answered for clarity and transparency in the final report. Some
will be addressed in any event through the modifications to the Plan itself; others through a
clearer explanation of how the assessment has been undertaken to ensure that a) the
potential for significant environmental effects of the Plan has been properly considered and
b) the reasonable alternatives were selected, assessed and discarded.

35. In conclusion, it is considered that with a combination of minor modifications and some
site/policy deletions, the Plan can proceed to submission, rather than require another pre-
submission consultation.



25

APPENDIX C
EPPING FOREST DISTRICT COUNCIL COMMENTS

Sustainability Appraisal Screening (February 2016)

Thank you for your request sent on behalf of Chigwell Parish Council requesting a SEA screening opinion in
respect of your emerging neighbourhood plan to help steer your scoping report. | am sorry not to be able to
provide anything more definitive at this stage but hopefully the following informal comments are helpful to
you in progressing matters.

We recognise that screening should be undertaken as early as is practicably possible and, as your consultant
will be aware, where a neighbourhood plan is likely to have a significant effect on the environment a Strategic
Environmental Assessment (SEA) must be carried out. Whether a neighbourhood plan requires a strategic
environmental assessment, and (if so) the level of detail needed, will depend on what is proposed in the draft
neighbourhood plan. A strategic environmental assessment may be required, for example where:

- a neighbourhood plan allocates sites for development

- the neighbourhood plan area contains sensitive natural or heritage assets that may be affected by the
proposals in the plan

- the neighbourhood plan may have significant environmental effects that have not already been considered
and dealt with through a sustainability appraisal of the Local Plan for the area.

As soon as it is clear about the type and quantum of development that is to be proposed, together with the
identification of any potential sites that the plan intends to allocate, then a screening can be undertaken and
provided. ldeally we would need the following information to be able to provide a screening opinion on your
neighbourhood plan

*A copy of your baseline information (evidence base)

oA list of any identified issues and challenge

*The Plan vision and its objectives

*Any intention to allocate land

¢Details of any public consultation undertaken (consultation statement)

Once your thoughts on what to cover have crystallised we will of course be happy to discuss the steps that
Parish Council needs to take with regards both SEA and potentially in respect of the Habitats Regulations (HRA)
too. We will provide advice (through the Screening Opinion) and assistance to produce a scoping report. As |
expect you are already aware, further information on the SEA process is set out in the Government’s National
Planning Policy Guidance and the Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations 2004.

Stating the obvious perhaps, but there is no doubt that SEA and HRA will be required later this year for the
District Plan due to the proximity of (likely) proposed development to the Forest and other SAC/SPA. Whilst
not wishing to pre judge any future screening opinion in respect of your neighbourhood plan it would be
prudent to bear this thought in mind.

Are you still on track with the informal community engagement that | think your consultant was suggesting
takes place around this time? I’ll await to hear from you when you think it might be sensible for us to meet
again to discuss the outcome of this engagement and your thoughts / preferred policy options etc going
forward.

Regards

Ken Bean
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Draft Neighbourhood Plan Response (September 2016)

5 s Epping Forest
— District Council
ge:: to Chimel! Parish Council
Hainault Road Civic Offices, High Street,
Chigwell Epping, Essex CM16 48Z
Essex
T : 01092 564000
IG7 6QZ Di‘e#mlﬂ =Lk
BY EMAIL ONLY Chief Executive:
mark.hembury@chigwellparishcouncil. gov.uk Gien Chipp
Planning Policy (01882) 564517
email: LDFConsult@eppingforestdc.gov.uk
Dear Mark,

Thank you for sharing the Draft Chigwell Neighbourhood Plan (CNP) with the Council. Following
our meeting on 18 July, we committed to consider in more detail the content of the CNP and
prowvide comments following the receipt of advice from Counsel. Unfortunately this has taken
more tme to obtain due fo holiday commitments than we would have hoped and | apologise for
the delay in getting back to you.

To assist Chigwell Parish Counci moving forward positively with the preparation of a
&Mmmwmhb&cm the following nformation is now

= Advice of Counsel dated 14 September 2016

« Green Belt Review Stage 2 (and Technical Appendix) Land Use Consuffants (August
2016)

. TheSieSdecmeeCnddogy(SSM)AR(P(Sq:enbermw)medbymemmln
assessing all sites put forward for potential allocabion in the District Plan

« Site analysis under the SSM for all sites in the District assessed at Stage 2
Strategic Land Availability Assessment NLP (March 2016)

It would seem helpful to provide you with a reminder of the progress EFDC are making with the
District wide Draft Local Plan covering the period from 2011 to 2033. The Draft Local Plan walll be
published for the formal statutory consultation for 8 weeks from 31 October 2016. In this Draft
meﬂmmhmmmmwm
employment sites will also be included. Further assessment of these sites is programmed. The

draft site allocations will be accompanied by a full range of draft Planning and Development
Management Policies. The Draft Local Plan and supporting papers will be avalable on the
Council's website on 28 September 2018, and will be considered at the 6 October Cabinet
meeting and Full Councd on 18 October 2018. The consultation period provides an opportunity
for any mterested parties to submit comments on the content of the Draft Local Plan.

At our meeting we raised some initial concems about the sites the draft Chigwell NP is proposing
for potential allocation. All but one of the sites selected are within the Green Belt. The Draft CNP
identfies that these stes would be supported for development should the District Councl remove
them from the Green Belt, recognising that only the District Local Plan can make amendments to
Green Belt boundanes. The Green Belt Review Stage 1 (published September 2015) and the
Green Belt Review Stage 2 (to be published on 28 September 2016), prowide evidence for your
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consideration. Both reports have helped shape the District Council's Draft Local Plan. The advice
from Counsel has considered the specific matter of the potential allocation of sites within the
Green Belt through the Neighbourhood Plan. The advice is attached for your information, but & is
clear that in the cument form that Counsel does not consider the Draft CNP would meet the basic
conditions test as set out by legiskation.

The Pansh Counci were supplied with an extract of the draft Strategic Land Avaiability
Assessment update in January 2016 (the final SLAA is now enclosed with this letter). It s not
clear from the information prowided how the Draft CNP has reached the selection of sites now
ptesettedmdhemeﬂwdobmdctauusedtonduﬂfythem The file notes provided do not give
assessment of sites. There is concem that many of the sites being promoted n
mwcwmmmmmmmnmmmnmm
the existing services and facilities in the Parish. Two further notes were prowded on 20
September 2016, one setting out CPC's overall approach to establishing a strategy for the Parish,
and the second giving details of proposed new bus routes to be introduced shortly. The first note
helps in explaining the rationale that CPC have sought to follow, however, it does not fully justify
the approach taken where it is contradictory to policy contained within the NPPF.
we remain concemed that the strategy being pursued will not lead to a sustainable form of
development. The details of the proposed bus routes and funding sources for operating them are
noted.

Chigwell Parish are encouraged to consider ncluding positive land allocations and policy to bring
famﬂmwmuaspmmfammmdmemyrulsebrwmtyuses
The Neighbourhood Plan provides an appropriate and positive opportunity to manage this
change. The note of 20 September makes reference to this, and it would be expected this will be
translated into positive content for the CNP in due course.

| hope you will take this letter and the attachments in the positive spirit n which they are intended,

and that Chigwell Parish Council will work closely with EFDC to bring forward a Neighbourhood
Plan. | would be happy to discuss this further with you.

Yours sincerely,

)()

Chief Executive

cc Clir John Phiip, Clir Chris Whitbread

Clir Alan Lion, Clir Gagan Mohindra, Clir Kewal Chana, Clir John Knapman, Clir Lesley
Wagland, Clir Brian Sandler
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Report to Neighbourhoods Select o
Committee

Date of meeting: 15 November 2016 SCRUT' NY

Subject: Draft Chigwell Neighbourhood Plan @ Epping Forest District Counci

Officer contact for further information: Kassandra
Polyzoides

Committee Secretary: Adrian Handry

Recommendations/Decisions Required:

To endorse the points below as the main substance of a response to Chigwell Parish Council
followng the publication for consultation of the Draft Chigwell Neighbourhood Plan.

Introduction:

1. The Government infroduced Neighbourhoad Planning as part of the Localism Act 2011 in
order to enable Town/Parish councilis and Neighbourhoed Forums to produce plans. A
Neighbourhood Plan, once it has passed a referendum and been ‘made’ by the Local
Planning Authority, forms part of the statutory development plan and must therefore be
taken into account in the determination of planning applcations, Neighbowhood Plans can
include housing and employment land allocations, palicies and design statements.
Neighbourhood Development Plans can be as simple or as complicated, as broad or
narrow in subject, as the Town/Parish council choose. Crucially, the Neighbourhood Plan
must have regard to national planning policy as well as be in general conformity with the
strategic policeas of tha adopted District Council Local Plan. Where a new District Local
Plan is being produced by the Counci it is sensible that the Neighbourhood Plan also
looks toward emerging policy to avoud any relevant made neighbourhood plan polices
bacoming immediately out of date on adoption of the new District Local Plan.

2. Chigwell Parish Council submitted an application for the designation of a neighbowrhood
area in November 2013 The Neighbourhood Plan Area Application was approved by
Epping Forest District Council &1 @ Cabinet meeting on the 3 March 2014 following an eight
week consultation period from 16 December 2013 to 10 February 2014,

3. Chigwell Pansh Council has published its Draft Neighbourhood Plan for a period of formal
pubkc consultation which commenced on Monday 10 October 2016 and will run for six
weeks, finishing on Monday 21 November 2016, The closing date for submission of
comments is 25 November 2016, The District Councl commends the Parish for the work
undertaken in production of the Draft Neighbourhood Plan and seeks 1o make a formal
reprasentation to the plan through this repost,

4. The requirements that apply to plan making at the neighbourhood level are not as onerous
as those required by a District Local Plan. The examination process is 'light touch’ and
considers a limited number of matters. In order to pass examination a Nesghbourhood Plan
must comply with the basic conditions set out in paragraph 8(2) of Schadule 4B to the
Town and Country Planning Act 1990 as applied to Neightourhood Plans by section 38A
of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, The plan meets the basic conditions
if:

a) Having regard to national policies and advice contained in gusdancs issued
by the Secretary of State It is appropnate to make the plan,
b) The making of the plan contributes to sustainable development,
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¢) The making of the plan Is in general conformaty with the strategic policies
contained In the development plan for the area of the autharity (or any part of
that area), and

d) The making of the plan dees not breach, and is otherwise compatible with,
EU obiigations and human rights requirements.

5. The Neghbourhood Plan polices do need to be based on evidence but are not generally
required to be supported by the same level of evidence that would be expected for a
District Local Plan. They can use the evidenca base for the District Local Plan in addition
1o evidence gathered by the Town/Parish Council.

6 Thie repart sats cut the Council's response to the Chigweall Neighbourhood Plan 2015-
2030 Pre-Submission Plan. It will first sat out those policies which are considered to be in
general complance with the existing and emerging Distict Local Plan and then furn to
areas of concern,

Report:

7. As referenced in paragraph 4 above, all neighbourhood plans must be in general
conformity with the adopted Local Plan for the area. The adopted Local Plan for the
District is the Local Plan 1998 and the 2006 Alterations and #s referred 1o as the
‘Combined Local Plan” in the Draft Chigwell Neighbaurhood Plan. Legal advice has
previously been obtained regarding the complance of the District's exigting policies as set
out in the adopted Plan with the draft National Planning Policy Framework {NPPF). In
considering the Draft Chigwell Neighbourhcad Plan the analysis of the Plan has fecussed
on the relevant adopted development plan palicies considerad to be compliant with the
NPPF, and indeed the Draft Chigwell Neighbeurhood Plan notes that the weight & attaches
to each policy in the ‘Combined Local Plan' may vary depending upon the extent to which
the policy is consistent with the NPPF {(paragraph 3.5).

8. Epping Forest District Councl has recently published for public consultation the Draft Local
Ptan for the penod up to 2033. This sets out the proposed sirategy for managing
residential growth acroes the District. Following consideration of the accommodation of
growth across the West Essex and East Hertfordshire Housing Market area and
assessment of strategec sites in and around Harlow a quantum of growth of about 3,900
homes is proposed for allocation on sites to tha South, West and East of Harlow within the
District. The Council is proposing that the remaining housing need identfied for the District
will be delivered by taking a seguential approach to where new homes will be delivered,
The approach te the allocation of sites has been to take each settiernent and consider the
most appropriate sites in accordance with the order of priorty set out in the fable below:



1 Aseguental flood risk assessment — proposing land In Flcod Zone 2 and 3 only
where need cannol be mat in Flood Zone 1

2 Sies located on previously developed land within settlements

3 Shes localed on open space within settlements where such galaction would
maintain adequsate cpen space provisien within the sattlement

4 Previously developed land wilhin the Green Belt (n anticpation of the NFPF
being updated to take account of the proposed changes published in December
2015).

5 Greenfeld/Green Belt land on the edge of settlements:

6 Agricultural land:

7 Enable small scale sites i smaller rural communities to come forward where
there is a clear local nead which supports the social and sconomic wel-being of that

community.
Epping Forast District Counci Oraift Local Flan paragraph 3.54

a. Of least value 1o the Green Belt if the land meets other suitable criteria for

development
b Of greater value {o the Green Belt if the land meels other suilable crileria for

development.
¢ Of most value to the Green Belt if the fand meets other suitable criteria for

development

a, Of Grade 4-5 f the land meets other suitable criteria for development.
b. Cf Grade 1-3 # the land meets other suitable criteria for development.

8. The Draft Chigwell Nesghtourhood Plan covers the period 2015-2030, and provides for
approximately 400 new homes that are proposad for allocation on 12 sites and Includes a
number of polices winch seek (o manage the impacts of davelopment within the Parish.
The Neighbourhood Plan itself cannot change Green Belt boundaries and thus
recommends to Epping Forest District Counci that the revised boundary account for these

proposed allocations.

10. There are a number of policies in the Drafl Chigwell Neighbourhood Plan that are cleary in
compliance with the emerging policy in the Epping Forest Distrct Draflt Local Plan 2016

i)

ify

The Council finds that Policies CHG 1 'A Spatial Plan for the Parish’, CHG7
‘Supporting Community Assets’, CHG 10 'Promoting Good Design in the
Pansh' and CHG 11 'Promoting Good Design in the Chagwell Consarvation
Area are in compliance with the basic princples of the NPPF and therefore
with the emerging local policy in the form of the Draft Local Plan and national
planning policy. However, this view is subjact to the evaluation of any evidence
upen which the Pansh Council have based their policies bayond that explaned
in the Draft Sustainability Appraisal /Strategic Environmental Assessment
Report. Such evidence does not currently appear to be in the publc domain
neither have the Council recaived supporting dccuments on these mattere to
support the Draft Chigwell Nesghbaurhood Plan.

In relation 1o Policies CHG 8 ‘Supporting Local Shops' and CHG 8 'Supporting
Local Businesses', the Council finds the policies are mostly in compliance with
the basic principles of the NPPF. The Council would like 10 nate the issue of
sustainable transport in relation to these two polices, CHG B suppoarts an
increase in the provision of parking spaces at vitage centres whilst the NPPF
highlights that local authorities should seek to improve the qualty of car parking
in lown cantres (paragraph 40). In line with Draft Policy T 1 the Council
focusing on sustainable modes of transport and providing genuine atematives
to the car. The Council will be developing its own residential car parking
standards but the Draft Local Plan i silent on the malter of parking provision in
town and village centres. CHG $ supports the provision of jobs in areas that do
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not exacarbate traffic movement. In line with Draft Policy T 1 and the definition
of sustanable development provided in Paragraph 7 of the NPPF the Counci
supports new davelopment in sustainable locations that give a wide range of
transport choicas.

Matters of concern

11, The Draft Chigwe® Neighbourhood Plan approach to site selection will not, in the
Counci's view, meet the basic conditions at examination,

i)

iih

i)

The strategy for identifying potential development sites in Chigwell Parish
differs to the approach taken by the Epping Forest District Draft Local Plan
2016 (refer Paragraph 3.10 of the Draft Chigwell Neighbourboad Plan). It is
recognised there is litthe available previously developed land in Chigwell Parish,
in common with the wider District. In the District Dradt Local Plan as noted
above the Council has sought to propose allocations taking inte account the
feedback from the Communty Choices (Issuas and Options) consultation in
2012, government policy set out in the National Planning Policy Framework and
a thorough consideration of all the sites put forward to meet the identified
housing need. On this basis the Council is proposing that housing provision
should be spread across the District, with areas around Harlow (within the
District) to be a focus for growth. In line with Governmant Policy the Council
has then sought to maximise the potential for allocations within existing
sattlemeants focusing on land that has praviously been developed and utilising
open space within settlements where such selaction would maintain adequate
open space provision within the sattlement.  This is in order to ensure that
there (& a nited release of land in the Green Belt to provide for housing on the
edge of seltiements.

Policy CHG12 in the Draft Chigwell Neighbourhood Plan proposes a "Local
Green Space” designation in accordance with paragraph 77 of the NPPF to
three open spaces n the Parieh namely: Glebe Land st High Road/ Vicarage
Lane; Land at Chigwell Convent, High Road, Woodford Bridge and Limes Farm
Open Space Two of the areas of open space dentified {(Limes Farm Open
Space Draft Local Plan reference SR-D557. and Land at Chigwell Convent and
The Gate Lodge Draft Local Plan reference SR-0588) are proposad for
allocation for residential development within the Epping Forest District Draft
Local Plan  No detailed evidence has been supplied as part of the
Neighbourhood Plan censultation to demaonstrate how the propesed
designations of Local Green Space meet the requirements of the NPPF.

Whist a difference in priorities pertaining to site chaice is not in and of dself
considered to be of concern the Councd finds that the Plan's two-tler site
selaction process does not constitute a robust evaluation process in
companson to the site selection methodology used for the propesed allocation
of sites in the Draft Local Plan. This is also not necessarily a concern given the
differing teste of veracity applied to neighbourhood and district plans. However,
the outcome of the application of different criteria and the weight afferded them
In the ste salection procass has rasulted in two quite different options for the
future growth of Chigwell. Of the 12 stes proposed by the Draft Chigwell
Nelghbourhood Plan, only 2 have been proposed n the Draft Local Plan
namely the former Bele Shammai School, High Road (Draft Local Plan
Reference SR-043, Draft CNP reference CV1) and land at the former Grange
Farm, High Road (SR- 0801, CV3). Two sites proposed in the Draft Chigwell
Nelghbourhaod Plan {CV5 Waste Transfer Facility - SR-0660 and CR5 The
Maypole no Draft Local Plan reference) wera not evaluated through the site
selection process for residential use but are currently being assessed using the
Council's site salection methodology. It is anticipated that the oulcomes of the
evaluation will be available by the time of the Committee meeting,



12.

13

14,

15.

16.

v) Of concam regarding the fit between the emerging Epping Forest District Draft
Local Plan proposed site allocations and those identified in the Draft Chigwell
Naighbourhocd Plan is the approach taken to judgements regarding

a) the sustainability of sites that are in the proposed allocations made by the
Parish Council and

b) the impact of those proposed allocations on the Green Belt
Sustainability of the proposed site allocations

With regard to the sustainabilty of sites the Council's view is that the Parish Council
proposes to allocate a number of stes that are not within the existing settlement or an
the edge of the existing sattlement and as relatively remote locabions would not
contribute to the achiavement of sustainable devsiopment in Chigwel Parish or Epping
Forest District. A key Issue lies in the dffering approaches taken by the Draft Chigwell
Neighbourhood Plan and the EFDC Draft Local Plan in the assassment of accassibility
via the local transport network together with the acceesibiity of sites to services and
facilities.

In the application of a four stage ete selection method (as outlined in the Raport on
Site Selection and Appendix A Site Selection Methodology) the Council sifts sites
based on major policy constraints (Stage1), the detailed qualtative and quantitative
criteria (Stage 2), the best 12 of sites for the particular settlement considering
reasonable allernatives (Stage 3) and finally the deliverabilty of sites (Stage 4).

Stage 2 of the EFDC Draft Local Plan site seleclion methodolegy I predicated on a
wide range of 32 detailed quaitative and quantitative criteria applicable to residential
uses including 2 refating to the proximity of sites o transpon networks and 5 1o the
proximity of sites to key services and faclities in addtion to 1 en traffic impact. These
are:

3.1: Distance 1o the nearest rail’ tube station

3.2: Walking distance to nearest bus stop (with at least peak hourly day service)
3.3: Accass to employment locatons

3.4: Distance to local amenites

3.5: Distance to nearest infant/primary school

3.6: Distance to nearest secondary school

3.7: Distance to nearest GP surgery

6.6: Traffic mpact (on sites with capacity greater than 25 dwellings)

sa~oAapoe

In the case of Chigwell at Stage 3 the mare suitable strategic oplions were assessed
as intensification and eastern expansion. The Caouncil considers that its site selection
methedology has enabled a cheice of sites that is fully compliant with the NPPF.

The Draft Chigwell Neighbourhood Plan site selection methodology takes a long list of
sites primariy from the EFDC SLAA 2014 and assesses them against the spatial
cbjectives of the Chigwed! Neighbourhood Plan, the EFDC Green Belt Stage 2 criteria
and the Chigwell Neighbourhood Plan SEA Objectives, The Draft Chigwell
Neghbourhood Plan makes clear that one of its mam objectves is 10 manage new
growth in such a manner that the effects on the existing congested local road network
will be minimised (objective bullet 5 paragraph 4. 2). The outcome of its site selection
process is to seek to allocate development in locations that are remote from the road
network. In so doing, it is argued that new residents will either use the proposed new
bus service, or those using private vehicles will take longer to reach congested areas,
which will therefore help to alleviate pressure  No evidence is provided to support this
approach, and by placing development away from main services and facilities in the

32



17.

18

19,

20.

Parish the District Councils view is that occupants will inevitably resort to the use of
private cars. Whilst the District Coundil welcomes the provision of 8 new bus senice
the Council is concernad thal the fundng arrangements are not fully in place and that
the bus service will not be retained in perpetuity (refer also paragraph 22 below )

It 12 consldered that the approach in the Draft Chigwel Neighbournood Plan falls short
of having regard to national pokcy in respect of the NPPF as follows: “Plans and
decisions shouwld ensure developments that generate significant movement are located
where the nead to fravel vl be mininised and the use of sustainable transpart modes
can be maxinised. " paragraph 34. |n adation “ . developmernts showd be located and
designed, where practical o ... give pnovlly fo pedestnan and cycle movements, and
have access to high qually publc transpovt faclities..* paragraph 35.

In addition, the Draft Chigwedl Neighbourhead Plan is not considered to have due
regard fo core principle 11 of the NPPF “acfively marnage paftems of growth to make
the fullest possibile use of public transpovt, watking and cychng, and focus sigrificant
development in focations which are ar can be made sustaiiable” paragraph 17.

Impact on the Green Belt

The impact on Green Belt of the lecations preposed in the Draft Chigwell
Neighbourhood Plan is of concern to Epping Forest District Council. In broad locational
terms CV4 {Rolls Park) falls within the strateqic locations considerad to be least
favourable by the Council due to concems regardng coalescance of Chigwell with
Loughton. In padicular sites have been selected that are separate from the bullt area
and the pattern of development proposed by the Draft Chigwed Neighbourhood Plan if
allocated would punch holes into the Green Belt 8.g. Site CV4 (Rells Park) and CR1
{Gravel Lane). It is the Council's view that the allacation of these sites would be more
likely to lead to further future pressure to join thesa developments to others close by
thus causing unacceptable harm to the openness of the Green Belt in these locations.

In the Council's view the approach 1o site selection dees not meel the basic canditions,
and In particular in contributing to sustainable development. This concem has
previously been expressed to Chigwell Parish Council by way of considerad legal
opinion, which has been shared.

Policy CHGS - Bus Service

21.

A matter directly relatad to the issue of transport impact and the accessibility of
developments propoead is Policy CHGS 'Chigwell Parish Bus Service' which proposes
the establishment of a bus earvice to operate around key locations across the Parish

If this were implemented it would clearly act as some degree of mitigation for the traffic
impacts of the proposed locations and &ssist occupants in accessing services using an
alternative to the private car. Whilst Draft Policy D 1 of the Draft Local Plan requires all
new development 1o make best uge of existing infrestructure before considenng the
provision of additenal services it |2 feasbia that the Parish could operate a bus service
that would provide for these new locations. However, this is not in the Council's view
adequate mitigation for the relatively remote location of the proposed sites when there
are sites available within the settiernent that would not need to rely on a bus service to
access the existing public transport network, local shops and other services. In the
implementation of Policy CHGS, the Parish should be mindful that there may also have
to be on- and off-site infrastructure and senvices that will be dentfied n the
forthcoming Infrastructure Delvery Plan for the Draft Local Plan. It should ba noted that
the Parish Council has not supplied any evidence ragarding projections of the financial
feasibility of the bus scheme and the ability to maintan the service in the long term.

On an advisory note the Parish Councl’s stipulation that all contributions should be
made through the S106 mechanism is unlikely to be feasible in the current context.
Paragraph 123 of the Community Infrastructure Regulations (2010} explains that the
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use of pooked S108 contributions may only be sought from five separate development
proposals. These resinctions woulkd prevent all of the developmant sites contributing to
the service through S108. Should the District Councll adopt the Community
Infrastructure Levy, the neighbourhaad proportion of the levy collectad in the Parish
coukd be used for such a service by the Parish Council

Policy CHG 8 'Housing Mix'

23,  Policy CHG & 'Housing Mix' is not compliant with the cumantly adopted approach to the
provision of affordable housing in Policy H7A of the Local Plan 1898 and the 2006
Alterations which require the provision of 40% of affordable homas on sites with 15 or
more units. In addtion it is not in confermity with the emerging polcy contained within
the Draft Local Plan, Draft Policy H 2 requres the provision of 40% of affordable
homes on sites of 11 or more dwellings.  The polcy approach contained within the
Draft Local Plan is supported by the Strategic Housing Market Assassment and
Housing Background Paper provided in the Ceundl's evidence base. The Draft
Chigwell Neighbourhood Plan does not present any evidence to demonstrate why a
change from the currently adopted policy approach, or the emerging position within the
Draft Local Pian, is justified. The data presented in the Draft Sustainability
Appralsal/Strategic Environmental Assessment Repart is purely relating 1o tenure mix
and travel to work patterns prior to the last census in 2011, This is of significant
concern and a clear matter for objection to the Draft Chigwed Neighbourhood Plan. It
is not clear what evidence is available to support the proposal that 30% of open market
units in every development should be suited for cccupation by okder househokis
(independent living or extra care dwellings). The Draft Lecal Plan provides for all new
homes to be bullt to Category 2: Accessible and Adaptable Homes standards

Other matters of importance

24.  Tre Councdil notes the Parigh intent with regard to the Habitats Regulation Assessment
prior to submission of the Chagwell Neighbourhood Plan for examination - refer
Paragraph 1,11 of the Draft Chigwell Nesghbourhood Plan. This will be required to
meet the basic conditions,

25 Whilst some level of detail has been provided in this report the District Council wil
continue to engage with the Parish Councll regarding the future versions of the
Neighbourhood Plan but also reserves the right to raise further matters in tha course of
both the Chigwell Neighbourhood Plan and the Local Plan preduction.

As a number of concemns have been raised about the Draft Chigwel Neighbourhood Plan, it
would be advisable for the Pansh Council to seek an early “health check” review of their Plan
using the Neighbourhood Planning Independent Examner Referral Service (NPIERS).
Reason for decision:

EFDC has a statutory responsibiity to advise and assist with the preparation of al
Nesgnbourhood Plans in the District. It is prudent for the District Council to make its views
known regarding whether the Draft Neighbourhood Plan meets the required basic conditions
al ag early a stage as possole although a formal view from the Council is not required by the
regulations until later in the precess. The publicaton of the Draft Chigwell Neighbourhood Plan
for consultation under Regulation 14 of the Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations
2012 as amended by the Neighbourhood Planning (General) {Amendment) Regulations 2015
is the first opportunity for a formal consideration of the Draft Chigwed Neighbourhcad Plan in
this regard,

Options considered and rejected:
To not provide a response Lo the Draft Chigwell Neighoourhood Plan,

Consultation undertaken:
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Some early engagement with Chigwell Parish Council on their emerging draft Neighbourhood
Plan. Further discussion with the Parish Council is required.

Resource implications:

Budget provision, Rewiew of Draft CNP and pregaration of report from within existing
resources in the Planning Policy team

Personnel: None

Land: Contradiction highlighted betwsen the Draft Epping Forest District Local Plan and the
Draft CNP. Views expressaed concern the Limes Farm Estate, which is largety within the
ownership of EFDC

Community PlanBVPP reference: Nene

Relavant statutory powers:

Regulation 14 of the Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012 as
amended by the Neighbourhcod Planning (General) (Amendment) Regulations 2015 set out
that those preparing a Neighbourhood Plan must consult and send a copy of the proposal for
a neighbourhood development plan fo the local planning authority

Background papers:
Draft Chigwell Neighbourhood Plan
Draft Sustainab#ity Appraisal / Strategic Environmental Assessment
Epping Forest Distnict Draft Local Plan 2016
Site Selection Report and Appendices 2016

EnvironmentallHuman Rights Act/Crime and Disorder Act Implcations: None

Key Decision reference. None
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Draft Submission Neighbourhood Plan (November 2017)

Epping Forest District Council
Neighbourhood Planning Briefing Note

Review of the Chigwell Neighbourhood Plan (Submission Draft, July 2017) against:
@) the emerging Epping Forest District Local Plan; and

(1) the basic condifions for neighbourhood plans in paragraph 8(2) of Schedule 4B to the
Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 ("the 2004 Act").

1. Epping Forest District Local Plan

1.1 i ing to the Panish of Chi

The Draft Epping Farest District Local Plan (Draft LP) was published for consultation in October 2016.
When adopted, the new Local Plan will replace the combined Policies of the Epping Forest District Local
Plan Alterations (1998) and Alerations (2006) published m February 2008. The Draft LP sets out the
proposed approach to guide the fuhure development of the District and includes detailed draft policies for the
whole District for the period up to 2033 (“the plan period”).

The Draft LP spatial development strategy seeks to provide for approximately 11400 new homes and
approximately 10,000 new jobs, 18 traveller pitches and one traveller showpeople yard, over the plan period.
Draft LP Policy S2 aims to deliver new homes by permitting development proposals within the defined
settlement boundaries (subject to conpliance with relevant policies of the Local Plan) and through the
development of sites around Harlow and at other settlements identified as Draft LP allocations. The Draft LP
proposes nine residential site allocations in and around Chizwell to provide approximately 430 new homes.
The following table lists the Draft LP site allocations within the Parish of Chigwell.

| Draft Local Plan Site ABocations within Chigwell Parish

Site No. of dwellings

(approx)

SR-0433 (former Beis Shammai School. High Road)' 20
SR-0478B (part of Chizwell Nurseries, High Road) 66
SR-0557 (the Limes Estate) 210
SR-0588 (land at Chigwell Convent and The Gate Lodge, Chigwell Road) 52
SR-0601 (land at the former Grange Farm, High Road) 30 |
SR-08%4 (land at Manor Road) 12
SR-0895 (land at Manor Road and Fencepiece Road) 6
SR-0896 (land at Manor Road) 10
SR-0898 (Grange Court, Hizh Road) 9

: Ths site bas bosn withdraum since the Draft Local Plan (2016) consultation
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The vision for Chizwell’ highlishts the need for infrastructure improvements associated with healthcare and
education. bringing forward small-scale residential development in the village, maintaining the rural and
historic character of the settlement and maintaining ssparation of development from Outer London
settlements.

Draft LP Policy E] outlines that the Council's prefired approach to identifyinz sites for employment uses is
t0 suppart the redevelopment. renswal or extension of existing premises before identifying pew sites The
Draft LP identified the following five possible new employment sites:

« Land at Lishorough Lane (SR-0190);
«  West Hatch High School playing fields and adjacent land (SR-0366);
«  Land adjacent to West Hatch Academy (SR-0558):

«  Chigwell Civic Amenity Site (SR-0560). and

«  Olympic Compound Site (SR-0351)

The village of Chizwell is surrounded by the Metropolitan Green Belr. Proposed allocations in the Draft LP
would therefore require alterations to be made to existing Green Belt boundaries to the north and south-west
of the village National planning policy on Green Belts makes clear that "[ojnce established, Green Belt
boundaries should only be altersd in exceptional circumstances. through the preparation ar review of the
Imlm-"..l

The Council expects to publish the submission version of the Draft LP under Regulation 19 in late 2017.

12 Future wock on ic site allocations and

The Draft LP states that the Council will be undertaking further work to enable more detailed gusdance to be
guidelines relating to scale and density for example. The Coundl will also be holding discussions with
promoters with the amm of entenng irto Statements of Common Ground.

Draft LP Policies SP3, SP4 and DMDY indicate the broad requirement for strategic masterplans to be prepared
m order that development is delivered m a cobesive and timely manmer, in accordance with the ensisaged

Draft Local Plan, page 154
National Planning Pelicy Framework, DCLG, March 2012, paragraph 83
*  Town ad Coumery Plasming (Local Planning) (England) Reguiations 2012 (a3 ameaded), Regulation 19
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bousing trajectory. A report was presented to the Council's Cabinet on 15 June 2017 which set out details of
the proposad approach to produce strategic masterplans.® It i proposed that relevant staksholders, including
Town and Parish Councils, are involved as an integral part of the process, although the precise nature of this
mvolvement is yet to be determined.

A group of four sites to the south of Chigwell village are allocated for approximately 238 dwellings. This
group of sites would benefit from being addressed in a cunmlative and cohesive manner through a single
strategic masterplan. The following sites to the south of Chigwell are therefore being considerad to form part
of a potential Chigwell Swategzic Masterplan:

Potential Chigwell Strategic Masterplan |
Sute No. of dwelkng:
(spprox)
SR-0557 (the Limes Estate) 210 |
SR-0804 (land at Manar Road) 12
SR-0895 (land at Manor Road and Fencepiece Road) 6
SR-0896 (land at Manar Road) 10

2. Chigwell Neighbourhood Plan (Submission Draft, July 2017)
The Parish of Chizwell was formally designated a ‘neighbourhood area’ for the purposes of producimg a
Neighbourhood Plan in March 2014. Regulation 14 consultation on the draft Chizwell Neighbourhood Plan
(CNP) was undertaken in October 2016. Responses to the comsultation are summarnised in the CNP
Regulation 14 Report (Febnuary 2017). Conmments made by the Council are summarisad below:
« Policies CHG1, CHG7. CHGI0 and CHGI11 were genenally supportad, subject to greater evidence
being provided at the subméssion stage to justify CNP policies and outline their evahation through
« Policies CHGE and CHG® were generally supported, however it was highlighted that the draft LP
seeks to promote travel to retail centres through sustainable modes of transport,
« Concems were risad regarding:
= Proposals to desigmate land at Limes Farm and Chigwell Convent as Local Green Spaces in
Policy CHG12;
* The development site selection process and the sustainability of sites proposed within the CNP.
Only 2 proposed development sites within the CNP were consistent with the proposed growth

*  Further details are available at

o
betn- (' fors
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strategy for the area in the emerging LP;

The need for further evidence to demonstrate the site assessment process, outlining how the draft
SA/ SEA Report informed the identification of proposed development sites;

The deliverabdity of proposals for a new bus service within Policy CHGS;

Policy CHGS, where housing mix proposals were contrary to the adopted and emerging I P, with
msufficient evidence to justify the altemnative strategy; and

The need for further consultation with Natural England to determine how the CNP will meet the
requirements of the Habitat Regulations Assessment (HRA).

The Submission Draft CNP (July 2017) presents an amended Neighbourhood Plan, which has sought to
address concemns raised within the Regulation 14 consultation. Section 2 of the CNP outlines some of the
key issues for the area which the Plan will seek to address, inchidmg-

Maintaining Green Belt land in the Parich, to paintain the nural character of the area;
Comnmnity lessure provision through inprovements to village greens and reqreation areas;
Addstional housing to meet population growth

Inproved primary education facilities and increased provision of secondary school places in the
local area;

Maintaining the visual amenity of the area;

Pressure on the transport system at peak times, particularly for comnmters from London.

The CNPis proposed to cover the penod up to March 2030. Section 4 of the CNP sets out the vision and
objectives of the Plan, which includes the following

Maintain the visual character of Chigwell Parish:

Protect the character of the Green Belt within the Parish:

Create a successful and conmerdally sound Panish Bus Service;
Regeneration of Limes Fanm, delivering a significant mumber of new homes;
Protection of the historic character and special heritage of Chigwell Parish:
Retention of the open nural character of the Parish:

4



»  Manage maffic by not exacerbating existing congestion; and
*  Improve commumity facilities and services.

The CNPis supparted by the following documents which have been provided to the Council
»  Basi Conditions Statement (Angust 2017);
*  Site Assessment Repart (Angust 2017);
*  SA/SEA Repoet (fune 2017);
* Highway Appraisal (June 2017);
*  Draft New Chigwell Bus Service Business Plan (dated February 2018); and
*  Rolls Park Site Assessment Report (August 2017).

The Submission Draft of the CNP includes 11 policies. The Amnex to this Briefinz Note inchades a table
which summarises each CNP policy (Column 1); idenfifies any current and/or potential future conflicts
between the Draft LP (Cohumn 2); and identifies any failure to meet the basic conditions’ for nesghbourbood
plans (Colunm 3). The basic conditions’ are specified in Parazraph 8(2) of Schedule 4B to the 2004 Act and
explamed in Planming Practice Guidance on Neighbourhood Planning (PPG).“ The assessment within the
Amnex to this Briefing Note is intended to assist the Parish Coundil's further work to refine and finalize the
CNP before it is formally submittad to the Council under paragraph § of Schedule 4B to the 1990 Act.

3. Infrastructure projects
Section 5 of the CNP concerns implementation and identifies the infrastructure projects to be supported by
the Plan The projects relates to inproved parking at stations, highway works to improve traffic flows at peak

The PPG states that 2 Neighbourhood Plan nust moet the basic conditions ot out I panagraph 8(2) of Schedule

4B to the Toun and Comtry Plazmimg Act 1990, wiich (as relevaxt) are:

2) the Neighbowrbood Plan has rogard to matiomal policies and advice contained m gmdancs iwsmed by the
Secmtary of State;

b) the making of the Neighborhood Plan contributos to the ackievement of sustainable developmant:,

c) the making of the Neighborhood Plan is in general conformety with the strategic policies contained i ®e
Local Plax,

d) the making of the Neigbbomwhood Plan doss not breack and is ctharwise compatible with, EU cbligations:
and

g peusaibed condition: are mot in rixtion to the Neighbourhood Plan and prescribed maters have bosn
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times and improvements to local schools are generally consistent with the aims of the draft LP and are the
type of projects which, usually, would be secured or fimded by planming oblizations that comply with the
Regulations 122 and 123 of the CIL Rezulations 2010 (as amended). However, in advance of the completion
of the LP Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP), it is unclear how the mffastracture proposals within the CNP
will relats to proposals within the emerging [P

The CNP aims to establish a Chigwell Parish Bus Service, which would be run by the Pansh Counal and
managed by Essex Commumity Transport, to provide a free public bus service offering three” routes with
regular weekday services to connact new developments in the Parish to local services and facilities. The
purpose of the bus service is to provide a sustainable mode of transpart to new developments in the Parish
and to reduce the mmpact of new developments on the level of congestion on local roads at peak times.

A draft Business Plan for the proposed Chigwell Parish Bus Service has been submitted to the Councl as a
supporting document to the CNP. The draft Business Plan sats out the proposed routes and times and outlines
how the service will be funded Funding for the new bus service is proposad as follows:

« £050,000 which the draft Business Plan states has already been offered by developers — however. it
is unclear to which sites these contmibutions relate;

« Section 106 conmbutions from two further development proposals, estimated to provide at Jeast £1
mullion in contributions;

« Conmumity Infrastructure Levy payments by developers;

« £150,000 from Commumity Benefits funds and Parish Council reserves;

« Further funding from precept planning, sponsorship and Essex County Council's Conmumity
Infrastruchure Funding.

The largest funding source listed above is from developer fimding through Section 106 agreements. The
CNP 1s unclear about the amount of development which is being proposed in the Plan peniod beyond 435
dwellings at Rolls Park and 105 umits at Froghall Lane However, further development is supported within
the CNP at Chigwell Row and regeneration at Limes Farm.

Section 106 finandial contributions to deliver or fund public transport prowvision nmst comply with
Regulation 122 of the CIL Regulations and the policy requirements in the NPPF. All section 106 financial
conributions mmst be necessary and reasomably related to the development proposed. As the fnancial
viability of the Chigwell Bus Service proposed in the CNP is reliant on significart contributions from
developers, it is unclear at this stage whether or not the level of growth proposed will provide the amount of

7 The ONP states that six rowsss are proposed, howswer caly three rouses are proposed in the draft Busingss Plan.
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contributions required in perpetuity.

Basad on the assessment above and the information contamed within the draft Business Plan, the financial
viability of the proposed Chigwell Bus Service remains unclear. It is therefore recommended that the draft
Business Plan be amended to provide further clanty on received and anticipated cootributions from
developers (1.e., Section 106 financial contributions), to outline the amount of contributions from each
development site which would support the proposed service and when the contributions are expectad to be
provided. It is important here to remember that Regulation 123(3) of the CIL Regulations 2010 (as amendad)
restricts the mumber of Section 106 planning oblization providing for the finding ar provision of an
infrastructure project, or type of infrastructure, to five obligations. In practical terms, Section 106 financial
contributions toward the proposed Chigwell Bus Service would be limited to five development proposals

4. Conclusions

41 The amount of residential in the CNP

As amrently drafted, it is unclear how muach residential development is proposed in Chigwell Parish through
the CNP. It is also unclear if the CNP supports the amount of growth proposed in the draft LP and which
draft LP allocations are supported. CINP Policies CHG2, CHG3, CHG4 and CHGS propose 45 dwellings at
Rolls Park, 105 units at Froghall Lane and support for development at Chigwell Row and the regeneration of
the Limes Farm Estate. To provide clarity on the preferred growth strategy, it is recommended that the CNP
clearly identifies the amount of furure development supported in the Parish during the Plan period and
clearly outlines where the CNP supports the growth stratezy for the area as set out in the draft LP and where
an alternative approach is being proposed.

42 Clanfication of policy proposals
Planning Practice Guidance ("PPG")" states that "z policy in a neighbourhood pian shouid be clear and
unambiguous. It should be drgfted with syfficient clarity thar a decision maker can apply it consistentiy and
with confidence when determining planming applications. It should be concise, precise and supported by
appropriate @vidence”. The Council's review of the ONP has identified that polices CHGI, CHG4, CHGS
amendment to provide greater clanty.

$ Paragraph: 041; Rafarence ID: 41-041-20140306
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The following CNP policies require amendment to remove conflicts with the draft LP andier national
planning policy and guidance. If these conflicts are not addressed by amendment. it &5 likely that those
policies will fail to meet the basic requirements:

« Policy CHGI: A Spatial Plan for the Parish:

« Policy CHG2: Enabling Development at Rolls Park, Chigwell.

« Policy CHG3: Enabling Development at Froghall Lane, Grange Hill:

« Dolicy CHG4: Chigwell Row — A Sustainable Commmumity;

« Policy CHGS: Regensrating Limes Farmy

« Policy CHG7: Supporting Local Shops;

«» Policy CHGS: Supporting Local Businesses;

« Policy CHGY: Promoting Good Design in the Parish:

«» Policy CHG10: Promoting Good Desizn in the Chigwell Conservation Area; and

+ Policy CHGI1: Protecting Local Green Spaces.

As these policies could potentially fail the basic requirements the Panish Council is encouraged to consider
further the policies listed above which as currently drafted, could potentially fail the neighbourhood plan
basi conditions.

44 i Parish Bus Service Draft Business Plan

In seeking to ensure the sustainability of fuhure development sites and reducing levels of congestion in the
Parish. the proposad Chigwell Parish Bus Service forms an important element of the CNP. An mitial review
of the draft Business Plan has identified significant concemns about the establishment of funding for the
proposed service. To improve the evidence base regarding the deliverability of the scheme it is
recommended that further details of estimated fimding from each allocated development site is included in
the Business Plan, with details of when fimding would be expectad to be provided.
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ANNEX - ASSESSMENT OF DRAFT CNP POLICES

Draft CNP Policy

Cuwrrent / potential conflict with the draft LP

Current / potential conflict with basic conditions

Pelicy CHGL: A Spatial Plan for the Parith
that 15 sated 10 an urban settmg will
thegefore only be appropriate within the usban aea
of the Parish within the Green Belt mset settlements
of Chagwell Village and Clugwell Row and within
the wban area of Grange Hill
Proposals for the redevelopraest of previously-used
land, for infill development and for plot sabdivisce
in these three locaticns wall be supported, provided
thexr standards of design accoed with other relevant
pobicaes of the Neighbourhood Plan and the Eppmg
Forest Local Plan.
Proposals for development of existing public open
land or private open land dhat acts as an effective
visual beeak in the urban form in these three
locations will be resssted.

Policy seeks 1o muntan the character of the Grees
Belt withen Clagwell and focus new development to
existing bult up area. Thus approach is consistent
with the LP.

The Policy also seeks to mamenn open land which
coutnibutes to the character of te area and provides
mportant gaps i exssting developuoent. This
approach is gesenally conmstent with the LP

What exactly is meant by "development that is suited
10 2n urban settmg” 15 wclear. To ennwe conmstency
1 decision making, Policy CHG1 would benefit
from provding clanfication oa what types of
developoomt would be suted 1o an urban setting.

The Natsomal Planmng Policy Framework (NPPF)
supports the protection of the Green Belt,

encowages new development to be located withan
exasting bezlt up areas and supposts the protection

character of the area. The apgproach is thesefore
conssstent with natsomal policy.

By encouragmg new development to be located
within exasting busdt up areas, the approack
comtnbutes 10 the achievement of sustasable
development

The approach is consistent with Jocal plasnung
pobicy and does not treach EU obligations.

The amms of Pobcy CHG! meet the requirements of
the tasic conditions. However, the wordmg of
Policy CHG| 15 unclear regarding what types of
development would be susted % an wban setting.
Nanomal Plamang Pracoce Guidance' states that &
policy in a neighdouriood plan should be clear and
wmambiguous. It chould be drafied with sufficient
clarty that a dectsion maker can apply it

! Paragraph 041; Reference D 41-041.20140305

Draft CNP Policy

Current / poteatial conflict with the draft LP

Current / potential conflict with basic conditions

consissently and with confidence when deterwaning
planmning applications. It should be concize, precise
and nypported by approp idence’. To ensiwe
that Policy CHG1 meets these requiements it is
recosmoended that clanty o what types of
development would be suited %o an whan setting is
provaded ™

Policy CHG?: Enabling Development at Rolls

Park, Chigwell

Proposals for a muaxed development scheme at Rolls

Pazk, as shown om the Polies Map, will be

supported, provaded:

L The schesoe comprises 3 housing schese, 3
comumumity park scheme and delivers an off-site
conumumity facility scheme;

i The scheme congprises approxumately

45 bomes, with at least 40% of the homes to be

made avadable for 2 nunisas of 20 years as

peivate affordable rented bownes for housebolds
with a local connection to the Parish;

it The boutng scheme accords with the following
prnciples:

2)  The layout is confined 1o 5o more than
2Ha cm that pant of the site adjoting the

Rolls Park was assessed in the CNP Site Assesszoent
Report as site SR-0147. The ONP proposes 45
dwellings on the sie

There 15 2 potential conflict with the peoposed
allccatson of Rolls Park i Policy CHGY, as thus site
has been assessed by the Councal bt 15 not proposed
for allocatyon withas the draft LP. The draft LP Sue
Selection Report (September 2016) cutlines that the
site was removed from the assessment process at
Stage 4, where 1t was commdered that 'this pion
would cause significant harm to the Groen Belt,
risking the coalescence of Chigwell and Loughion’.
The CNP Site Assessment Report and the separate
August 2017 Rolls Park Site Assesszoent Report
Tases a mumber of concerns with the Council's
assessment of the aite and states that 2 smaller scale
development, with sigmficant public benefits
tough the peovision of 3 conmmumaty park, 2 new
scout hut, coutnbutions 10 2 new Pansh Commssaty

Polacy CHG2 states St it is ot seekisg 2

realignment of the Green Belt boundary for the
allocation at Rolls Park  Instead, the pobcy

Section 9 of the NPPF seeks to protect the Green
Belt from mappeopnate development. Paragraph 87
states that magpropnate development 13, by
definsthon. harmful 1o the Green Belt and should not
be approved except @ very special crcummtances.
When considenug plissug applxations. puagraph
$8 requures substantial weight to be gven 10 any
harm to the Green Belt and explams that ‘very
potential harm to the Green Belt by reason of
mappropristeness, and amy other harm 15 cleasly
outwesghed by other considerations.

"
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Draft CNP Policy

Current / poteatial conflict with the draft LP

Current / potential conflict with basic conditions

and divides the scheme into three small
development zones wittin b part of the
wite,

b)  the landscape scheme retuns the existing
manwe Toes on the edge of the
developable area a3 part of an effective
landscape buffer,

€)  the layout, the landscape schesoe and the
public park are amanged m 2 way to
prevent amy future extennion of the scheme
mnto the Green Belt,

v the commemuty park scheme will comprase:

a) anew public park and footpaths lxid out in
the form of a Sistable Accessible Nadal

Hub and contnbutions to the Chigwell Pansh Bus
Service, would cutwesgh amy harm from the
developmoent

No assessment of the financial viabusty of the
proposals kas been mcluded i the ONP Site
Assessment Report and the separate August 2017
Rolls Park Site Assessment Repost, howeves the
waabulity of a 45-dwelling development to provide
the extent of planming obhgations proposed would
need 1 be evidenced

Gaven the scale of developeent proposed. o is
wmlikely that the proposed planning obligations,
partcalarly m relation to the construction of a new
scout bt (the cost of this Saclity has not been stated)
and 2 commmamsty bub (estmated %o cost £6.5m) wall

By encomnagmy this proposal for mappropnate
development in the Green Belt, Pobcy CHG2 1
contrary to the findsmental xim of Green Belt
policy, which s %o prevent whban sprawd by keepung
land permmently open

The ONP asserts that the delrvery of the proposed
development scheme will secure public benefits and
provades the ‘very special coroumstances’
ustfication required by mtceal planmng policy
However, as presently drafied, the justiication m
the ONP 15 contrary %o national Green Belt polscy as
it fasls properly 1o have regard to the proper
sppeoach 10 demonstrating the exastence of very
special arcunstances. The ONP fails to assess the
extent to whach the proposal would cause harm to
the Green Belt and wmdermune the purposes served

Green Space to complement the sdounmng | Infrastrocture Levy (CIL) Regulations 2010 An by the Green Belt m this very sensitive location. As
Grange Fanm Country Park with a view 10 moechanism 10 the normal section 106 such, the justification fails to give ssbstantial
formang the Nesghbourtood Flan approach would therefore need to be identified The | weight to anry barm 1o the Green Belt and, 25 2
ceatnbution to the Epping Farest SAC NP should clanfyy how the contribetions wouldbe | pesult, does mot demonstrate that the harm the
uhzaton statery. provided as part of this development proposal would cause 1o the Green Belt and sy

Y) 2 new Scout Fiut with aucillary outdoot | Green Belt between Loughton and Chigwell whepe | Other harm would be clearly outweighed by otber

4 Soa-lllo(ﬁ(]l‘ datoos states that: A pl ligation may oaly 2 rexon for pasmg pl for the devel if e obliganoa b—

1o muke the devel ble 18

d bernes,

0) Sxectly reluted to e Snvwlopemest, sod

() faarly 30d reasonably related i scale and kand 1o the development.

Draft ONP Policy Current / poteatial conflict with the draft LP Current / potential conflict with basic conditions
Tecreational uses; the draft LP is seekang %o restrict development and commderatons.
v.  The off-sste commmaty facility scheme delrvers nhemylﬁ‘o:::ume:::;eﬁt The CNP is not supported by sufSicient evidence to
apew Pansh Centre ca Lxod to be “"‘"7-":“ S :‘:“"’" desmcastrate that the ‘otber considerabon wpon
xmade avaslable for this parpose by the Parish | FOPosed “C"""“ % SSichmnint Mummmmu
Council, comprising mult-purpose facdites, 3 | APPOPaIeness site would sagaificantly regasded a3 publc benefits that clearty cutwesgh the
Pasish Office and Library, which will be change. significant harm to the Green Belt
completed pror to the final ocogpation of the | Policy CHG? also seeks the provision of 40%
bousing scheme: affocdable bousing for 8 mimmmm period of 20 m"””dm"‘m?ﬂﬁmh
Vi, the bousing and community facility schecmes are Y"‘m“’""’““:"""""“‘h draft LP, outside the Green Belt, within settlesnent
accessed via the lase 10 Clugwell Lase and h""‘”’“‘""‘""“‘" ""F""‘::' boundanes, o closer to the edge of existing
provison is made for inproving e laoe and peoposed time period is provided within settleznents. As sach, delivenzig the proposed

Junction; and

Vi 2 plannng obligation is agreed fo provade an
approgriate financial contnbution to the costs of
openating the proposed Chugwell Panish Bus
Serace

Tt &5 proposed that as the site does not adjoin the
proposed redrawing of the Green Belt boundary and
will remamn m the Green Belt. A “very specal
crcumstances’ case mxst be made for the policy to
have peoper regard to sational policy.

ONP. Thes 1 not conmistent with the draft [P

housing scheme should not be considered as 2
public benefit, or a consideration that should be
pven substantial weight.
ihlvnlhhpo\mdhmpd
scheme i not y %o make the p
WMM.{-M
should not be considered 25 a public benefit as the
dragt LP wall require new housmg development to
nake a contnbution to the Epping Forest SAC air
The ONP does ot explas whether the proposed
SANGS i the nussm necessary 1o make the
md&vdq—nﬂ—tmqnﬂ:m
specify the mechaniam by which the commmmuty
pazk scheme will be secured as 2 SANGS m
perpetuty. Nor does 1t demonstrate that the saction
106 planming obligation would satisfy the

4
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Draft CNP Policy

Current / poteatial conflict with the draft LP

Current / potential conflict with basic conditions

requirements of Regulation 122 and 123 of the CIL
Regalations 2010.

No evidence has bee provaded 10 demonstrate the
sguficant need for the proposed commzanty
facalines or that asy such seed could not be moet in
othes ways. The CNP does not specify the
mechamesm for securing the off-site

facilifies, or demonstrate that the section 106
plazmmg cbligation that i likely to be necessary
wondd saniafy the requiretsents of Regulation 122
ad 123 of the CIL Regsdanoas 2010.

Policy CHG2 amouzts %0 2 de facso allocation” of
this site whach promotes the delivery of
nappeopniate development in the Green Belt,
confrary to the aims and agurations of Section 9 of
the NPPF.

The proposed site is pliysacally separate from the
bult-up area of Chigwell and would thesefore be
relant on the proposed Parish Bus Service to
pronade sustamable Samsport to surroundmg
services and facilibes. The viabality of Parish Bus
Service is considered 1 section 3 of the Council's
Boefisg Note. Even with 2 hzxsted bus service in
place, the location of the site would be unlikely to
be 25 sustamable a5 other svadlable sites m the area
The proposed allocation would therefore be
unbkely to constitte sustamable development as
defined by the NPFF.

Draft CNP Policy

Current / poteatial conflict with the draft LP

Current / potential conflict with basic conditions

The NPPF states that affordable housing “should
mchude provisions to remain at an affordable price
for finre eigble households or for the ubsidy
be recycled for alternatve affordable hossing
provision’. National planmung policy therefore seeks
the provision of affordable homes m perpetuity and
does mot refer 10 2 specified tame penod where the
provisians of affoedable hansng would no leger
apply. The approach set cut m Policy CHG2 o
entuwe bomes are affordable for 2 merermam time
penod is thesefore incommastent with natiosal
plazag policy
Accordingly, Policy CHG2 is comtrary to natiomal
(which is consistent with mtional Green Belt
policy), and emergmg Local Plan policy. As such, it
wall not comtnbute 1o the acluevement of
sustunable developant. For these reasons, Policy
CHG2 does not oeet the basic conditions for
neighbourhood plans

Pelicy CHGY: Enabling Development at Froghall

Lane, Grange Hill

Proposals for a maved development scheme at

Froghall Lane m Grange Hill, a5 shown on the

Policies Map, will be supported, provided:

L The scheme comprises an assasted Living
housang schetme and 2 cemetery extension

The Froghall Lase site i sdentified m the CNP
Policies Map and inchades pant of site SR-0317
assessed withun the deaft LP Site Selection Repoet.
There 15 potential coaflict wath the allocation of this
site m Policy CHG3, as the ste was assessed by the
Council but was not incloded as an allocation m the
draft LP. The deadt LP Sute Selecticn Report outlines

As alzeady stated, the Councal is currently
recontadenng the assessment of this ute trough
further work to finalise Local Plam allocaticns.
However, as things stand, the site does not form
past of the Draft Local Plan proposed allocaticas,
and the proposed development is therefore contrary
1o the Draft Local Plan.
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Draft CNP Policy

Current / poteatial conflict with the draft LP

Current / potential conflict with basic conditions

scheme;

i The asnasted living housing scheme conprises
approxazuately 105 umits (C2 Use Class)
offering approx. 400 bed spaces,

w A condition or obliga xts the

that the site was removed at Stage 4 and stated that
“wiilst the site was conzidered as potentially
suitable for development, i did mo¢ fall withtn @
category of land taken forward based on the land
Rierarchy sef ot in the Site Selection

Wathodnl

plannmg

age of the bead of the household 10 2 nunizum
60 years of age for the hfetime operation of the
assisted hving scheme;

1v. There are spprox. 130 car parking spaces
provided co-site,

v The cemetery scheme compnses 3 mensmum of
0.4 Ha of land that is transferred o Chigwell
Panish Councal through a planzeng cblgation;

vi. The landscape scheme delivers an effective
planting screen on the boundary with the
cemetery scheme; and

vii. a plazsing obligation 15 agreed 10 provide an
appropriate financial comtnbution to the costs of

o
The site 15 subjgect of a current planming application
EPF/3386/16, with the same proposals as set out m
Policy CHG3. At the time of wnting the applscation
Tas not yet beent deterzined by the Councal, bag 1
recousnended for refisal based co mappropnate
developenent in the Green Belt The Officer
recommendation for refisal notes that “the hmafic
of the propazal are insufficient 10 overcome the harm
uwddcwvbh&-“w&

v does mot de
man,&-wqum
permission”.

The ONP Site Assessment Report ruses a muznber of
concerns with the Coumncil's assessment and states

Section 9 of the NPPF seeks to protect the Green

hasm to the Green Belt and explams that ‘very
special arammtances’ wall not exxst unless the
potential harm to the Green Belt by reason of
mappropniateness, and azry other bann, 13 cleasly
outwerghed by other considerations.

By encomragmy this proposal for mappropnate
development in the Green Belt, Policy CHG3 1
contrary to the fimdsmental xim of Green Belt
pobicy, which 15 %o prevent whan speawd by keeping
land permamently open.

The ONP asserts that the delrvery of the proposed

Service. = | e ::du&zﬂdmﬂuh:::& ik ety
whach 35 adjacent 10 existng housing and the :zuugmbwh:y!msm:y
cemetery. The Councal i resssessing the site 1o take lF' wu*lw’hb&pﬁpwl &

S vt S ey , that would be provaded thrcegh the exterssion of the
Howeves, as Sungs stand the proposed allocaton = | cemetery and provision of assisted living wts.
RO Cona ixoautimy i pnpaieis i A L However, as presently drafied, the justification m
7
Draft CNP Policy Current / poteatial conflict with the draft LP Current / potential conflict with basic conditions

the ONP is coatrary to national Green Belt polacy as
it fasls properly to have regard to the proper
appeoach to demonstrating the exastence of very
carazmtances. The ONP fails 1o assess the
extent 1o whoch the proposal would cause harm to
the Green Belt and mndermine the purposes served
by the Green Belt m this very sensative locatioa. As
such, the justification fails to give substantial
wesght to anry harm % the Green Beltand, as 2
result, does not demonstrate that the harm the
proposal would cause 10 the Green Belt and any
other harm would be clearly cutweighed by other
comaderations.
mm-nwwmm»

There 15 no evsdence provided i the ONP or
supporting documments that the cemetery extemsion
and peovasion of assisted Iiving units could not be
provaded m other ways that would not resalt n
hasmn 10 the Green Belt. The ONP therefore does not
provade sufficoent evadence that there ace ‘very
special crcumstances’ whoch support the proposed
allocation of thas site. The Officer Report relatng to
the current planning application ca this site also
concluded that the proposed benefits of the scheme
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did not clearly cutweigh the hama to the Green Belt
and any other harm. As such, the apphication did
not demonstrate that 'very special crcumstances’
east 1o justify 3 grant of plamung perssssion.

sustamability of the village will be spported Where
such proposals are located m the Green Belt
adjoizing the mset settiement boundary, they wall be
supported, provaded they can demonstrate they will
0ot coupromuse the essential open character of the
Green Belt and theis public benefits ase such 1o

Policy CHG4 seeks 10 encourage development
proposals to come forward in the Chugwell Row area
whach provide the opportumty to create a new school

the Greez Belt and should provide prblic benefits
that clearly cutweigh the harm to the Green and ary
other harm %o demonstrate that ‘very special
croummtance’ exist in accordance with paragraph 83
of the NFFF.

It 5 wmclear of Policy CHGH 15 seeking 10 prosocte
additional housing m the Chigwell Row area, or just
seekang to promote the area as a potential location
fior 2 new school and commamuty facihites. It is also
unclear what amount and type of developeent 15
being encowraged m the Chigwell Row area. esther

&pﬂkﬂrumwﬁu&hh

¥, Polacy
CHG4 15 conmstest with paragraph §3 of the NPPF.
As presently drafied Pobcy CHGH 15 unclear and
mobaguous regarding the tfype and level of
development bemng encouraged m the Chagwell
Row area and the overall purpose and aims of the
Policy. The PPG’ states that 'a policy in @
neighbonrhood plan shouid be clear and
unambiguous. [ showld be drafed with safficient
clanty that a dectsion maker can apply it
consistently and with confidence when detarwaning

planning applications. Jr showld b concize, prectse

and supported by appropriate evidence’. Polxcy
CHG4 fails 10 meet these requerements.

Policy CHGY 18 not conmstent with natonal and
local planzsng policy and may therefiore fad %o meet
the reqazements of the basic conditions.

3 Praprap 041; Refirmnce D 41-041-20148306
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associated with Policy CHG4. The policy refers to
land in and oo the edge of Chagwell Row which the
policy relates to i unclear. Pobcy CHGY would
benefit from clanSication of the relevant sites o
areas which would be conadered appropmate for
new developeent in Chigwell Row by mécating
these areas om the CNP Polices Map

Policy CHG is seeking to create a new school,
however either the CNP or associated background
docuzents bave idestified 3 need for 2 new school
Section 2 of the ONP referred to mmproving primary
school facdlities in the Panish, howewver it i umclear if
an extrely new school site 15 requared, of 1f the
primary school could be umproved on #ts cusyent site.
Further clanfication of these ponts as part of Pobicy
CHGY wouldd be beneficaal The draft LP
Infrastracture Delivery Plan (IDP) i currently bewnsg
produced m collaboration with Essex Cosnaty
Council and site promoters. The IDP wall imchude an
assessment of school requirements and potential
locations for new schools where required. Pobicy
CHGY would benefit from refernag to the IDP as an
evidence bave documment when it has been
completed.

The dnft LP Visce for Chagwell (p154) idertifies
the need for ingproved education facilities m the
area. Policy CHGA 15 therefore penerally consistent
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The overall purpose and 2ms of Policy CHGY e
unclear and asbguous and would benefit from
chnfication, a5 set out above. However, the draft LP
currently has no proposed development allocations
m Chigwell Row; therefore, any ad&tional
clanification of this policy could potentially create a
confhict with the draft LP. Carefal connderation
therefore should be grven to futwre amendments to
Policy CHG4 10 ensure consistency with the deaft
e

Pelicy CHGS: Regenerating Limes Farm

Proposals for the couguehensive regeneration of
thFmasbnathlhshvnn&

The ONP Policies Map shows the area of land
compnsing Lanes Estate relating to Policy CHGS.
Thas 15 not consistent with the asea identified as the
Limes Estate (site SR-0557) withan the draft LP Site
Selection Report. It may be helpfial for the area
identified as the Limes Estate withm the ONP to be
with the asea assessed by the Cosncil

Proposals for housing or other developenent on the
existing open spaces of the area wall be reqisted wmal

Policy CHGS seeks the comprebensive regeneration
of the Laxnes Fanm Estate rather than preceeal

development of areas of open space pros to sy

Paragraph 74 of the NPPF states that existing open
space should not be built oa unless an assessment
has been undertaken whuch bas clearly shown the
open space 10 be surplus to requirements, or the loss
resultmng from the proposed development would be
replaced by equnvalent or better provision in terms
of quantity and quality m a suitable location. The
comcerns rased within the CNP Site Assessment

demcaitrate that the Pansh Council are not
satished that the requiremests of NPPF paragraph
74 have been met withm the proposed dnft LP

such a time that a comprehensive regeneration vadovelogmmuct of e wen. allocation for the Limes Farm Estate. To support
scheme has been spproved. The approach set ot inthe draft LP for the Limet | Poliey CHGS, the ONP would benefit from the
Farm Estate proposes the allocation of inchosion of an assessment of the open space af the
approcznately 210 homes oa part of the open space | Limes Farm Estate whach is considered smportant,
1n
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north of the Estate during this plan peniod and then a
proposed future redevelopment of the Limes Farm
Estate following 2033

Policy CHGS presents xn altersative approach 10 the
daft LP and, therefore, i not conmistest with
Assessment Report haghlights the Pansh Comal's
concerns i the Council's assessment of the ute,
partcalarly m relation to the loss of open space ma.
Ragh density bualt up area, price 10 the finalssaton of
any strategx: proposals for the Limes Farm Estate.
The ONP Site Assessment Report disagrees with the
Counail's assessment of the impact of the loss of the
open space. Where caly part of the open space
would be lost with the remameng open space
enhasced and wheoe Draft LP Policy DM ensures.
Protection 1o EXISUNG Open spaces, 3 modest Degative
score was provided for the loss of open space in the
draft LP Site Selection Report. The Panish Council
however considers the loss of open space to have 2
sigmficant adverse impact on the area. The ONP
assessment therefore concludes that the Council have
not sufficeently consadered the umpact of the loss of
the opens space cn exsting residents of the Linses
Farm Estate and the suroundng wes.

1o demncnserate whry it should not be bt onin
accoedance with NPPF paragraph 74.

Polucy CHGS seeks the approval of a
comprebensive regeneration scheme poor © ay
development i the Limes Fanm Estate and
surrounding open spaces. This could be undertaken
throngh the production of 2 masterplan or
development brief The PPG* supports the

policy
accordance with the aims of CNP Policy CHGS,
The Council encosrages the pasticipation of
Clugwell Parich Councal 1 the production of a
strategic masterplan for the Limes Farm Estate area
Policy CHGS presents an alternative approach to
the draft LP and therefore. i mot consistent wath
emerging Local Pl policy

4 Praprap 03 Radomce [D: 3603320140308
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Policy CHG6: Supporting Commmnity Assets

Proposals that wall Jead to the unnecessary loss of

the following commmmuty facshities, as shown on the

Polacies Map, will be resisted:

L land and prenuses making up the Chagwell
Riding School and Jobelee Lodge

i the grownds and facilities of the Mesropolitan
Sports Gromd

it the casches of St Mary's, St Wimfred's and
All Samts

. the commmuuty facilities at Limes Farm

v the Chigwell & Hamault Synagogue.

Proposals to develop a new comnmumty facility for

Clugwell on the Victory Hall te on Hamault Road,

25 shown ca the Policses Map, will be suppocted.

Proposals to establish a mew doctor’s surgery or a

new dentist facility i the Panish will be spported,

provided they ase located cutmde the Green Belt and

have sufSaent off-street car parkong spaces.

All conuuty facalities listed @ Policy CHGS,
except the Clagwell and Hamanlt Synagogue, are
identified m the CNP Polacies Map.
Wm@&mdww

Comumeuty, Jessge and cultural facilites whach ase
valued by the Jocal commumty ase proposed to be
s the same purpose as LP Pobey Dd and 15
therefiore consistent with Jocal planming pobicy
Page 154 of the draft LP hughlights the need for
additional health caze facilities s the Clugwell area
Thas s consistent with Policy CHGS. The emesging
IDP wall include frther information on the need for
new faclites m the avea.

NPPF paragraph 70 motes that planmung pobeies and
decisions should ‘guand apminst the loss of valvad
Sacilittes and services, particularly where this
would reduce the community s ability fo meet it
day-to-day needs’. CNP Policy CHG6 is consstent
wath 2ms of paragraph 70 of the NPPF.

The policy therefore meets the requiremests of the
bask conditioms

Pelicy CHG™: Local The ONP Policies Map identifies willage cestresn | Paragraph 23 of the NPPF states that plannmng
policies should be poztive, promote compestive
13
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The Neighbowhood Plan designates village centres
at Brook Parade, Clugwell, Limes Farm, Grange Hall
and Clugwell Row, a5 shown om the Polacies Map.

Proposals for new shops and servaces sied ©© 2
village centre will be supported. Proposals for a
change of use from a shop or seraice suited to 2
village centre to another use will be reisted, where
plasning permission 15 required.

Proposals 10 increase the munber of pubbc car
parking spaces at a village centre will also be
sippected

Proposals that willl Jead to moce than 25% of the
total mamber of umsts m Brook Parade or Grange Hill
village centres bemg in an A3 caférestmrat, A4
drinking establishaoent or AS hot food takeaway use
will be resisted.

the Parich which will be supperted by CHG7

Policy CHG7 seeks to protect village centres for uses
associated with Al -~ A5 retail, fmancial services,
cafe'Testarants, drnking establishments and hot
food takeaways, and B1(a) offices, encouraging the

fown centre envirommenss and sef out policies for
the mmagement and growth of centres”.

Polacses which are overly prescriptive and
potentially restnctive 1 market dessands may not

amount of A3, A4 and AS uses in certum areas
Draft LP Policy E2 seeks to protect retal aveas on
local parades and village shops by caly allowing »
chasge of use 10 noo-retad wies when there is no
denund for the retsl use, the service is moving 1o
another location in the village, or the new use would
meet an identified need

In compansson to draft LP Policy E2. ONP Policy
CHG7 provides additsosal detauls on the types of
uses allowed in Jocal centyes and the amonnt of
certain types of uses allowed m specified centres.
The ONP outlines that the lons e ded to

be dered 1o be p a8 required by NPPF
pasagraph 23, While Policy CHG7 does provide 2
wide range of potential uses, the pobcy should
allow other uses in local centres where a viable use
for vacant premmses has not been found for a loag
penod of te and where allermative uses sy
excowage active frontages. attract 2 high footfall
and a service which could positively contribuste to
the function of the local centre.

Semmilacly, restricting cestam wses in specified
centres coudd create long term vacancies where
alternative uses could ot be found. Policy CHG7
should provide greater Dexibuity 10 allow addinosal
A3, Ad and AS uses beyond the specified amosst

ensure the convemence offer at local centres is not
undermmed. however there is no evidence cutimmg
wivy 25% of umts 15 an appropnate amount. The
aums and aspuations of the policy are penerally
consistent with draft LP Policy E2, however, Policy
CHG7 woudd benefit from further justfication to
povde evidence of why 25% is the appropriate
amount of A3, A4 and AS uses in Brook Parade and
Grange Hill village centres.

The draft LP seeks to encourage the use of

where p have been vacant for a long penod
of time and where an altermative we canmot be
found.

The Use Classes Ovder allows certain uses 1o be

development includes changes from A3 to Al uses
and from Al 10 A3 uses wp to 150sqm. The abidity
o mamage the amount of A3 uses within a certam
centre could therefore m practice be duffscult to

14
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smable modes of L]

sastizable development Policy CHG7 refess to
mcreasing car parking provision i village centres,
bt does not sumilaly refer 10 increasing services
and facilities in Jocal cemtres for sustasable modes

of tansport. To ensure consistency with the dnaft LP,

Policy CHG7 would benefit from proposals to
mprove the provision of poblic transpoet, cycling
and pedestrian routes and facilihies, as well as
seelang an 1 1 car parks 3

-l

plement

For these reasons ONP Pobicy CHGT 1s not
comtsdered 10 be fully conmistent with local and
natomal plasssng policy. To assist in meeting the
requirements of the basic conditions, the policy
would benefit from reference to encamaging the
use of sustamable modes of transport to access Jocal
centres and provading a more postive and flexible
spproach 1o manapng retal aveas in the Panich

Policy CHGS: Supperting Local Businesze
Developuest proposals to create new businesses of
 village scale will be supported, provided they are
located cutuide the Green Belt.

Proposals that result m the loss of an exasting
taaness use will be resisted, unless 1t can be
demonstrated that its continued use 13 no longer
vasble. Proposals to expand an existing employment
or business wse will be supported, provided their
umpact oo flood nk, Jocal amesaty. traffic and
Lindscape can be matishictonly mutigased and they do
not compr the open ch of the Green

Policy CHGS seeks 1o supports the location and
expantion of busnesses m the Pansh, the protectica
of exasting bamnesses and suppoet Sexible wodking
amangements sach as working from home.

Policy CHGS would benefit from a definstion of a
“illage scale busmess’. As carently drafled it is
unclear what would constitte a allage scale
busmess”.

Draft LP Policy SP5 seeks 1o protect the Grees Belt
from mappropriate development Pobicy CHGS goes
beyond the restrictions of the draft LP to comsader all
developeent aated with new b mthe
Green Belt as inappropnate development Pobicses

NPPF paragraphs 89 and 90 mclude a closed hst of
development that should not be connidered
mappropnate m the Green Belt and could be
sssociated with new bumnesses. By seelang to
ensae that no new busmesses are located i the
Green Belt, ONP Pobicy CHGS is contrary to
pasagraphs 89 and 90 of the NPPF.

The wording of Policy CHGS 15 unclear when
refernang to a ‘allage scale buness’ The lack of 2
definuton would Jead 10 smcertaanty m
unplementing the pobicy. As currently drafled, the
policy s therefore contrary to the PPG’ which
requires & pobey to be 'claar and unambiguons..

s Praprap 041; Refirmnce D 41-041-20148306
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withan the LP allow appropnate development 10 take

drafted with suffictent clarity that @ dectzion maker

r— focs Bome that requige | PI3Ce i the Green Belt Pobcy CHGS i herefore | cam apply dly and with confidence when
"""““l” ':l’“: Im\::: coutrary to draft 1 P Pobicy SPS. determining plaswing applicasions” Policy CHGS
buasness use sesoains mcillary 1o the maun Deaft LP Policy E1 seeks to protect exsang fals S0 meet these requiresnents and would
residestsal use and there is 5o guficant harm enployment hand unless i ¢ be demonstrated that | hierefove fail 10 meet the requurements of the basic
caused to Jocal residential amemuty by way of car | engployment use is no longer viable oo the site conditions.
parking, traffic movements or notse. Policy CHGS 15 therefore consastent with draft 1P Proposals withun CNP Pohey CHGS to reast the
Polcy EL loss of employment sxtes unless it can be
demonstrated that the use 15 no longer viable and
supportag the expanon of existamg businesses, me
comtastent with the aims and aspurations of section |
of the NPPF
As cumrently drafted, the first paragraph of Policy
CHGS 15 ot 1 with local or national
plamming policy and thesefoce does not meet the
requirements of the basnic conditions
Policy CHG?. Prometing Good Design i the Parish | Policy CHGY seeks to encourage good quality The wording of Policy CHGS 15 unclear when
which mastams the character of the Parh. referring to flatted accommodation which would
Development proposals wil be supported. provided | %58 .
thes desagn respects the important featwes of the | The policy seeks 0 Testict ssbeivisacn of dwellings | 1ot Rocmally be appropeiate’. Further cluty ca

street scene and they utlise materials whach are in
keeping and are not cbviomsly & with the
character of the Panish.

.

10 mameain the character of the area, however what
would and would not “Be appropriate ™ is unclear

The woeding of the first policy bullet point also is

how a flatted developent would be conndered
acceptable or otherwise would benedit the pobicy.
As currently drafied, the policy 15 therefore contrary
1o the PPG" winch requires a policy to be ‘claar and

L Pragrp 041; Refrwnce 1D 41-041-20148306
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Proposals should have special regard to:

o The uguficance of lager buildings set @ larpe
ﬁmnm&d-md-hd&e
Pansh, whereby proposals for plot subdnasion to
delver flatted accommodation wall not nonmally
be appropnuate

* The scale of gates and rulings on the property
frontage, which should complement the street
scene and should not be overbeanng and cut of
character

* The use of weatherboarding and agnouitunal
vernacular m the detailing of buildings

* The desre for front and rear gardens to new
dwellsgs @ those parts of the Panish where this
15 already very common

unclear, saggesting that some subdnision would be

would benefit from clanfication that subdnasion wll

inambignous . drafted wish sufficient clartty that a
m-d'raq#nm-lﬂ

caly be suppocted where there is no detnmental
mnhwhmdhnd
the residential sty of neighb
Design related policses DMS and DM10 in the draft
1P would allow the subdnasion of properties where
there 1t no detnmental mmpact of the existing
tualding and saroundang wes ka relaton to
subdvinon, CNP Policy CHGS 1 therefore not
consistenst with the dra [P,

mwmw-ﬂm

-ihmhmofﬁudmghwhe
this is s spoctant feanare of the local character, are

bt 4

a Tequuremnents that are penerally conument
e e Mgt -:::W«mumxym
Wg}.w»,. Draft LP Policy DM12 guides ssbterranesn and
mmmum tasement development and requires relevant
desoonstrates how neighbouring p will b to submut a Basement Inpact

be-&g-&dﬂb'nyhdnlmm
wall be

L

) hen detormining planming
application:” Pobcy CHGS fads 10 moeet these
requirements

Section 7 of the NPPF seeks good desagn from all
new development. The overall azms of ONP Policy
CHGS are genenlly contistent with national
planmmg policy in seekang 1o achieve a bagh quality
of denign in new developanent.

To meet the bawe condmons, CNP Policy CH®
would benefit from improving conmistency with the
draft LP in relation %o the techmical statements 10
support basement related applications and by
provadmg greater clanity as to Grommstances in
wiuch flatted developeoent may be connidesed
acoeptatle.
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provide Swee simalar statements i support of as

application. A BCMS should pronide the necessary

mformation sufficient 1o meet the requirements of

CNP Policy CHGY. To streamline thus process, it

muwumwm:s

ded 10 be consistent with the requi

the draft LP and refers to a BOMS mstead of 3

‘comstruction method statement’
Policy CHG10: Promoting Good Design inthe | ONP Policies Map sdentifies the Clugwell Section 12 of the NPPF provides gradasce c
Chignell Conservation Area Conservation Area No changes are proposed o the | comserving and enhancang the Iustonc esvionment
Development proposals in the Chigwell extent of the conservation area. mdedeGﬁKOn
Comservation Area, as thown on the Policies Map, | Policy CHG10 seeks to protect the Chigwell pmenlly cusinent odfh the NIE.
will be supported, provided they kave special regard | Conservaticn Area from development which could As presently drafied. CNP Policy CHG 10 does not
10 the followmg design prnciples be detruzoental 1o the character of the area. The et the basic condions. Subject to further
i ;o Policy therefore goes beyond the policy controls set dn&umdhppnqluhhaqnﬁ
n:"‘“"""‘:‘::“m'“’h:" outin draft LP Policy DM to protect iy som Asea, CNP Policy CHG10 would

omuloppommnt vl peivsts govion vews, bualding lines, landscaping and the tmpact of mumm

* The views along High Road into and @wough the | subdnasion or garden development
Conservation Area from the south west and north The les of the policy are in 1

east aze not cbstructed or punctuated by new
development

* The manwe lindscaping of trees and hedgerows
that forms part of a frost boundary should not be
removed 10 exable the mmplementation of a
development proposal

confornaty with the aums and obyectives of the dnft
1P Policy DM7, however a blazket ban on

the removal of mature trees and bedgerows to
suppoct development, may be considesed overly
restctive. Not all parden aseas, trees and hedgerows
will be important to the character of the cosservation

52



Draft CNP Policy

Current / poteatial conflict with the draft LP

Current / potential conflict with basic conditions

» There is no ummecessary loss of a non-desagnated
benitage asset in the Conservation Ares

* The building line of propertes wath little or no
front garden on Hagh Road nocth of Clagwell School
1 mamtuned

* Views of St. Mary’s Church from the north are
not obstructed by development in the setting of the
Conservation Area

area and some subdivision of plots may be able to
take place winch would not have an impact on the
conservation area It would therefore be appropriate
10 consider proposals mdividually
through the normal planming processes, 1o consder
amy impacts on the comservation area and associated
hentage assets.

Policy CHG10 would therefore benefit from
clanfying if there are specafic areas of vegetaton,
landscaping and garden land whuch are uportant to
the character of the conservation aes and any
partcular busdngs which chould not be subdinaded
doe to thesr importance 10 the character of the asea or
25 2 henitage asset

Palicy CHG11: Local Green Spaces The CNP Policies Map identifies two proposed Jocal | Paragraph 77 of the NPPF stases that the
Neighbowhood st Sollows gFeen spaces in the Parish. The land at Chigwell designation of Local Green Space should cnly be
m&«:s ?‘-. “h“;ﬁsw’" Convent inclndes the sxme area as the proposad used where the green space is m reasomably close
residential allocation m the drat LP on sste SR proxmmty 1o the commmmaty &t serves, where the
1 Giebe Land at High Road/Vicarage Lane 0588, @een area is demoastrably specaal to a Jocal
i Land at Clagwell Convest, High Road The draft LP does mot allocate any Local Green | Cosmmmity and boids a e
Woodfoed Bridge Spaces in the District ” mmww—:h:m
Proposals for development within a Local Green | The draft 1P bas allocated land 2t Chigwell Convest | s 2 playing field), tranquilliy or richness of its
Space will be resisted unless exceptional for 52 homes. The designation of a Local Green wildlife. and where e green area concerned 15
arcusmstances can be demonstrated. Space on this site within the CNP is therefore local m character and is not an extensive tract of
coutrary 10 the draft LP. The ONP Site Assessment | |and
19
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Report conciudes that the Councal have incorrectly
assessed the mmportance of the open space between
the listed building and Fagh Road on the setting of
the benitage asset. The Report also states that the
Council bas icomectly assessed the uportance of
the open space %o the character of the aea, provideng
2 gap in built form and thesefore playing an
mmportant role in defining the area a3 a more naal
location outnide of Greater London.

The draft LP Sute Sedecton Report conchaded at
any uspact on the bsted bulding could be mutgated
through development and that the site was
appropriate to be allocated for readential
development

The designation of land at Clugwell Convent as

Local Green Space is contrary 10 the proposals i the
daft LP.

The supporting text within the CNP bas set cut a
Jussfication for the designation of land at Clugwell
Coavent based on the historical agmficance of the
ute and the muportance of the open space 1 the
henitage asset

The justification for the designation of Glebe Land
refers onlly to the area 25 open space wiuch is at sk
from development due % 5ts location and does not
explam why the land 15 special or ssguficant to the
local commity 1o be worthy of a designation.
There appears 10 be isufficient justification to
desigmate Glebe Land as Local Green Space in
accordance with the gudance set out m the NPPF
As currently drafied, the Local Green Space
desamations would not conform with Local cc
nadonal plasssng policy and would not therefore
not meet the reqarements of the bane conditons.

53



54

Habitat Regulations Assessment (January 2018)

Meeting to discuss the Habitat Regulations Assessment for the Chigwell Neighbourhood
Plan

31 January 2018, Epping Forest District Council

Notes of Meeting

Attendees:

Matt Davies — Environmental Gain Ltd, HRA consultant for Chigwell Parish Council (MD)
Dr James Riley — AECOM, HRA consultant for Epping Forest District Council (JR)

David Coleman — Epping Forest District Council (DC)

Nicky Linihan — Epping Forest District Council (NL)

Cllr Alan Lion — Epping Forest District Council and Chigwell Parish Council attended the
meeting in the capacity of an observer.

Scope and Purpose of Meeting:
The purpose of the meeting was to discuss the draft HRA report produced by Environmental
Gain Ltd to support the Chigwell Neighbourhood Plan Submission Version. The draft report
was provided to EFDC prior to the meeting for review.
The meeting agenda was as follows:

1. Introductions

2. EFDC update and overview of context
a. Local Plan
b. HRA
c. Memorandum of Understanding and developing a mitigation strategy in
relation Epping Forest SAC to manage air quality and recreational impacts
arising from planned growth
3. Update on production of Chigwell Neighbourhood Plan and overview of context

a. Review of Submission Draft Neighbourhood Plan autumn 2017
b. Correspondence from Natural England and EFDC in relation to need for HRA
c. Overview of HRA to support the Submission Neighbourhood Plan

4. Comments and Feedback from EFDC on HRA

5. Discussion on recommended next steps for the Chigwell Neighbourhood Plan

Summary of key discussion points and actions:
Key discussion points included:
e The Chigwell NP HRA has assessed the latest version of the Submission Plan dated

January 2018. MD considered that the Plan was in broad alignment with the Local
Plan, and reported that changes have been made to reflect the comments provided
by EFDC in November 2017. DC confirmed that EFDC has not yet received the latest
version of the Submission Plan.

e MD explained that the inclusion of the Rolls Park site in the Neighbourhood Plan is
the only additional site in the Neighbourhood Plan (relative to the Local Plan). The
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HRA has considered potential mitigation measures at Rolls Park in the
Neighbourhood Plan.

JR provided an overview of his review of the Draft HRA to support the Chigwell
Neighbourhood Plan (a copy of which is appended to this note), which can be
broadly summarised as follows:

o The HRA requires greater reference to air quality matters and the relevant
recommendations contained within the EFDC Local Plan HRA report.

o The HRA should recommend that the Neighbourhood Plan includes a policy
requirement which specifically refers to contributions being required towards
the mitigation strategy for Epping Forest SAC and references policy DM 2 of
the EFDC Local Plan.

o Inrelation to the Rolls Park site, it is considered that the HRA should
recommend acknowledgement within the Neighbourhood Plan that future
mitigation above and beyond the provision of open space may be required.
The overall strategy for mitigation of development impacts on Epping Forest
SAC requires a strategic approach to be established, rather than an adhoc
approach to the mitigation of individual sites, and therefore it is not possible
to say exactly what will be acceptable in terms of mitigation at this stage.

DC/ JR recommended that it would be prudent to consult with Natural England and
the Epping Forest Conservators prior to the formal submission of the Neighbourhood
Plan and HRA to EFDC. As the competent planning authority, EFDC will need to be
satisfied that Natural England is content with the HRA.

DC recommended the following next steps for the Neighbourhood Plan and
supporting HRA:

o EFDC to provide AECOM comments on draft HRA to MD;

o MD to update HRA to reflect comments received;

o Chigwell Parish Council to consult with Natural England to confirm that HRA is
sufficient to support Neighbourhood Plan;

o Chigwell Parish Council to update the Neighbourhood Plan to reflect the
recommendations of the HRA; and

o Chigwell Parish Council to submit Neighbourhood Plan to EFDC.

In terms of timescales, it was agreed that the HRA could be updated relatively
quickly by MD, but consultation with Natural England is likely to take several weeks.
This may result in a delay to the Submission of the Neighbourhood Plan until the
Spring whilst the HRA is finalised and the Neighbourhood Plan is updated to reflect
recommendations arising from the HRA report.
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APPENDIX D
NATURAL ENGLAND COMMENTS

Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report (May 2016)

Date: 11 May 2016
Ourref: 183116
Your ref: Chigwell NP SA/SEA Scoping Letter - Consultation

ENGLAND

Kay White
i o e
. Electrs Way

Essex aners

Chestire
IG7 6QZ oW ey
BY EMAIL ONLY T 0300 020 3000
Dear Ms White

Chigwell Neighbourhood Plan: Scoping the Sustainability Appraisal

Thank you for your consuitation on the above dated 08 Apnl 2016 which was received by Natural
England on the same date.

Natural England is a non-departmental public body. Cur statutory purpose is to ensure that the
natural environment is conserved, enhanced, and managed for the benefit of present and future

generations, thereby contributing to sustainable development.

Comments on the SEA Scoping Report

We spotted one small factual emror or area of ambiguity, in that the "Biodiversity’ section of Appendix
A ndludes the statement: “The Hainault Forest and Roding Valley Meadows SSSIs are also close fo
the edge of the Parish™. This could be construed to mean that they are close to, but outside, the
Parish Boundary; whereas both of these designated sites actually be partially within the boundary of
the Panish.

Epping Forest Special Area of Conservation

Where a neighbourhood plan could potentially affect a European protected site, it is necessary to
screen the plan in relation to the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations (2010), as
amended (the "Habitats Regulations”). One of the basic conditions that will be tested at Examination
is whether the making of the plan is compatible with European obligations and this includes
requirements relating to the Habitats Directive, which is transposed into the Habitats Regulations.

In accordance with Schedule 2 of The Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012, a
plan cannot be made 7 the likelihood of significant effects on any European Site,

neighbourhood
either alone (or in combination with other plans and projects) cannot be ruled out.

New development within the area covered by the Chigwell Neighbourhood Plan has the potentia to
increase the volume of raffic using roads which pass through the Epping Forest Special Area of
Conservation (SAC) and SSSI and thereby to further increase the already high levels of
atmosphenic pollution and associated nitrogen deposition to which the Forest is subjected.

1 of Schedule 2 to the Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012 includes a
basic condition which states that a Neighbourhood Plan can only be made it is not likely to have a
significant effect on a European site. Therefore, if likely significant effects cannot be excluded,

consideration must be given to:
a) either remowing completely the source of the likely signficant effects from the plan
Page10f2
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{awoidance) or;
b) including measures within the plan to ensure that such significant effects will not arise
(mitigation).

if & is not possible to exclude potential effects through either avoidance or mitigation applied at the
mummummmmmwpmposassammm

would need to be considered at a higher plan level, merewtemor
mesnw;bemwatelysewmdhmldmnnﬂybeaspatof&wlo@pﬁm n
order to comply with regulations 102 and 103 of the Conservation of Habitats and Species
Regulations 2010, as amended (the "Habiats Regulations”).

As you are probably aware, Epping Forest District Council are currently working on their new Local
Plan and are working with ther neighbouring authorities of East Hertfordshire District Councd,
Harlow Council and Uttlesford Distnct Council to apportion housing allocations between these four
authorities and to agree the overall spatial distribution of new development across this area. To
inform this process, they are working with Essex County Councd Highways and consultants, who
are currently camying out traffic modelling and air quality modeling n order to assess the likely
impacts ansing from different development scenanos, both with and without the proposed new M11
Junction 7A. It is intended that the outputs from this modelling will form a key component of the
evidence base underpinning the Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) for the Epping Forest
District Local Plan.

Therefore, prowided that:
1) the Chigwell Neighbourhood Plan is not submitted and published before the Epping Forest
District Local Plan reaches the submission stage and;
2) any proposed housing allocations within the area covered by the Neighbourhood Plan do
not exceed the number of dwelings allocated to this area within the emernging Epping Forest
District Local Plan;
then the potential traffic and air quality impacts ansing from these dwellings will have been
stae&edbassssneﬁaspatdheHRAhheLochhn

However, if the Chigwell Neighbourhood Plan were to precede the submission of the Epping Forest
District Local Plan, or to envisage any large housing allocations over and above those contained
within the Local Plan, then it would run the risk of being found not to be in conformity with the
requirements of the Habitats Regulations.

Therefore, athough you will probably find this frustrating, Natural England's advice is to wait until

the Epping Forest District Local Plan reaches its submission stage before progressing the Chigwell
Neighbourhood Plan to the submission and publication stage.

We would be happy to comment further should the need anse but # in the meantime you have any
quenes please do not hesitate to contact us.

For any quenes relating to the specific advice in this letter only please contact Gordon Wyatt on
014&)810356 For any new consultations, or to provide further information on this consultation
please send your comespondences to consultationsginaturalengland.org.uk.

Yours sincerely

Gordon Wyatt
Lead Adviser, Essex Team
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Pre-Submission Neighbourhood Plan (January 2017)

Anthony Belgrave

From: Mehvin, Jamie (NE) <famie Mebin@naturalengland orguk>
Sent: 04 January 2017 1814

To: Mark Hembury

Ce: Mark Hembury

Subject: 199140 Chigwell Pasish Neightourhood Plan

Dear Mr Hembury,

| have besn alerted 1o the fact that you have recently consulted Natural England regarding Chigwell Local Plan, | do nat
befieve that we have ralsed any concarns with the pian itself but note that a concern is outstanding regarding Habitats
Regudations Assessment given that the Epping Forest Local Plan has not yet passed examination. Please find my contact
details below if there Is anything that you wish to discuss with Natural England.

Kind regards,

Jamie Melvin
Planning Lead Advisar - Weast Anglia

Natural England, County Hall, Spetchiey Road, Worcester WRS 2NP
Tol: 02080261026

ptpeiveser gov.ukinatural - england

We are here (o secure a healthy natural environment for people to enjoy, where wildlife is protected and
England’s traditional landscapes are safeguarded for future generations.

In an effoet $o reduca Natural England's carbon footprint | will, wherever possible, avold traveling fo meelings and atternd
via audio, video or web conferencing.

Natural England offers two chargeable services - The Discretionary Advice Sorvice (DAS) provides pre-
application, pre-determination and post-consent advice on proposals to developers and consultants as wall as
pre-licensing species advice and pre-assent and consent advice. The Pre-submission Screening Service (PSS)
provides advice for protected species mitigation licence applications.

These services halp applicants take appropriate account of environmental considerations at an aarly stage of
project development, reduce uncertainty, reduce the risk of dolay and added cost at a later stage, whilst securing
good resulls for the natural environment.

This emai! and any attachments is intended for the numed recipient only. 1f

you have received it in error you have no authority to use, disclose, store or copy any of its contents and you
should destroy it and inform the sender. Whils this email and associated attachments will have been checked
for known viruses whilst within the Natural England systems, we can accept no responsibility once it has left
our systems, Commumications on Natural England systems may be monitored and/or recorded to secure the
effective operation of the system and for other lawful purposes.

58



59

Habitat Regulations Assessment (March 2017)

Paragraph 1 of Schedule 2 to the Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012 includes a basic
condition which states that a Neighbourhood Plan can only be made if it is not likely to have a significant effect
on a European site. Therefore, if likely significant effects cannot be excluded, consideration must be given to:

a) either removing completely the source of the likely significant effects from the plan (avoidance) or;
b) including measures within the plan to ensure that such significant effects will not arise (mitigation).

If it is not possible to exclude potential effects through either avoidance or mitigation applied at the
neighbourhood plan level, then the development proposals set out within the neighbourhood plan would need
to be considered at a higher plan level, where appropriate avoidance or mitigation measures may be more
appropriately secured. This would normally be as part of the local plan, in order to comply with regulations
102 and 103 of the Habitats Regulations.

Avoidance and mitigation measures are more likely to be able to exclude potentially significant effects where
the issue relates to a single local pathway. It is unlikely that mitigation or avoidance measures will be able to
exclude such effects where a neighbourhood plan or a group of neighbourhood plans are proposing strategic
allocations or a relatively large number of separate allocations which would require a strategic solution to
mitigation. In such instances it would be appropriate for the development to be considered in the higher tier
local plan.

Unfortunately in this case the Chigwell Neighbourhood Plan is considered likely to have a significant effect in
combination with other plans and projects, specifically relating to air quality impacts and recreational pressure
on Epping Forest Special Area of Conservation. This is a highly complexed issue which the West Essex/East
Hertfordshire Housing Market Area Authorities are seeking to resolve, in partnership with us, through a
memorandum of understanding in order to demonstrate the soundness of their own Local Plans. It is highly
unlikely that you will be able to progress your plan until an approach has been agreed.

HRA of the Epping Forest Local Plan cannot be relied on until it has passed through examination and been
found sound. Natural England has made comments of the current iteration of the HRA and does not currently
agree with the conclusion reached.

| appreciate that this is a little complicated. If you wish to discuss this further please do not hesitate to contact
me using the details set out below.

Kind regards,

Jamie Melvin

Planning Lead Adviser — West Anglia

Natural England, County Hall, Spetchley Road, Worcester WR5 2NP
Tel: 02080261025
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Habitat Regulations Assessment (May 2017)

Dear Mr Belgrave,
Apologies, Natural England will not be attending this meeting.

Given the volume of Neighbourhood Plans nationwide Natural England is unable to have high levels
of input into each one. Natural England recognises that Chigwell Plan has more complicated
environmental issues than most, however, since the plan will be tested against Paragraph 1 of
Schedule 2 to the Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012 (which states that a
neighbourhood plan cannot proceed if there is a Likely Significant Effect on a European site) and
Epping Local Plan has identified a likely in combination effect on Epping Forest Special Area of
Conservation from development in this area, it is considered improbable that we will be able to offer
anything of value to a meeting until a strategic solution has been put in place for the higher tier plan.

| am sorry that this is not the response that you desired.

Kind regards,
Jamie Melvin
Planning Lead Adviser — West Anglia

Natural England, County Hall, Spetchley Road, Worcester WR5 2NP
Tel: 02080261025

Habitat Regulations Assessment (January 2018)

Thank you for the update provided.

| hope that you will appreciate that Natural England is currently considering and preparing its
response for the Epping District Local Plan and this somewhat limits what | can say at this stage.

Whilst | appreciate that Epping District council contest that their plan will have no likely significant
effect this has not yet passed the test of soundness. Natural England will be commenting on this in
due course, along with other statutory bodies and individuals but ultimately it is for the planning
inspector to decide. Until there is an official confirmation of soundness the HRA for the higher tier
plan cannot be relied on. Natural England is continuing to assist Epping Forest in finding a solution to
the air quality issue it has identified but no mitigation strategy has yet been agreed. We cannot
therefore advise at this stage that a likely significant effect on the SAC can be ruled out.

Apologies, that | am unable to assist further at this point. If it is helpful | can provide you with a copy
of our response to Epping Forest District Plan pre-submission document once it is complete.

Kind regards,

Jamie



APPENDIX E

HISTORIC ENGLAND COMMENTS

Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report (May 2016)

AR Historic England
| I
A &

Ms Kay Wright Our ref: 20160427
Chigwell Parish Council (higwg&l NP SEA
Hainault Road Screening
Chigwell

Essex Your ref: NP/SEA/KW
IG7 6QZ Telephone 01223582775
By email only to: 26" April 2016

kay.white@chigwellparishcouncil.gov.uk

Dear Ms Wright

Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) Screening and Scoping Opinionfor the
Chigwell Neighbourhood Plan.

Thank you foryour letter of 8th April 2016and submission of papers«<ealing with the
proposed scope of the Chigwell Neighbourbood Plan,

For the purposes of this consultation, Historic England will confine our advice to the
question, “Is it likely to have a significant effect on the environment?” in respect of our
area of concern, cultural heritage. Our comments are based on the information supplied
in the background paper attached to the letter of 8 April. 1t is for the District Council to
make the final decision in terms of whether strategic environmental assessment {SEA) is
required,  In the background papers you confirm that Epping Forest District Council has
not yet issued its screening opinion that an SA/SEA is required but that the Parish Council
intends the Chigwell Neighbourhood Plan will make site allocations “and given the
extensive environmental constraints in the area, it is considered an SA/SEA will be necessory,
as the CNP has the potential to have significant environmentol effects’.  Historic England
wiould share this view,

If the Chigwell Neighbourhood Plan does allocate land or contains policies likely to have
an impact on the historic environment then a SEA will be required to evaluate the impact
upon the historicenvironment,

On the basis of the information supplied, and in the context of the criteria set out in
Schedule 1 of the Environmental Assessment Regulations, ‘'CRITERIA FOR DETERMINING
THE LIKELY SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS ON THE ENVIRONMENT" [Annex Il of “SEA’ Directive],
and the assessment duties in the Regulations Part 2 (5) 6), Historic England would take
the view that an SEA is required. You will need to produce a scoping reportin order to
work out precisely what needs to be covered in your SEA.

Hintere England, Becakdands, 24 Becoklands Aventue, Cambridge CH2 20U

Teleghoae 01371 35 3T4P HosorkTnpland.org uk : ‘ Stomewall
T

Fleme nate that Hatone England aperates an access to Information poiicy

Cormpongdence o1 informaticn which you send 33 may *hereiore become puticly avatlsh e
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As the Parish Counciliis also progressing the scoping of a future SA / SEA and have set out
an appraisal framework that includes an objective dealing with heritage, Historic England
would draw attention to our own guidance that will assist in the scoping of an
sustainability appraisal’strategic environmental appraisal and in setting out a
methodology for the assessment of the historic environment and site allocations,

For the development of 2 sustainability appraisal, Historic England have produced
Strotegic Environmental Assessment, Sustainability Approisol and the Mistoric Environment
{2013) which sets out that the over-arching principle when assessing the plan should be
the avoidance of harm to the significance of heritage assets, including their setting, The
finite and irreplaceable nature of the heritage assets and the historic environment needs
to be recognised, Further details are available at

https://content.historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/strategic-environ-
assessment-sustainability-appraisabhistoricenvironment/SA_SEA_final.pdf/

Historic England have also produced The Mistoric Environment and Site Allocations in Local
Plans {as Advice Note 3 October 2015), which whilst not specifically intended for
Neighbourhood Plans does contain guidance on the identification of potential sites for
development within Local Plans, This guidance <ontains details of a site selection
methodology thatinvolves a stepped approach to the identification, understanding and
impact an allocation might have on a heritage asset. Further details are available at

https://content.historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/historic-environment-
andsite-allocations-in-locabplans/heag074-he-and-site-allocationdocalplans. pdf/

We hope that the above comments are of assistance,

Yours sincerely

ld“g‘«\

Michael Stubbs
Historic Environment Planning Adviser
email:Michael. Stubbs@HistoricEngland.org.uk

Hiterk Ergland, Brocklandy, 34 Axwnioe, C ige CHJ ABU *
Stomcwall

Teleghone 01327 58 2TAR Hmu:lnpam.nv‘uk
Pleme rote that Hatork: Ergland operates an access to Informaticn policy

Cormmponde nce or imdcrmation which you send ia may therefore Seccme pubsicly svallab e
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Pre-Submission Neighbourhood Plan (November 2016)

Dear Mr Hembury

Ref: Consultation on Draft Neighbourhood Plan for Chigwell and SEA/SA Integrated
Impact Assessment

Thank you for inviting Historic England to comment on the draft of your Neighbourhood
Plan. Please accept our apologies for the delay in response. | have now had an opportunity
to review the draft document and our advice is set out below. Historic England is primarily
concerned with how your Plan will impact on the historic environment and our advice
focuses on those aspects of your Plan.

Historic England is pleased to note that the Foreword of your draft plan highlights the
importance of designated heritage assets, namely listed buildings and the Chigwell
Conservation Area. This is reinforced in the Plan’s objectives which seek to “preserve the
special heritage of the parish as a key reminder of its rural past”

We note in Paragraph 4.12 the importance given to precious urban green space and the
resistance to over development of rear gardens. Has the inclusion of a mature suburbs
policy been considered for the Neighbourhood Plan? Some content of this is covered in
your proposed Policy CHG11, but the creation of a separate statement may strengthen this.
Policy CHG11 is however welcomed by Historic England in its own right as is CHG10.

The proposed Neighbourhood Plan clearly celebrates the heritage of the parish. We would
consider the plan would be strengthened by a specific policy relating to the historic
environment. A preliminary desktop study of the area covered by the proposed
Neighbourhood Plan has shown the parish includes a number of designated heritage assets
including 5 Grade II* listed buildings and at least 60 buildings listed at Grade Il. We would
also advise that non designated heritage assets are covered within the Neighbourhood Plan.
A good baseline information which provides details about both designated and non-
designated heritage assets, which are then plotted on a map, would increase this emphasis.
Policies seeking the protection of both designated heritage assets and non-designated
heritage assets, in terms of both their fabric and setting should be incorporated into the
proposed Neighbourhood Plan. This would ensure that the strategy for this area is in line
with national planning policy and the emerging local plan. This will ensure that the Plan
safeguards those elements which contribute to the significance of these assets so that they
can be enjoyed by future generations of the area. You may also wish to caveat such a policy
to allow for new entries if further interesting historic buildings, structures or remains are
discovered.

We consider that planning team and historic buildings conservation officer at Epping Forest
District Council will be best placed to assist in advising you when considering selection of
potential non designated heritage assets in your plan area.
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We note that much of the proposed neighbourhood plan seeks to allocate land for future
development. Some of these proposed sites are located near to designated heritage assets.
Historic England have produced The Historic Environment and Site Allocations in Local Plans
(as Advice Note 3 October 2015), which whilst not specifically intended for Neighbourhood
Plans does contain guidance on the identification of potential sites for development within
Local Plans. This guidance contains details of a site selection methodology that involves a
stepped approach to the identification, understanding and impact an allocation might have
on a heritage asset. Further details are available at

<https://content.historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/historic-
environment-and-site-allocations-in-local-plans/heag074-he-and-site-allocation-local-

plans.pdf/>

We would recommend that this methodology is applied to each site, in order for us to fully
comment on the implications of each proposal on the historic environment.

Sustainability Appraisal and Strategic Environmental Assessment

We note and share the concerns of Natural England with regard to the timing of the
Neighbourhood Plan and the emerging Epping Forest Local Plan.

We would also refer you to the advice highlighted above re site allocation, which would be
useful to consider for this document.

Historic England have produced Strategic Environmental Assessment, Sustainability Appraisal
and the Historic Environment (2013) which sets out that the over-arching principle when
assessing the plan should be the avoidance of harm to the significance of heritage assets,
including their setting. The finite and irreplaceable nature of the heritage assets and the
historic environment needs to be recognised. Further details are available at

<https://content.historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/strategic-environ-
assessment-sustainability-appraisal-historic-environment/SA_SEA_final.pdf/>

Please could you confirm that this approach has been used?

Finally, we should like to stress that this opinion is based on the information provided to us
by the proposed Chigwell Neighbourhood Plan as part of its consultation. To avoid any
doubt, this does not affect our obligation to provide further advice on later stages of the
Neighbourhood Plan process and potentially, object to specific proposals, which may
subsequently arise in the Neighbourhood Plan where we consider that these would have an
adverse effect upon the historic environment.

If you have any questions with regards to the comments made then please do get back to
me. In the meantime we look forward to continuing to work with you and your colleagues.

Yours sincerely,
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Draft Submission Neighbourhood Plan (January 2017)

Dear Neil,
Further to our email exchange back on the 29 November, | now in a position to
provide you with further information and comment.

Policy CHG12ii

Whilst | did not comment on this particular policy. | did recommend the insertion of a
policy in the Neighbourhood Plan which covered the setting of all designated and
non-designated heritage assets. Inclusion of a policy of this kind will certainly help
strengthen the protection of settings of listed buildings, including that of Chigwell
Manor along with the gates and railings to Chigwell Manor. By including non-
designated heritage assets the railings which actually front onto Chigwell Road and
are of local historic importance would also be afforded some recognition in your plan.

| would also confirm that Historic England welcome the inclusion of Policy CHG12ii,

Epping Forest Draft Local Plan

My colleague Debbie Mack has provided the comments from Historic England on the
draft local plan. Debbie was concerned by the proposal at Chigwell Convent and
has commented accordingly. Please find her comments in italics: "This proposed
allocation has the potential to impact upon these heritage assets. Any development
of this site will need to protect and enhance the listed buildings and their

settings. The development should be of high quality design. These requirements
should be included in the policy and supporting text of the plan"

| hope this provides greater clarity, but please do not hesitate to contact me if you
require any further advice.

Kind regards

Steven King
Historic Places Advisor



APPENDIX F
ENVIRONMENT AGENCY COMMENTS

Pre-Submission Neighbourhood Plan (November 2016)

cieating a better place EnVironment
W Agency

Mark Hembury Our ref: NE/2016/1211768/OR-02/PO1
Chigwell Parish Council

Hainault Road Date: 17 November 2016

Chigwell

Essex

IG7 6QZ

Dear Mark
Chigwell Neighbourhood Plan 2015 — 2030: Pre Submission Plan Consultation.

Thank you for giving us the opportunity to provide our comments on the draft
Chigwell Neighbourhood Plan.

We do not have any substantial input to make to the plan as many of the wider
environmental issues conceming the Environment Agency will be covered by Epping
Forest District Counci's Local Plan. We do however have some bref comments to
make in regard to a couple of the location-specific policies outlined in the plan.

CVS: Waste Transfer Facility
As highlighted, this site is currently operating as a waste transfer faciity. This site
operates under an Environmental Permit from the Environment Agency.

We would usually have concems when new development is to take place in such
close proximity to an existing waste facility, as this could result in the community at
the proposed development being exposed to odour, noise, dust and pest impacts.
However, as the associated residential development on the site would only take
place following the closure of the waste facility, it would therefore be unlikely that we
would have any serious concems.

Please note that this site also borders the Chigwell Brook, classfied as a main river.
We would not support any development proposals at this location if there was shown
to be a Fkely detrimental impact on the water environment.

Any scheme at this location should be designed with a naturalised buffer zone of at
least 8 metres from the top of the bank of the brook in order to protect and enhance
the conservation value of the watercourse and ensure access for flood defence
maintenance. It should be managed for the benefit of biodiversity, e.g. by the planting
of locally appropriate, UK native species, and we would expect the buffer zone to be
otherwise ‘undisturbed” by development, and left free from buildings, hard
landscaping. fencing, footpaths or other development. This buifer zone would also
help to provide vital space for flood waters, provide improved habitat for local
biodiversity, and would also help to provide attractive amenity space on the site.

With any development alongside watercourses, consideration should always be given
to the requirements of the Water Framework Directive (WFD). which includes causing
no overall deterioration in water quality or the ecological status of any waterbody. A

mm
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stretch of naturalised buffer zone here would help to improve the ecological status of
the Chigwell Brook.

Any development within eight metres of the Chigwell Brook may also require a permit
under the Environmental Permitting (England and Wales) Regulations 2010 from the
Environment Agency. This permit is separate to and in addition to any planning
permission granted. Any development taking place within this proximity of the
watercourse without a permit could be breaking the law.

CHGBS8: Supporting Local Shops
The village centre at Brook Parade has been identified within this policy as an area to
be supported for growth, in terms of new shops, services, and car parking spaces.

The Chigwell Brook, identified as a main river, runs in a culvert through this site. With
any further development at this location, we would expect all opportunities to be
taken to open up the culvert and provide a more naturalised section of watercourse in
line with the Water Framework Directive. If deculverting on the site is not possible we
would expect to see adequate justification for this. All future development at this
location must also comply with the requirement to provide an 8 metre undeveloped
buffer zone measured from the centre line of the culvert, however this may be
negotiated if the channel is opened up. Any development within 8 metres of the
centre line of the culvert may also require a Flood Risk Permit from us, as mentioned
above.

If you have any quenes about this response, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Yours sincerely

Thomas Campbell
Sustainable Places Planning Advisor

Direct dial: 0208 474 7633
E-mai: HNLSustainablePlaces@environment-agency.gov.uk
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