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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0010

Parish: Nazeing

Settlement:

Size (ha): 0.56

Address: Leaside Nursery, Sedge Green, Nazeing, Essex
Primary use:  Housing

SLAA notes: Existing Glasshouse
SLAAYyield: 17 dwellings

SLAA source Assumption based on 30 dph
for baseline

yield:

SLAA site None

contraints:

Site selection None

adjustment:

Community

feedback: near to this site.

Dwellings: 17

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

Hertford

Client

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status

Issue

Drawing No Issue

SR-0010 P1

Epping Forest
District Council

Wvow.oppingTorostac.gov.uk

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

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

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

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

Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP, swisstopo, and the GIS User Community

EB801Gx

6.5 Contamination constraints

6.6 Traffic impact

would require upgrade.

Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 Egri?)t;a?ifor?&ﬂfﬁg?ﬁerﬂ:ietezl)te for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites © development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSl's.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on AncientiVeteran Trees outside of o No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats o No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is wholly within Coastal Floodplain Grazing Marsh and Wet Woodland buffer zones. The site may indirectly
. p ty Sp affect the habitats, but mitigation can be implemented to address this.
e o Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site. The site is within the 250m buffer of Lee Valley Central LWS. The site is unlikely to affect the features and species of
1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites 0 this LWS
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets ® No effect likely on historic assets due to distance from site.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo o There is a medium likelihood that further archaeological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
. P 9y unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality o Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
21 Level of harm to Green Belt o atvf Ilzwwgrﬁe%:’frin Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very
3.1 Distance to the nearest railftube station 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop +) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations o) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.4 Distance to local amenities O Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is greenfield land that is neither within nor adjacent to a settlement. 100% greenfield site, 600m from an existing settlement (Lower Nazeing).
. Development would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivi 0 The site falls within an area of low landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are able to
. P ty accommodate development without significant character change.
5.2 Settl t ch " itivi 0 Development is unlikely to have an effect on settlement character. Low density development is proposed which reflects the character of the area. Therefore, development is not likely to
-2 Settlement character sensitivity have an impact on the character of the area.
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 'Ia'gjzea(:lg:ﬁr:?%eo;tsgte development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.4 Access 1o site O Potential for access to the site to be created through third party land and agreement in place, or existing access |Existing access lane off Sedge Green. Would need upgrade and widening but could be achieved.

Potential contamination on site, which is not likely to be able to be mitigated.

West side of site unsuitable for development. East side of site could possibly be redeveloped if the applicant is able to
carry out a detailed investigation and demonstrate that all risks could be mitigated for the lifetime of the proposed

development.

Site below the size threshold where it would be expected to affect congestion (e.g. employment site or housing
site with capacity of <25 dwellings).

© Arup
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Site Suitability Assessment

Ay 47
Site Reference: sr-0011 el GE {f/f
Parish: Nazeing ; “Harlow /
Settlement:
Size (ha): 8.3
Address: St. Leonard's Road, Nazeing, Essex (Known as 'Perry Hill')

Primary use:  Housing
SLAA notes: Agricultural/Grazing Fields

SLAAVvyield: 249 dwellings

Client
SLAA source Assumption based on 30 dph, reduced to exclude area subject to Epping Forest District Council
for baseline planning permission EPF/0937/16 for 60 dwellings, covering
; . 2.23ha of site. Job Title
yield:
Epping Forest District Local Plan
SLAA site Capacity reduced to exclude area subject to planning permission Drawing Status
contraints: EPF/0937/16 for 60 dwellings, covering 2.23ha of site.
Issue
Drawing No Issue
SR-0011 P1

Site selection Capacity reduced to exclude area subject to planning permission

adjustment: EPF/0937/16 for 60 dwellings, covering 2.23ha of site. Epping Forest
District Council

Wvow.oppingTorostac.gov.uk

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

Community  Feedback was received on NAZ-B_which is wihin or near fo this S, LIS L o Con SORED 0208 10
feedback: site. Refer to Appendix B1.4 for further details. ©0 and the GIS User Communit

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS, AEX,
Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP, swisstopo, and the GIS User Community

Dwellings: 182

Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment

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

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

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

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

Ancient Woodland

Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.

1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. i'rl'l?slesniqtgnizdptirtailzltljyre:/;t?ri]ri]&three buffer zones. The site may indirectly affect the habitats, but mitigation can be
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1. Majority of the site is in F_Iood Zone 1. I_—|igher Flood Risk Zones 2, 3a and 3b covering 1% is located on the western
boundary and can be avoided through site layout.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets o) No effect likely on historic assets due to distance from site.
1.8b Impact on archaeology 0 There is a medium Iikelihopd that further arghagological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
21 Level of harm to Green Belt 0 Site is within Green Belt, but the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be none.
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station o Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site between 400m and 1000m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations o) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities o) Site is less than 1000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school o) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.4 Distance to local amenities O Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land 0 Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement. 100% greenfield site, adjacent to an existing settlement (Lower Nazeing).

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

Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.

4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0
5.1 Landscape sensitivi 0 The site falls within an area of medium landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are resilient to
. p ty change and able to absorb development without significant character change.
L isti A Site is on the edge of the existing settlement and the proposals are for higher density development than the
5.2 Settlement character sensitivity e Development could detract from the existing settlement character. ite i [o] Xisting prop ig ity develop

neighbouring developments. Therefore, development is likely to affect the predominantly rural character of the area.

6.1 Topography constraints Topographical constraints in the site may preclude development.

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

6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
N The intensity of site development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 adjacent to the site.
6.4 Access 1o site ) Suitable access to site already exists. Existing access off St Leonards Road.
N . Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination on very small part of site (former Gun Emplacement). Potential adverse impact that could be

6.5 Contamination constraints ) mitigated

- Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time, or site below the site size threshold where it would
6.6 Traffic impact 0

be expected to affect congestion.

© Arup



Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0064 Hertford

Parish: Nazeing

Settlement:

Size (ha): 2.91

Address: Sedge Green Nursery, Sedge Green, and Chalkfield Nursery,

Pecks Hill, Nazeing, Essex, EN9 2NX ( n-_.~..|-.ut.€\

Primary use:  Housing BT

SLAA notes: Nursery (Glasshouses) with residential dwelling. 2

SLAA yield: 100 dwellings -
Client

SLAA source Indicated in Call for Sites (equivalent to 35 dph) Epping Forest District Council

for baseline

y|e|d Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

SLAA site None Drawing Status

contraints:

Site selection None
adjustment:

Community

feedback: near to this site.

Dwellings: 100

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

Issue

Drawing No Issue

SR-0064 P1

Epping Forest
District Council

Wvow.oppingTorostac.gov.uk

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

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

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

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

Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP, swisstopo, and the GIS User Community
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Criteria

Score

Qualitative Assessment

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

1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 combination with other sites).
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 ggjglgpﬂemﬁsIl%ﬁ)iicetlyfésgoigrfﬁstkhforeSiSSSIr']s(,). requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. i'rl'l?slesni1t§ni’:dptirtailzltljyre:/;tr:ri]ri]&three buffer zones. The site may indirectly affect the habitats, but mitigation can be
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site. th;zitLGV\i/Ss,‘.Nithm the 250m buffer for the Lee Valley Central LWS. The site is unlikely to affect the features and species
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets o) No effect likely on historic assets due to distance from site.
1.8b Impact on archaeology 0 There is a medium Iikelihopd that further arghagological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
21 Level of harm to Green Belt 0 iitvi Iigwwci;t:]ir:e(girjr?]r.] Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site between 400m and 1000m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations o) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.4 Distance to local amenities O Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land 0 Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement. 95% greenfield site, adjacent to an existing settlement (Lower Nazeing).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivity 0 The site falls within an area of I(_)w _I_andscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are able to
accommodate development without significant character change.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivity e Development could detract from the existing settlement character. ﬁéti(; hisoL(:ﬁ]r;tigieegsp n?e rﬁge‘?fﬁzrlef?ﬁg?g:\?gﬁ; p?r:::‘t i;’rﬂielp;,r?g)g;zg tﬁ:eec rf'gragitg?irf lﬂzn:ri;); ‘ development than the
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 'Ia'gjceacigﬁr:(s)i%eo;tsei.te development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or|Subject to care in layout and design.
6.4 Access 1o site ) Suitable access to site already exists. Existing access off Sedge Green.
6.5 Contamination constraints 0 Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. sq(i)ttizgiglicomamination (Horticultural Nursery & within 250m of 3 landfill sites). Potential adverse impact that could be
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time, or site below the site size threshold where it would

be expected to affect congestion.

© Arup



Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0093

Parish: Nazeing
Settlement:

Size (ha): 3.33
Address:

Primary use:  Housing
SLAA notes: Glasshouse
SLAAYyield: 100 dwellings
SLAA source Assumption based on 30 dph
for baseline

yield:

SLAA site None
contraints:

Site selection None
adjustment:

Community

feedback: near to this site.

Dwellings: 100

No 3 Nursery, Hoe Lane, Nazeing, Essex, EN9 2RJ

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

NL>
Hertford U IRY l(f

“Harlow

Client

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title

Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status

Issue

Drawing No Issue

SR-0093 P1

Epping Forest
District Council

Wvow.oppingTorostac.gov.uk

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

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

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

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

Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP, swisstopo, and the GIS User Community
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Criteria

Score

Qualitative Assessment

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

1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 combination with other sites)
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites © development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSI's.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is partially within Deciduous Woodland and Traditional Orchard buffer zones. The site may indirectly affect the
] p ty Sp habitats, but mitigation can be implemented to address this.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets 0 Proposed site located within the setting of a heritage asset and effects can be mitigated.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo 0 There is a medium likelihood that further archaeological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
} P 9y unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
21 Level of harm to Green Belt Site |s_wnh|n Green Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be high or
very high.
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site more than a 1000m from a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations o) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.4 Distance to local amenities O Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is greenfield land that is neither within nor adjacent to a settlement. 90% greenfield site, 800m from an existing settlement (Lower Nazeing).
. Development would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivi 0 The site falls within an area of medium landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are resilient to
. p ty change and able to absorb development without significant character change.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivi e Development could detract from the existing settlement character. Site is identified as a potential opportunity area. Site is far away from existing settlements with scattered housing
- itivity o around it. Therefore, development is likely to affect the semi-rural character of the area.
6.1 Topography constraints 0 Topographical constraints exist in the site but potential for mitigation.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 'Ia'gjeaclgﬁr:(s)%eo;tsene development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.4 Access 1o site ) Suitable access to site already exists. Existing access road from Hoe Lane.
N . Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Horticultural Nursery). Potential adverse impact that could be mitigated.
6.5 Contamination constraints )
- Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time, or site below the site size threshold where it would
6.6 Traffic impact 0

be expected to affect congestion.

© Arup
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Site Suitability Assessment
Site Reference: SR-0116 Henford
Parish: Nazeing
Settlement: ¢ J | / i
Size (ha): 151 < & | S
Address: Land to the rear of Oakley Hall, Nazeing ¢ 2 ;
Primary use:  Housing 3 _
SLAA notes: Former Nursery site, open storage 2 “
i '.r;;-'—nl wood
SLAAVvyield: 45 dwellings
Client
SLAA source Assumption based on 30 dph Epping Forest District Council
for baseline
yield: Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan
SLAA site None Drawing Status
contraints:
Issue
Drawing No Issue
SR-0116 P1

Site selection None

adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council

Wvow.oppingTorostac.gov.uk

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

H . . : B H Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,
Communlty The Counc” dld not conSUIt ona grOWth Iocatlon Wh ICh covers or is GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordnance Survey, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
feedback, near to thIS Slte ©0 and the GIS User Community

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS, AEX,
Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP, swisstopo, and the GIS User Community

Dwellings: 45

Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 Egri%t;a?ifor?&ﬂtcr?grt]r?erﬂ;ﬁezl)te for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites © development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSI's.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. ;I'Zr? sg?n;ilzﬁéﬂtléﬂ;h;%griicmiusous Woodland buffer zone. The site may indirectly affect the habitat, but mitigation
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
. Proposed site located within a Conservation Area or adjacent to a Listed Building or other heritage asset and
1.8a Impact on heritage assets ) effects can be mitigated.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo 0 There is a medium likelihood that further archaeological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
} P 9y unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
21 Level of harm to Green Belt 0 Site is within Green Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very|The site lies mostly within a Green Belt parcel of very high sensitivity but is partially developed and existing planted
} low, low or medium. buffers to the north would limit harm to the wider Green Belt to the north (which maintains the gap between Nazeing
and Roydon).
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station o Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site more than a 1000m from a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations 0 Site is more than 1600m and less than 2400m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.4 Distance to local amenities O Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is greenfield land that is neither within nor adjacent to a settlement. 90% greenfield site, 1,200m from an existing settlement (Lower Nazeing).

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

4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space. No public open space is located in the site area. Development will not involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivi 0 The site falls within an area of medium landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are resilient to

. p ty change and able to absorb development without significant character change.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivi 0 Development is unlikely to have an effect on settlement character. Site is identified as a potential opportunity area. Low density development is proposed which reflects the housing

- itivity character of the area. Therefore, development is not likely to have an impact on the character of the area.
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.

N The intensity of site development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 adjacent to the site.
6.4 Access 1o site ) Suitable access to site already exists. Existing access off Hoe Lane.
N . Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Horticultural Nursery). Potential adverse impact that could be mitigated.

6.5 Contamination constraints )
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time, or site below the site size threshold where it would

. p be expected to affect congestion.

© Arup



Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0135A

Parish: Nazeing
Settlement:

Size (ha): 0.4
Address:

Primary use:  Housing
SLAA notes:

SLAAYyield: 12 dwellings

SLAA source Assumption based on 30 dph

for baseline
yield:

SLAA site None
contraints:

Site selection None
adjustment:

Community
feedback:

Dwellings: 12

Stoneyfield, Hoe Lane, Nazeing

Existing dwelling house, garages and gardens

Feedback was received on NAZ-1 which is within or near to this
site. Refer to Appendix B1.4 for further details.

NL>
Hertford U IRY l(f

“Harlow

Client

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title

Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status

Issue

Drawing No Issue

SR-0135A P1

Epping Forest
District Council

Wvow.oppingTorostac.gov.uk

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

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

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

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

Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP, swisstopo, and the GIS User Community

EB801Gx

Criteria

Score

Qualitative Assessment

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

1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 combination with other sites)
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites © development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSI's.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is wholly within Deciduous Woodland and Traditional Orchard buffer zones. The site may indirectly affect the
] p ty Sp habitats, but mitigation can be implemented to address this.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
. Proposed site located within a Conservation Area or adjacent to a Listed Building or other heritage asset and
1.8a Impact on heritage assets ) effects can be mitigated.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo 0 There is a medium likelihood that further archaeological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
} P 9y unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
21 Level of harm to Green Belt 0 iltvsz Ilgwwg:]::e(gifr?]n Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site more than a 1000m from a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations o) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.4 Distance to local amenities O Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is greenfield land that is neither within nor adjacent to a settlement. 90% greenfield site, 800m from an existing settlement (Lower Nazeing).
. Development would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space. No public open space is located in the site area. Development will not involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivi 0 The site falls within an area of medium landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are resilient to
. p ty change and able to absorb development without significant character change.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivi 0 Development is unlikely to have an effect on settlement character. Site is identified as a potential opportunity area. Low density development is proposed which reflects the character of
- itivity the area, subject to sensitive design reflecting the adjacent Conservation Area.
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 'Ia'gjeaclgﬁr:(s)%eo;tsene development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.4 Access 1o site ) Suitable access to site already exists. Existing access off Winston Farm Lane.
N . Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Horticultural Nursery). Potential adverse impact that could be mitigated.
6.5 Contamination constraints )

6.6 Traffic impact

Site below the size threshold where it would be expected to affect congestion (e.g. employment site or housing
site with capacity of <25 dwellings).

© Arup



Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0135B

Parish: Nazeing
Settlement:

Size (ha): 0.72
Address:

Primary use:  Housing
SLAA notes:

SLAAYyield: 21 dwellings

SLAA source Assumption based on 30 dph

for baseline
yield:

SLAA site None
contraints:

Site selection None
adjustment:

Community
feedback:

Dwellings: 21

Ridge House, Hoe Lane, Nazeing, Essex, EN9 2RJ

Existing dwelling house, garages and gardens

Feedback was received on NAZ-1 which is within or near to this
site. Refer to Appendix B1.4 for further details.
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Client

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title

Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status

Issue

Drawing No Issue

SR-0135B P1

Epping Forest
District Council

Wvow.oppingTorostac.gov.uk

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

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

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

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

Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP, swisstopo, and the GIS User Community

EB801Gx

Criteria

Score

Qualitative Assessment

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

1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 combination with other sites)
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites © development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSI's.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is wholly within Deciduous Woodland and Traditional Orchard buffer zones. The site may indirectly affect the
] p ty Sp habitats, but mitigation can be implemented to address this.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
. Proposed site located within a Conservation Area or adjacent to a Listed Building or other heritage asset and
1.8a Impact on heritage assets ) effects can be mitigated.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo 0 There is a medium likelihood that further archaeological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
} P 9y unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
21 Level of harm to Green Belt 0 iltv;z Ilzwwgrxe%ifr?]n Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site more than a 1000m from a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations o) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.4 Distance to local amenities O Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is greenfield land that is neither within nor adjacent to a settlement. 90% greenfield site, 800m from an existing settlement (Lower Nazeing).
. Development would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space. No public open space is located in the site area. Development will not involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivi 0 The site falls within an area of medium landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are resilient to
. p ty change and able to absorb development without significant character change.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivi 0 Development is unlikely to have an effect on settlement character. Site is identified as a potential opportunity area. Low density development is proposed which reflects the character of
- itivity the area, subject to sensitive design reflecting the adjacent Conservation Area.
6.1 Topography constraints 0 Topographical constraints exist in the site but potential for mitigation.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 'Ia'gjeaclgﬁr:il%eo;tsene development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or|Subject to care in layout.
6.4 Access 1o site ) Suitable access to site already exists. Existing access off Winston Farm Lane.
N . Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Horticultural Nursery). Potential adverse impact that could be mitigated.
6.5 Contamination constraints )

6.6 Traffic impact

Site below the size threshold where it would be expected to affect congestion (e.g. employment site or housing
site with capacity of <25 dwellings).
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Site Suitability Assessment ) 7 i
Site Reference: SR-0136 Healord AL ‘off

Parish: Nazeing g - arow
Settlement:

Size (ha): 1.05

Address: Burleigh Nursery, Hoe Lane, Nazeing, Essex, EN9 2RJ

Primary use:  Housing
SLAA notes: Existing dwelling house, garages and gardens and Nursery

SLAAYyield: 32 dwellings

Client
SLAA source Assumption based on 30 dph Epping Forest District Council
for baseline
y|e|d Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan
SLAA site None Drawing Status
contraints:
Issue
Drawing No Issue
SR-0136 P1

Site selection None

adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council

Wvow.oppingTorostac.gov.uk

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

Community  Feedback was received on NAZ-L which is within or near fo this S, LS L oo Con SOnc0 0208 20 3
feedback: site. Refer to Appendix B1.4 for further details. ©0 and the GIS User Communit

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS, AEX,
Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP, swisstopo, and the GIS User Community

Dwellings: 32

Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 Egri%t;a(t)ifor?wsr?grt]r?ertg‘ietezl)te for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites © development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSI's.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is almost wholly within Deciduous Woodland and Traditional Orchard buffer zones. The site may indirectly
] p ty Sp affect the habitats, but mitigation can be implemented to address this.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1. Majority of the site is in Flood Zone 1. Higher Flood Risk Zones 2, 3a and 3b covering circa 2% is located along the
} eastern site boundary and can be avoided through site layout.
. Proposed site located within a Conservation Area or adjacent to a Listed Building or other heritage asset and
1.8a Impact on heritage assets ) effects can be mitigated.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo 0 There is a medium likelihood that further archaeological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
} P 9y unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
21 Level of harm to Green Belt 0 iltvsz Ilgwwg:]::e(gifr?]n Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site more than a 1000m from a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations 0 Site is more than 1600m and less than 2400m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.4 Distance to local amenities O Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is greenfield land that is neither within nor adjacent to a settlement. 90% greenfield site, 900m from an existing settlement (Lower Nazeing).

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

4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivi 0 The site falls within an area of medium landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are resilient to
. p ty change and able to absorb development without significant character change.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivi 0 Development is unlikely to have an effect on settlement character. Site is identified as a potential opportunity area. Low density development is proposed which reflects the character of
- itivity the area, subject to sensitive design reflecting the adjacent Conservation Area.
6.1 Topography constraints 0 Topographical constraints exist in the site but potential for mitigation.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 The intensity of site development would be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or adjacent to | The protected trees on or adjacent to the site could be incorporated into the development proposed, subject to care in
) p the site. the layout, but would be likely to have a significant adverse impact on the suitability of the site for development
6.4 Access 1o site ) Suitable access to site already exists. Existing access off Winston Farm Lane.
N . Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Horticultural Nursery / Transport Depot). Potential adverse impact that could be mitigated.
6.5 Contamination constraints )
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time, or site below the site size threshold where it would
. p be expected to affect congestion.
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0150

Parish: Nazeing
Settlement:

Size (ha): 1.43
Address:

Primary use:  Housing
SLAA notes:

SLAAYyield: 43 dwellings

SLAA source Assumption based on 30 dph

for baseline
yield:

SLAA site None
contraints:

Site selection None
adjustment:

Community
feedback:

Dwellings: 43

The Fencing Centre, Pecks Hill, Nazeing, EN9 2NY

Fencing centre (open storage and glasshouse/warehouse storage)

Feedback was received on NAZ-A which is within or near to this
site. Refer to Appendix B1.4 for further details. ©0

Hertford

Client

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title

Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status

Issue

Drawing No Issue

SR-0150 P1

Epping Forest
District Council

Wvow.oppingTorostac.gov.uk

© Contains OS data © Crown copyright and database right (2016)
Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,
GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordnance Survey, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
and the GIS User Communit

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS, AEX,
Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP, swisstopo, and the GIS User Community

EB801Gx

Criteria

Score

Qualitative Assessment

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

be expected to affect congestion.

1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 combination with other sites).
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 ggjglgpﬂemﬁsIl%ﬁ)iicetlyfésgoigrfﬁstkhforeSiSSSIr']s(,). requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. ;I'Zr? sgﬁniilzﬁéﬂtléﬂ;h;%grizctigiusc.ms Woodland buffer zone. The site may indirectly affect the habitat, but mitigation
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets o) No effect likely on historic assets due to distance from site.
1.8b Impact on archaeology 0 There is a medium Iikelihopd that further arghagological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
21 Level of harm to Green Belt 0 iitvi Iigwwci;t:]ir:e(girjr?]r.] Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site between 400m and 1000m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations o) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.4 Distance to local amenities O Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is previously developed land within or adjacent to a settlement. 70% brownfield site, adjacent to an existing settlement.
4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivity 0 The site falls within an area of medium Igndsca_pe _s_ensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are resilient to _The relevant site character context is in part urban but in part countryside with a character_moderately sen_sitive to the
change and able to absorb development without significant character change. impacts of development. The form and extent of any development would have to be sensitive to the location to avoid
potential adverse
5.2 Settlement character sensitivity ) gs;::slggpmee.m may improve settlement character through redevelopment of a run down site or improvement in (S)fitﬁ](iesaa:;:‘ncing centre and is identified as a potential opportunity area. Redevelopment could enhance the character
6.1 Topography constraints 0 Topographical constraints exist in the site but potential for mitigation.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 'Ia'gjceacigﬁr:(s)i%eo;tsei.te development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.4 Access 1o site ) Suitable access to site already exists. Existing access off Sedge Green.
6.5 Contamination constraints 0 Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Horticultural Nursery / Builders Yard). Potential adverse impact that could be mitigated.
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time, or site below the site size threshold where it would
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Site Suitability Assessment
Site Reference: SR-0152 pediog oo
Parish: Nazeing W
Settlement: S J [
Size (ha): 111 i & S
Address: Lakeside Nursery, Pecks Hill, Nazeing, EN9 2NW
( h».r.-l'ut%

Primary use:  Housing e
SLAA notes: Open storage yard near nurseries 1
SLAAYyield: 7 dwellings

Client
SLAA source  Assumption based on 30 dph Epping Forest District Council
for baseline
y|e|d Job Title

Epping Forest District Local Plan
SLAA site None Drawing Status
contraints:

Site selection None
adjustment:

Community

feedback: near to this site.

Dwellings: 7

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

Issue

Drawing No Issue

SR-0152 P1

Epping Forest
District Council

Wvow.oppingTorostac.gov.uk

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

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

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

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

Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP, swisstopo, and the GIS User Community

EB801Gx

Criteria

Score

Qualitative Assessment

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

6.5 Contamination constraints

6.6 Traffic impact

1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 combination with other sites)
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites © development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSI's.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is wholly within a Coastal Floodplain Grazing Marsh buffer and partially within two other buffer zones. The site
] p ty Sp may indirectly affect the habitats, but mitigation can be implemented to address this.
. . Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site. The site is within the 250m buffer for the Lee Valley Central LWS. The site is unlikely to affect the features and species
1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites 0 of the LWS.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets o) No effect likely on historic assets due to distance from site.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo 0 There is a medium likelihood that further archaeological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
} P 9y unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
21 Level of harm to Green Belt 0 iltvsz |I§WW2P:]qeGd{S:1n Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site between 400m and 1000m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations o) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities o) Site is less than 1000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.4 Distance to local amenities O Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is greenfield land that is neither within nor adjacent to a settlement. 100% greenfield site not within or adjacent to an existing settlement.
. Development would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space. No public open space is located in the site area. Development will not involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivi 0 The site falls within an area of low landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are able to
. P ty accommodate development without significant character change.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivi ) Development may improve settlement character through redevelopment of a run down site or improvement in |Site is an open storage yard behind existing housing. It is located within the settlement area and provides an
- ty townscape. opportunity for intensification. Therefore, redevelopment could enhance the character of the area.
6.1 Topography constraints Topographical constraints in the site may preclude development.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 'Ia'gjeaclgﬁr:(s)%eo;tsene development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.4 Access 1o site ) Suitable access to site already exists. Existing access off North Street.

Potential contamination on site, which is not likely to be able to be mitigated.

Site unsuitable for development. West side of site contains a landfill site. East side of site could possibly be developed
if it can be demonstrated that contamination (Horticultural Nursery) could be mitigated.

Site below the size threshold where it would be expected to affect congestion (e.g. employment site or housing
site with capacity of <25 dwellings).

© Arup



Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0160

Parish: Nazeing
Settlement:

Size (ha): 3.04
Address:

Primary use:  Housing
SLAA notes:  Nursery
SLAAYyield: 73-122
SLAA source Indicated in Call for Sites
for baseline

yield:

SLAA site None
contraints:

Site selection None
adjustment:

Community

feedback: near to this site.

Dwellings: 73

Fernbank Nursery, Nazeing Road, Nazeing, Essex

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

Hertford

Client

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title

Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status

Issue

Drawing No Issue

SR-0160 P1

Epping Forest
District Council

Wvow.oppingTorostac.gov.uk

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

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

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

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

Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP, swisstopo, and the GIS User Community

EB801Gx

Criteria

Score

Qualitative Assessment

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

1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 combination with other sites)
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites © development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSI's.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is adjacent to a Coastal Floodplain Grazing Marsh habitat and is within four buffer zones. The site may
] p ty Sp indirectly affect the habitats, but mitigation can be implemented to address this.
. . Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site. The site is within the 250m buffer for the Lee Valley Central LWS. The site is unlikely to affect the features and species
1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites 0 of the LWS.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets o) No effect likely on historic assets due to distance from site.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo 0 There is a medium likelihood that further archaeological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
} P 9y unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
21 Level of harm to Green Belt 0 iltvsz Ilgwwcl;trlr:e(girjr?]n Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop +) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations o) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities o) Site is less than 1000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school o) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.4 Distance to local amenities O Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land 0 Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement. 100% greenfield site, adjacent to an existing settlement (Lower Nazeing).
. Development would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivi 0 The site falls within an area of low landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are able to
. p ty accommodate development without significant character change.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivi 0 Development is unlikely to have an effect on settlement character. Site is identified as a potential opportunity area. It is located on the edge of the existing settlement. However, low
- itivity density development is proposed which reflects the character of the area.
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 'Ia'gjeaclgﬁr:(s)%eo;tsene development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.4 Access 1o site ) Suitable access to site already exists. Existing access by Nazeingbury Parade.
N . Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Horticultural Nursery, In filled Gravel Pit and within 250m of landfill site). Potential adverse
6.5 Contamination constraints ) impact that could be mitigated.
- Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time, or site below the site size threshold where it would
6.6 Traffic impact 0

be expected to affect congestion.

© Arup



Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0166

Parish: Nazeing
Settlement:

Size (ha): 0.42
Address:

Primary use:  Housing
SLAA notes:

SLAAYyield: 13 dwellings

SLAA source Assumption based on 30 dph

for baseline
yield:

SLAA site None
contraints:

Site selection None
adjustment:

Community
feedback:

Dwellings: 13

Spinney Nursery, Hoe Lane, Nazeing, Essex, EN9 2RJ

Existing dwelling house, garages and gardens

Feedback was received on NAZ-1 which is within or near to this
site. Refer to Appendix B1.4 for further details.

NL>
Hertford U IRY l(f

“Harlow

Client

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title

Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status

Issue

Drawing No Issue

SR-0166 P1

Epping Forest
District Council

Wvow.oppingTorostac.gov.uk

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

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

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

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

Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP, swisstopo, and the GIS User Community

EB801Gx

Criteria

Score

Qualitative Assessment

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

1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 combination with other sites)
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites © development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSI's.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is wholly within Deciduous Woodland and Traditional Orchard buffer zones. The site may indirectly affect the
] p ty Sp habitats, but mitigation can be implemented to address this.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
. Proposed site located within a Conservation Area or adjacent to a Listed Building or other heritage asset and
1.8a Impact on heritage assets ) effects can be mitigated.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo 0 There is a medium likelihood that further archaeological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
} P 9y unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
21 Level of harm to Green Belt 0 iltvsz Ilgwwg:]::e(gifr?]n Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site between 400m and 1000m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations o) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.4 Distance to local amenities O Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is greenfield land that is neither within nor adjacent to a settlement. 80% greenfield site, 800m from an existing settlement (Lower Nazeing).
. Development would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space. No public open space is located in the site area. Development will not involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivi 0 The site falls within an area of medium landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are resilient to
. p ty change and able to absorb development without significant character change.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivi 0 Development is unlikely to have an effect on settlement character. Site is identified as a potential opportunity area. Low density development is proposed which reflects the character of
- itivity the area, subject to sensitive design reflecting the adjacent Conservation Area.
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 'Ia'gjeaclgﬁr:(s)%eo;tsene development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.4 Access 1o site ) Suitable access to site already exists. Existing access off Winston Farm Lane.
N . Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Horticultural Nursery / Car Breakers). Potential adverse impact that could be mitigated.
6.5 Contamination constraints )

6.6 Traffic impact

Site below the size threshold where it would be expected to affect congestion (e.g. employment site or housing
site with capacity of <25 dwellings).

© Arup



Site Suitability Assessment A ,
Site Reference: sSrR-0172 Healeg ! s
Parish: Nazeing !
Settlement: i

g
Size (ha): 0.27
Address: Vine Cottage, Betts Lane, Nazeing, EN9 2DA

( |]'_:'.-|'Illlelﬂ_‘_

Primary use:  Housing
SLAA notes: Small field and two cottages.

ﬁ[ entw oo
SLAAVvyield: 10 dwellings comprising 4 market homes and 6 affordable homes

Client

SLAA source Indicated in Call for Sites
for baseline
yield:

SLAA site None
contraints:

Site selection None

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title

Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status

Issue

Issue

P1

Drawing No

SR-0172

adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council
. © Contains OS data © Crown copyright and database right (2016)
Community  The Council did not consult on a growth location which covers or is Cooame: 1EH Kadester ML Grdmance Burvey, Eon Japant METT Eari China (g Kongh Swiastopo,
feedback: near to this site. ©0 and the GIS User Communit

Dwellings: 10

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS, AEX,
Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP, swisstopo, and the GIS User Community

EB801Gx

1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats

Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
y . Effects of allocating the site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in

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

. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites © development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSI's.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.

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

The site wholly encompasses a Traditional Orchard BAP priority habitat. The site is likely to directly affect the whole of

the habitat, and these effects may not be mitigable.

Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.

The site is within the 250m buffer for the Nazeing Triangle LNR LWS. The site is unlikely to affect the features and

2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt

1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites 0 species of the LWS.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets 0 Proposed site located within a Conservation Area or adjacent to a Listed Building or other heritage asset and
} p g effects can be mitigated.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo 0 There is a medium likelihood that further archaeological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
} P 9y unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.

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

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

3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station )

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

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

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

3.4 Distance to local amenities O Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.

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

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land

4.2 Impact on agricultural land

Not applicable.

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

70% greenfield site, 2,200m from an existing settlement (Lower Nazeing).

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

4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivi 0 The site falls within an area of medium landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are resilient to|The form and extent of any development would have to be sensitive to the location to avoid potential adverse impact
. p ty change and able to absorb development without significant character change. on the wider landscape character.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivi e Development could detract from the existing settlement character. Site is within a very low density area with scattered developments around it. Therefore, development is likely to affect
- itivity o the predominantly rural character of the area.
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
) The intensity of site development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 adjacent to the site.
6.4 Access 1o site ) Suitable access to site already exists. Existing access from Betts Lane.
N . No contamination issues identified on site to date. No potential contamination identified.
6.5 Contamination constraints 0
6.6 Traffic impact Site below the size threshold where it would be expected to affect congestion (e.g. employment site or housing
. p site with capacity of <25 dwellings).

© Arup
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Site Suitability Assessment A ,
Site Reference: srR-0191 pealend ! s
Parish: Nazeing '
Settlement: i
g
Size (ha): 0.68
Address: Royd, St Leonards Road, Nazeing
Chesht
Primary use:  Housing
SLAA notes: Existing dwelling house and garden
ﬁ[ entw oo

SLAAYyield: 6 to 8 dwellings

Client
SLAA source Indicated in Call for Sites Epping Forest District Council
for baseline
yleld Job Title

Epping Forest District Local Plan
SLAA site Flood risk would mean only 2/3 of site is developable. Also circa Drawing Status
contraints: 90% of the site is covered by SR-0507, with only the access left

this means the site has a zero yield when avoiding double Issue
COUﬂtIﬂg. Drawing No Issue
SR-0191 P1

Site selection Full capacity reinstated for site selection assessment (overlapping

adjustment: site). Epping Forest
District Council

Wvow.oppingTorostac.gov.uk

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

H . . : B H Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,
Communlty The Counc” dld not conSUIt ona grO\Nth Iocatlon Wh ICh covers or is GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordnance Survey, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
feedback, near to thIS Slte ©0 and the GIS User Community

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS, AEX,
Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP, swisstopo, and the GIS User Community

Dwellings: 8

Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment

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

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

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

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

Ancient Woodland

Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.

1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0

1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. ;?ﬁgzﬁiriscgritgig itmhrpc?:ml‘:;ﬁl;’egr[igrgzdrzzgistatlrtﬂ?ﬂer zones. The site may indirectly affect the BAP priority habitats, but

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

1.7 Flood risk o) Site within Flood Zone 2 and exception test not required. ISomga 36% of the site falls within Flood Zone 2 of which 20% is i_n Flood Zone 3a and 8% in Flood Zone 3b. The
location of the higher Flood Zones in the north-eastern part of the site are such that the south-western part of the site
could be developed.

1.8a Impact on heritage assets o) No effect likely on historic assets due to distance from site.

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

unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.

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

21 Level of harm to Green Belt 0 iitvi ligww(i)trir:e(girsr?]r? Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very

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

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

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

3.4 Distance to local amenities o) Site is less than 1000m from nearest town, large village or small village.

3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school o) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest infant/primary school.

3.4 Distance to local amenities O Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.

3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest GP surgery.

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land o) Majority of the site is greenfield land within a settlement. 80% greenfield site, within an existing settlement (Lower Nazeing).

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

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

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

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

6.1 Topography constraints 0 Topographical constraints exist in the site but potential for mitigation.

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

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

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

6.4 Access 1o site O Potential for access to the site to be created through third party land and agreement in place, or existing access |Existing track off St. Leonards Road, which would require upgrading and access through third party land.
. would require upgrade.

N . Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (within 250m of 2 x landfill sites). Potential adverse impact that could be mitigated.
6.5 Contamination constraints )

Site below the size threshold where it would be expected to affect congestion (e.g. employment site or housing

6.6 Traffic impact site with capacity of <25 dwellings).

© Arup



Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0212

Parish: Nazeing
Settlement:
Size (ha): 6

Address:

Primary use:  Housing
SLAA notes:  Glasshouses

SLAAYyield: 180 dwellings

SLAA source Assumption based on 30 dph
for baseline

yield:

SLAA site None

contraints:

Site selection None
adjustment:

Community

feedback: near to this site.

Dwellings: 180

Lea Bank Nursery, Sedge Green, Roydon, Essex, CM19 5JS

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

Hertford

Client

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status

Issue

Drawing No Issue

SR-0212 P1

Epping Forest
District Council

Wvow.oppingTorostac.gov.uk

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

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

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

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

Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP, swisstopo, and the GIS User Community

EB801Gx

Criteria

Score

Qualitative Assessment

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

be expected to affect congestion.

1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 combination with other sites)
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites © development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSl's.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on AncientiVeteran Trees outside of o No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
- . . No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is partially within Coastal Floodplain Grazing Marsh buffer zone. The site may indirectly affect the habitat, but
L5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats © mitigation can be implemented to address this.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites o Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk o) Site within Flood Zone 2 and exception test not required.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets ® No effect likely on historic assets due to distance from site.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo o There is a medium likelihood that further archaeological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
. P 9y unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality o Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
21 Level of harm to Green Belt Site |s_W|th|n Green Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be high or
very high.
3.1 Distance to the nearest railftube station 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop +) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations 0 Site is more than 1600m and less than 2400m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.4 Distance to local amenities O Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is greenfield land that is neither within nor adjacent to a settlement. 100% greenfield site, 1,000m from an existing settlement (Lower Nazeing).
. Development would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivi 0 The site falls within an area of low landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are able to
. P ty accommodate development without significant character change.
5.2 Settl t ch " itivi Development could detract from the existing settlement character. Site is identified as a potential opportunity area. It is far away from main settlement and within an existing glasshouses
-2 Settlement character sensitivity O} area. Development may contribute to urban sprawl and therefore, is likely to have a negative effect on the character of
the area
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 ;—;Z(;g:\?:?%eo;tgte development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.4 Access 1o site ) Suitable access to site already exists. Existing access off Sedge Green.
6.5 Contamination constraints 0 Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Horticultural Nursery, infilled pit / pond, electric sub station, within 250m of landfill site).
} Potential adverse impact that could be mitigated.
- Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time, or site below the site size threshold where it would
6.6 Traffic impact 0

© Arup



Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0213 Henford
Parish: Nazeing
Settlement: S
Size (ha): 4.85 d
Address: Bettina Nursery and Ashley Nursery, Sedge Green, Roydon, CM19
5JS Chesht
. gy o A

Primary use:  Housing
SLAA notes: Existing nurseries/glasshouses 1
SLAAYyield: 146 dwellings

Client

SLAA source Assumption based on 30 dph

for baseline
yield:

SLAA site None
contraints:

Site selection None

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status

Issue

Issue

P1

Drawing No

SR-0213

adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council
i © Contains OS data © Crown copyright and database right (2016)
Community  The Council did not consult on a growth location which covers or is Cooame: 1EH Kadester ML Grdmance Burvey, Eon Japant METT Eari China (g Kongh Swiastopo,
feedback: near to this site. ©0 and the GIS User Communit

Dwellings: 146

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS, AEX,
Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP, swisstopo, and the GIS User Community

EB801Gx

Criteria

Score

Qualitative Assessment

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

be expected to affect congestion.

1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 combination with other sites)
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites © development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSl's.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on AncientiVeteran Trees outside of o No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
- . . No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is partially within Coastal Floodplain Grazing Marsh buffer zone. The site may indirectly affect the habitat, but
L5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats © mitigation can be implemented to address this.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites o Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets ® No effect likely on historic assets due to distance from site.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo o There is a medium likelihood that further archaeological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
. P 9y unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality o Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
21 Level of harm to Green Belt Site |s_W|th|n Green Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be high or
very high.
3.1 Distance to the nearest railftube station 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop +) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations 0 Site is more than 1600m and less than 2400m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.4 Distance to local amenities O Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is greenfield land that is neither within nor adjacent to a settlement. 100% greenfield site, 800m from an existing settlement (Lower Nazeing).
. Development would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivi 0 The site falls within an area of low landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are able to
. P ty accommodate development without significant character change.
5.2 Settl t ch " itivi Development could detract from the existing settlement character. Site is identified as a potential regeneration area. It is far away from main settlement and within an existing
-2 Settlement character sensitivity O} glasshouses area. Development may contribute to urban sprawl and therefore, is likely to have a negative effect on the
character of the area.
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 'Ia'gjzea(:lg:ﬁr:?%eo;tsgte development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.4 Access 1o site ) Suitable access to site already exists. Existing access off Sedge Green.
6.5 Contamination constraints 0 Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Horticultural Nursery, car repairs and respraying, within 250m of 2 x landfill sites). Potential
} adverse impact that could be mitigated.
- Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time, or site below the site size threshold where it would
6.6 Traffic impact 0

© Arup
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0232 Henford
Parish: Nazeing
Settlement:
Size (ha): 3.36
Address: Low Hill Nursery, Sedge Green, Roydon, Essex, CM19 5JR
Chesht
Primary use:  Housing Sef—
SLAA notes: ~ None A
SLAAVvyield: 101 dwellings -
Client
SLAA source Assumption based on 30 dph Epping Forest District Council
for baseline
yield: Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan
SLAA site None Drawing Status
contraints:
Issue
Drawing No Issue
SR-0232 P1

Site selection None

adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council

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

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

Community The Council did not consult on a growth location which covers or is GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordnance Survey, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
. i of ©0 and the GIS User Communit

feedback: near to this site. Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS, AEX,

Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP, swisstopo, and the GIS User Community

Dwellings: 101

Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
. . Effects of allocating the site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 combination with other sites).
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed

development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSl's.

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

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

Ancient Woodland

Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.

1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats o No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is partially within Coastal Floodplain Grazing Marsh and Deciduous Woodland buffer zones. The site may
. p ty Sp indirectly affect the habitats, but mitigation can be implemented to address this.
e o Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site. The site is within the 250m buffer for the Lee Valley North LWS. The site is unlikely to affect the features and species
1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites 0 of the LWS
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets ® No effect likely on historic assets due to distance from site.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo o There is a medium likelihood that further archaeological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
. P 9y unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality o Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.

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

very high.
3.1 Distance to the nearest railftube station 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop +) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations 0 Site is more than 1600m and less than 2400m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.4 Distance to local amenities O Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is greenfield land that is neither within nor adjacent to a settlement. 100% greenfield site, 800m from an existing settlement (Lower Nazeing).

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

4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space. No public open space is located in the site area. Development will not involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivi 0 The site falls within an area of low landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are able to

. p ty accommodate development without significant character change.

s Development could detract from the existing settlement character. Site is an existing glasshouse. Development with the proposed density could negatively impact settlement character.

5.2 Settlement character sensitivity O} Loss of glasshouse could affect market garden character of area.
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pinelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines may constrain part of the site but there is potential for mitigation. Approximately 22% of the site is located in HSE middle consultation zone along the northern site boundary. Mitigation

- 9 Pip is possible due to location of the affected area. Sensitivity level 3. HSE guidance advise against development for

affected area.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Th_e intensity of_sne development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or|Subject to care in layout and design.
adjacent to the site.
6.4 Access 1o site ) Suitable access to site already exists. Off sedge green.
N . Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Horticultural Nursery and Haulage Depot). Potential adverse impact that could be mitigated.

6.5 Contamination constraints )
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time, or site below the site size threshold where it would

. p be expected to affect congestion.

© Arup



Site Suitability Assessment
Site Reference: SR-0238 el
Parish: Nazeing
Settlement:
Size (ha): 3.37
Address: Stoneshot Farm, Hoe Lane, Nazeing, Essex, EN9 2RN
Chesht
. -'"-._._'_._.___,'
Primary use:  Housing
SLAA notes: None N
SLAA yield: 24 dwellings comprising 12 market homes and 12 affordable
Client
SLAA source Indicated in Call for Sites Epping Forest District Council
for baseline .
yleld Job Tn!e ) )
Epping Forest District Local Plan
SLAA site None Drawing Status
contraints:
Issue
Drawing No Issue
. . SR-0238 P1
Site selection None
adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council
. © Contains OS data © Crown copyright and database right (201‘6) e
Community The Council did not consult on a growth location which covers or is CooBase. 1oN, Kadasior NL, Grdnance Survey, o Japan, METL Earl China (Hong Kongh Swiasiopo.
feedback: near to this site. ©0 and the GIS User Communit

Dwellings: 24

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS, AEX,
Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP, swisstopo, and the GIS User Community

EB801Gx

Criteria

Score

Qualitative Assessment

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

1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 combination with other sites).
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 t?:\fglgp%]em?sIﬂrljii:tly%s;oigr:}ﬁsthc:‘eSiSSSIr‘]s. requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on AncientiVeteran Trees outside of o No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats o No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. I;]r? t?g!ienlsplgnrl(::]}f(eméii:ig:drDezZ(;i?rl]Ji(;JS Woodland buffer zone. The site may indirectly affect the habitat, but mitigation
1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites o Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets o Proposed site located within the setting of a heritage asset and effects can be mitigated.
1.8b Impact on archaeology o There is a medium Iikelihopd that further arghagological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality o Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
21 Level of harm to Green Belt \iiet; iﬁit:‘,]NP‘ilt.hin Green Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be high or
3.1 Distance to the nearest railftube station o Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site more than a 1000m from a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations 0 Site is more than 1600m and less than 2400m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.4 Distance to local amenities O Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is greenfield land that is neither within nor adjacent to a settlement. 60% greenfield site, 1,500m from an existing settlement (Lower Nazeing).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivity 0 The site falls within an area of medium I_andsca_pe _s_ensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are resilient to
change and able to absorb development without significant character change.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivity e Development could detract from the existing settlement character. Site is far away from_mgin settlement and w_ithin an existing glasshouses area. Development may contribute to urban
sprawl and therefore is likely to have a negative effect on the character of the area.
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 The i_ntensity of site development would be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or adjacent to | The protected trees on or adjacent to the_sit_e_ could be inco_rporated into the_ de\_/_elopmem proposed, subject to care in
the site. the layout, but would be likely to have a significant adverse impact on the suitability of the site for development
6.4 Access 1o site ) Suitable access to site already exists. Existing access off Hoe Lane.
6.5 Contamination constraints 0 Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Farm / Industrial dwellings). Potential adverse impact that could be mitigated.

6.6 Traffic impact

Site below the size threshold where it would be expected to affect congestion (e.g. employment site or housing
site with capacity of <25 dwellings).

© Arup



Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0245

Parish: Nazeing
Settlement:

Size (ha): 2.84
Address:

Primary use:  Housing

SLAA notes: None

SLAAYyield: 86 dwellings

SLAA source Assumption based on 30 dph
for baseline

yield:

SLAA site None

contraints:

Site selection None
adjustment:

Community

feedback: near to this site.

Dwellings: 86

Coronation Nursery, Hoe Lane, Nazeing, Essex

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

NL>
Hertford U IRY l(f

“Harlow

Client

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title

Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status

Issue

Drawing No Issue

SR-0245 P1

Epping Forest
District Council

Wvow.oppingTorostac.gov.uk

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

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

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

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

Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP, swisstopo, and the GIS User Community

EB801Gx

Criteria

Score

Qualitative Assessment

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

1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 combination with other sites)
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites © development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSI's.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. ;I'Zr? sg?n;ilzﬁéﬂtléﬂ;h;:rizcmiusous Woodland buffer zone. The site may indirectly affect the habitat, but mitigation
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets 0 Proposed site located within the setting of a heritage asset and effects can be mitigated.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo 0 There is a medium likelihood that further archaeological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
} P 9y unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
21 Level of harm to Green Belt 0 Site is within Green Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very|The site lies mostly within a Green Belt parcel of very high sensitivity but is partially developed and existing planted
} low, low or medium. buffers to the north would limit harm to the wider Green Belt to the north (which maintains the gap between Nazeing
and Roydon).
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station o Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site more than a 1000m from a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations 0 Site is more than 1600m and less than 2400m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.4 Distance to local amenities O Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is greenfield land that is neither within nor adjacent to a settlement. 90% greenfield site, 1,200m from an existing settlement (Lower Nazeing).
. Development would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivi 0 The site falls within an area of medium landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are resilient to
. p ty change and able to absorb development without significant character change.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivi 0 Development is unlikely to have an effect on settlement character. Site is identified as a potential opportunity area. Low density development is proposed which reflects the character of
- itivity the area, subject to sensitive design reflecting the adjacent Conservation Area.
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 'Ia'gjeaclgﬁr:(s)%eo;tsene development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.4 Access 1o site ) Suitable access to site already exists. Existing access lane off Hoe Lane.
N . Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Horticultural Nursery). Potential adverse impact that could be mitigated.
6.5 Contamination constraints )
- Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time, or site below the site size threshold where it would
6.6 Traffic impact 0

be expected to affect congestion.

© Arup



Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0266

Parish: Nazeing

Settlement:

Size (ha): 2.34

Address: Oldfield Spring, Hoe Lane, Nazeing, EN9 2RW
Primary use:  Housing

SLAA notes: None

SLAAYyield: 73 dwellings

SLAA source Assumption based on 30 dph

for baseline

yield:

SLAA site TPO's would reduce capacity by ¢.1/3
contraints:

Site selection None
adjustment:

Community

feedback: near to this site.

Dwellings: 49

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

p v 4y
Hertford U IRY {f/f

“Harlow

Client

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title

Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status

Issue

Drawing No Issue

SR-0266 P1

Epping Forest
District Council

Wvow.oppingTorostac.gov.uk

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

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

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

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

Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP, swisstopo, and the GIS User Community

EB801Gx

Criteria

Score

Qualitative Assessment

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

1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 combination with other sites)
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites © development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSI's.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 Features and species in the site may not be retained in their entirety but effects can be mitigated. The site encompasses a Deciduous Woodland habitat, and is in the relevant buffer zone. The site is likely to affect the
] p ty Sp whole of the BAP priority habitat, but these effects can be mitigated
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
. Proposed site located within a Conservation Area or adjacent to a Listed Building or other heritage asset and
1.8a Impact on heritage assets “) effects can be mitigated.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo 0 There is a medium likelihood that further archaeological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
} P 9y unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
21 Level of harm to Green Belt 0 iltv;z Ilzwwgrxe%ifr?]n Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station o Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site more than a 1000m from a bus stop.
. . Site is more than 1600m and less than 2400m of an employment site/location.
3.3 Distance to employment locations 0
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.4 Distance to local amenities O Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is greenfield land that is neither within nor adjacent to a settlement. 100% greenfield site, 1,500m from an existing settlement (Lower Nazeing).
. Development would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivi 0 The site falls within an area of medium landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are resilient to | The key characteristics of the adjacent assessed landscape sensitivity zone extend to this site. The form and extent of
. p ty change and able to absorb development without significant character change. any development would have to be sensitive to the location to avoid potential adverse impact on the wider landscape
character.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivi Development is likely to substantially harm the existing settlement character. Site is far away from main settlement and within Conservation Area. Development may contribute to urban sprawl and
- itivity therefore it could significantly alter the character of the settlement.
6.1 Topography constraints 0 Topographical constraints exist in the site but potential for mitigation.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) The site has severely limited feasibility for development as a result of the extensive presence of protected trees, | The extent of the protected tree cover on or adjacent to the site would be likely to have a significant adverse impact on
) p either on or adjacent to the site. the suitability of the site for development
6.4 Access 1o site ) Suitable access to site already exists. Existing access off Hoe Lane.
N . No contamination issues identified on site to date. No potential contamination identified.
6.5 Contamination constraints 0
- Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time, or site below the site size threshold where it would
6.6 Traffic impact 0

be expected to affect congestion.

© Arup



Site Suitability Assessment A ,
Site Reference: SrR-0270 Healeg ! s
Parish: Nazeing !
Settlement: i
g
Size (ha): 0.37
Address: Halston Nursery, Hoe Lane, Nazeing, Essex, EN9 2RJ
Chesht
Primary use:  Housing
SLAA notes: None
ﬁ[ entw oo
SLAAYyield: 11 dwellings
Client
SLAA source  Assumption based on 30 dph Epping Forest District Council
for baseline .
y|e|d Job Tnl-e ) -
Epping Forest District Local Plan
SLAA site None Drawing Status
contraints:
Issue
Drawing No Issue
. . SR-0270 P1
Site selection None
adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council
i © Contains OS data © Crown copyright and database right (201.5) e
Community  The Council did not consult on a growth location which covers or is Caabace, 16N, Kadaster N, Ordnance Surve, Eo Japan, METI. Ear i Hong Kong), swiosopo,
feedback: near to this site. ©0 and the GIS User Communit

Dwellings: 11

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS, AEX,
Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP, swisstopo, and the GIS User Community

EB801Gx

Criteria

Score

Qualitative Assessment

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

1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 combination with other sites)
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites © development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSI's.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is wholly within Deciduous Woodland and Traditional Orchard buffer zones. The site may indirectly affect the
] p ty Sp habitats, but mitigation can be implemented to address this.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
. Proposed site located within a Conservation Area or adjacent to a Listed Building or other heritage asset and
1.8a Impact on heritage assets “) effects can be mitigated.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo 0 There is a medium likelihood that further archaeological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
} P 9y unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
21 Level of harm to Green Belt 0 iltvsz |I(S)WW2P:]qeGd{E:1n Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site between 400m and 1000m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations o) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.4 Distance to local amenities O Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is greenfield land that is neither within nor adjacent to a settlement. 100% greenfield site, 600m from an existing settlement (Lower Nazeing).
. Development would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivi 0 The site falls within an area of medium landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are resilient to
. p ty change and able to absorb development without significant character change.
s Development could detract from the existing settlement character. The proposals are for higher density development than the neighbouring developments. Therefore, development is
5.2 Settlement character sensitivity O} likely to affect the character of the area.
6.1 Topography constraints 0 Topographical constraints exist in the site but potential for mitigation.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 ;2;;2:1??2'%:;1216 development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.4 Access 1o site O Potential for access to the site to be created through third party land and agreement in place, or existing access |Existing access down a small track - would need to be upgraded with widening.
. would require upgrade.
N . Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Horticultural Nursery). Potential adverse impact that could be mitigated.
6.5 Contamination constraints )

6.6 Traffic impact

Site below the size threshold where it would be expected to affect congestion (e.g. employment site or housing
site with capacity of <25 dwellings).

© Arup
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0298 pedlor

Parish: Nazeing

Settlement:

Size (ha): 16.84

Address: Lower Nazeing, West Area

Primary use:  Housing
SLAA notes: Broad Area West of Nazeing

o

SLAAVvyield: 497 dwellings

Client
SLAA source  Assumption based on 30 dph Epping Forest District Council
for baseline
yleld Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan
SLAA site Flood risk would reduce capacity by circa 1/4. Also circa 80% of the Drawing Status
contraints: site has potential landfill contamination, further reducing site
capacity. Issue
Drawing No Issue
SR-0298 P1

Site selection None

adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council

Wvow.oppingTorostac.gov.uk

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

H . . : B H Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,
Communlty The Counc” dld not conSUIt ona grOWth Iocatlon Wh ICh covers or is GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordnance Survey, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
feedback, near to thIS Slte ©0 and the GIS User Community

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS, AEX,
Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP, swisstopo, and the GIS User Community

Dwellings: 929

Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 Egri%t;a?ifor?wsr?tcirt]r?erﬂ;ﬁezi)t.e for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 ggjglgpﬂemﬁsIl%ﬁ)iicetlyfésgoigrfﬁstkhforeSiSSSIr']s(,). requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.

Ancient Woodland

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

Features and species in the site unlikely to be retained and effects cannot be mitigated. The site is covered and encompasses a whole Coastal Floodplain Grazing Marsh habitat. It is within three buffer

1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats zones. The site is likely to directly affect the habitat and these effects may not be mitigable.

1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site. The site is adjacent to Lee Valley Central LWS. The site is unlikely to affect the features and species of the LWS.
1.7 Flood risk o) Site within Flood Zone 2 and exception test not required. ISome 2_9% of the site is in Flood Zone 2 of which circa 17% _is in Flood Zone 3a and 3b. Flood Zones 3a and 3b are
located in the south-western corner of the site and can be avoided through site layout.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets o) No effect likely on historic assets due to distance from site.
1.8b Impact on archaeology 0 There is a medium Iikelihopd that further arghagological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
21 Level of harm to Green Belt 0 iitvi Iigwwci;t:]ir:e(girjr?]r.] Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site between 400m and 1000m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations o) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities o) Site is less than 1000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school o) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.4 Distance to local amenities O Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land 0 Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement. 100% greenfield site, adjacent to an existing settlement (Lower Nazeing).

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

4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space Development may involve the loss of public open space with no opportdwellingies for on-site off-setting or | The public open space is largely located in the site area. Development would result in loss of public open space (public

mitigation. open spaces covers 81% of the site), with few opportunities for site re-orientation or re-provision.
5.1 Landscape sensitivi 0 The site falls within an area of low landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are able to
. p ty accommodate development without significant character change.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivi e Development could detract from the existing settlement character. The scale of the proposed development and the extent of the site, is likely to have a negative affect on the rural
- itivity o character of the area. Development may contribute to urban sprawl.
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
N The intensity of site development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 adjacent to the site.
6.4 Access 1o site 0 Access to the site can be created within landholding adjacent to the highway. Access could be gained off Nazeing Road.
6.5 Contamination constraints Potential contamination on site, which is not likely to be able to be mitigated. Part of site on Landfill is likely unsuitable; would need to demonstrate that risks could be mitigated (extensive
} investigation and long term gas monitoring). Remainder of site (former stud smallholding) need to demonstrate risks
could be mitigated.
6.6 Traffic impact O Low level congestion expected at peak times within the vicinity of the site.

© Arup



Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0299

Parish: Nazeing

Settlement:

Size (ha): 12.07

Address: Lower Nazeing, South-west Area
Primary use:  Housing

SLAA notes: Broad Area south-west of Nazeing
SLAAYyield: 356 dwellings

SLAA source Assumption based on 30 dph
for baseline

yield:

SLAA site

contraints:

from the yield.

Site selection

adjustment;  site).
Community
feedback: near to this site.

Dwellings: 20

Flood risk would reduce capacity by circa 3/4. Also circa 15% of the
site is covered by SR-0507 (55 dwellings) as such this is omitted

Full capacity reinstated for site selection assessment (overlapping

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

Hertford

Client

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title

Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status

Issue

Drawing No Issue

SR-0299 P1

Epping Forest
District Council

Wvow.oppingTorostac.gov.uk

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

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

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

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

Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP, swisstopo, and the GIS User Community

EB801Gx

Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
y . Effects of allocating the site for the proposed use are not likely to be significant alone but should be checked for in- |Potential for recreational pressure effects in combination on Lea Valley Special Protection Area.
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites ) combination effects
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites O Site falls within an Impact Risk Zone and due to the nature and scale of the development proposed it is likely to be |Due to the development type (over 50 residential dwellings), development of the site is likely to pose a risk and
) P Y possible to mitigate the effects of the proposed development. consultation with Natural England is required. However, it is likely that mitigation to reduce the risk would be possible.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 Site contains Ancient and/or Veteran trees but at a sufficiently low density across the site that removal could be | There are 9 Ancient trees directly affected by the site. The trees are concentrated at the east of the site. Impacts to the
A.ncient‘\)NoodIand largely avoided or possible impacts could be mitigated. Ancient trees may be mitigated due to the low density and by considered masterplanning or transposition.
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 Features and species in the site may not be retained in their entirety but effects can be mitigated. The site encompasses two Deciduous Woodland habitats, and a portion of BAP priority habitat with no main features
] p ty Sp habitat. It is within four buffer zones. The site is likely to directly the habitats, but mitigation may be able to address
this.
. . Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site. The site is within the 250m buffer for the Lee Valley Central LWS. The site is unlikely to affect the features and species
1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites 0 of the LWS.
1.7 Flood risk 0 Site within Flood Zone 3a where exception test required. Some 67% of the site is in Flood Zone 2 of which 50% and 30% respectively is in Flood Zones 3a and 3b. Higher risk
} Flood Zones affect the north-western part of the site making the south-eastern portion of the site more suitable for
development.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets o) No effect likely on historic assets due to distance from site.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo 0 There is a medium likelihood that further archaeological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
} P 9y unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
21 Level of harm to Green Belt 0 iltvsz Ilgwwcl;trlr:e(girjr?]n Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop +) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations o) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities o) Site is less than 1000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school o) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.4 Distance to local amenities O Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land 0 Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement. 100% greenfield site, adjacent to an existing settlement (Lower Nazeing).
. Development would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land
. . Development may involve the loss of public open space with no opportdwellingies for on-site off-setting or | The public open space is largely located in the site area. Development would result in loss of public open space (public
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space mitigation. open spaces covers 81% of the site), with few opportunities for site re-orientation or re-provision.
5.1 Landscape sensitivi 0 The site falls within an area of medium landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are resilient to
. p ty change and able to absorb development without significant character change.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivi e Development could detract from the existing settlement character. Considering the scale of the proposed development and its area coverage, it is likely to have a negative affect the
- itivity o semi-rural character of the area. Development may contribute to urban sprawl.
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 The intensity of site development would be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or adjacent to | The protected trees on or adjacent to the site could be incorporated into the development proposed, subject to care in
) p the site. the layout, but would be likely to have a significant adverse impact on the suitability of the site for development
6.4 Access 1o site ) Suitable access to site already exists. Existing access off Nazeing Road.
N . Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Horticultural nursery / industrial Boiler Stripping). Potential adverse impact that could be
6.5 Contamination constraints ) mitigated
6.6 Traffic impact O Low level congestion expected at peak times within the vicinity of the site.
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0300 pedlor

Parish: Nazeing

Settlement:

Size (ha): 19.04

Address: Lower Nazeing, South Area

Primary use:  Housing
SLAA notes: Broad Area South of Nazeing

SLAAVvyield: 447 dwellings and 14,900 sqm commercial

Client
SLAA source Assumptiop based on 80:20 housing to employment 30 dph and Epping Forest District Council
for baseline 0.4 plot ratio for commercial
y|e|d Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan
SLAA site None Drawing Status
contraints:
Issue
Drawing No Issue
SR-0300 P1

Site selection None

adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council

Wvow.oppingTorostac.gov.uk

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

Community  Feedback was received on NAZ-B_which is wihin or near fo this S, LIS L o Con SORED 0208 10
feedback: site. Refer to Appendix B1.4 for further details. ©0 and the GIS User Community

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS, AEX,
Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP, swisstopo, and the GIS User Community

Dwellings: 447

Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment

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

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

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

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

Ancient Woodland

Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.

1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 Features and species in the site may not be retained in their entirety but effects can be mitigated. _Thg site encompasses the whol_e ofa Tra_d_itior_]al Orchard_ BAP priority habitat and i; within two buffer zones. The site
is likely to directly affect the habitat, but mitigation can be implemented to address this.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets 0 :frfgr;s&zgnsgz rﬁfizftgdv.vithin a Conservation Area or adjacent to a Listed Building or other heritage asset and
1.8b Impact on archaeology 0 There is a medium Iikelihopd that further arghagological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
21 Level of harm to Green Belt 0 Site is within Green Belt, but the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be none.
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site between 400m and 1000m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations o) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.4 Distance to local amenities O Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land 0 Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement. 95% greenfield site, adjacent to an existing settlement (Lower Nazeing).

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

Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.

4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0
5.1 Landscape sensitivi 0 The site falls within an area of medium landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are resilient to
. p ty change and able to absorb development without significant character change.
s Development could detract from the existing settlement character. The scale of the proposed development, the extent of the site and its location within a Conservation Area is likely to
5.2 Settlement character sensitivity “)

have a negative affect on the predominantly rural character of the area. Development may contribute to urban sprawl.

6.1 Topography constraints Topographical constraints in the site may preclude development.

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

6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
N The intensity of site development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 adjacent to the site.
. Potential for access to the site to be created through third party land and agreement in place, or existing access |Existing access via a private road.
6.4 Access to site “) .
would require upgrade.
N . Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination over parts of the site (Farmyards / infilled ponds). Potential adverse impact that could be
6.5 Contamination constraints ) "~
mitigated.

- Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time, or site below the site size threshold where it would

6.6 Traffic impact 0

be expected to affect congestion.

© Arup



Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0301

Circa 25% of the site is covered by SR-0434 (150 dwellings) and is

NL>
Hertford U IRY l(f

“Harlow

Client

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title

Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status

Parish: Nazeing

Settlement:

Size (ha): 21.84

Address: Lower Nazeing, North Area
Primary use:  Housing

SLAA notes: Broad Area North of Nazeing
SLAAYyield: 653 dwellings

SLAA source Assumption based on 30 dph
for baseline

yield:

SLAA site

contraints: already accounted for, reducing yield.

Site selection F
adjustment;  site).

Community
feedback:

Dwellings: 653

Full capacity reinstated for site selection assessment (overlapping

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

Issue

Drawing No Issue

SR-0301 P1

Epping Forest
District Council

Wvow.oppingTorostac.gov.uk

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

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

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

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

Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP, swisstopo, and the GIS User Community

EB801Gx

Criteria

Score

Qualitative Assessment

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

1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 combination with other sites).
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 ggjglgpﬂemﬁsIﬂﬁ)iicetlyfésgoigrfﬁstkhforeSiSSSIr']s(,). requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 ISite contains Ancient a_nd/qr Veteran trees but_ _at a sufficiently low density across the site that removal could be |There are 3 Ancient tree directly affected by_the site. The t_ree are located at _the north edge_qf the site and may be
Ancient Woodland argely avoided or possible impacts could be mitigated. affected by development. Impacts may be mitigated by considered masterplanning or transposition.
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 Features and species in the site may not be retained in their entirety but effects can be mitigated. l'!'he site almost encompasses a Decid_u_ous_ Woodland_ priority habitat and is in t_he relevant buffer zone. The site is
ikely to directly affect the habitat, but mitigation can be implemented to address this.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets 0 Proposed site located within the setting of a heritage asset and effects can be mitigated.
1.8b Impact on archaeology 0 There is a medium Iikelihopd that further arghagological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
21 Level of harm to Green Belt 0 iitvi Iigwwg:]::e(gifr?]r.] Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station o Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site between 400m and 1000m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations o) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.4 Distance to local amenities O Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land 0 Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement. 100% greenfield site, adjacent to an existing settlement (Lower Nazeing).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivity 0 The site falls within an area of medium Igndsca_pe _s_ensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are resilient to
change and able to absorb development without significant character change.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivity e Development could detract from the existing settlement character. The scale of the proposed development and_ the extent of the site, is likely to have a negative affect on the rural
character of the area. Development may contribute to urban sprawl.
6.1 Topography constraints Topographical constraints in the site may preclude development.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 'Ia'gjceacigﬁr:(s)i%eo;tsei.te development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.4 Access 1o site 0 Access to the site can be created within landholding adjacent to the highway. Access could be created off Maplecroft Lane.
6.5 Contamination constraints 0 Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. sqti)ttizgiglicomamination over small part of the site (Farmyard / infilled ponds). Potential adverse impact that could be
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time, or site below the site size threshold where it would

be expected to affect congestion.

© Arup
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Site Suitability Assessment X e,
Site Reference: SR-0302A Hertford _ ¢
Parish: Nazeing : “Harlow /
Settlement:

Size (ha): 32.4

Address: Lower Nazeing, south-east area

Primary use:  Housing

SLAA notes: Broad area east of Nazeing including Hoe Lane and Nurseries and
agricultural fields

SLAAVvyield: 1396 dwellings and 46,500 sqm commercial

Client
SLAA source Assumptiop based on 80:_20 housing to employment 30 dph and Epping Forest District Council
for baseline 0.4 plot ratio for commercial
y|e|d Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan
SLAA site None Drawing Status
contraints:
Issue
Drawing No Issue
SR-0302A P1

Site selection Multi-parcel site, which has been split out. Assumed 1396 dwellings

adjustment: and 46,500 sqm proportionally split between sites based on site Epping Forest
size. District Council

Wvow.oppingTorostac.gov.uk

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

Community  The Council did not consult on a growth location which covers or is Caapase. 10K Kadastor N, Ordnance Sutvey, Eer Japan METI £l Chita (ong Kong, S etopo
- i i ©0 d the GIS U; C
feedback: near to this site. Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Eanhslavage(:g?apmcs,Sg;\lEg'/'/‘A'\':;:‘s‘ DS, USDA, USGS, AEX,
Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP, swisstopo, and the GIS User Community
Dwellings: 97
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 Egri?)t;a?ifor?&ﬁfr?tcl)rt]r?erﬂ:ietezl)te for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites © development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSl's.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on AncientiVeteran Trees outside of o No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.

Ancient Woodland

Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.

1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0

1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats o No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is within the buffer zone for Deciduous Woodland and Traditional Orchard habitats. The site may indirectly
. p ty Sp affect the habitats, but mitigation can be implemented to address this.

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

1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1. Majority of the site is in Flood Zone 1. Higher Flood Risk Zones 2 and 3a, covering circa 1%, are located along a
. portion of the southern boundary and can be avoided through site layout.

1.8a Impact on heritage assets o Proposed site located within a Conservation Area or adjacent to a Listed Building or other heritage asset and
. p g effects can be mitigated.

1.8b Impact on archaeolo o There is a medium likelihood that further archaeological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
. P 9y unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.

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

Site is within Green Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be high or | The majority of the site overlaps a very high sensitivity Green Belt parcel which prevents the merging of Nazeing and

2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt very high. Roydon and, to a lesser extent, Harlow. If the site was released it may harm the purposes of the wider Green Belt.

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

3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station )

3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site more than a 1000m from a bus stop.

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

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

3.4 Distance to local amenities O Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.

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

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is greenfield land that is neither within nor adjacent to a settlement. Split site (50% greenfield and brownfield). Site is adjacent to an existing settlement (Lower Nazeing).

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

4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space. /S\pr;((e:ghgmle part of the site contains public open space. The proposals could be configured to avoid loss of public open
5.1 Landscape sensitivi 0 The site falls within an area of medium landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are resilient to

. p ty change and able to absorb development without significant character change.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivi e Development could detract from the existing settlement character. Site is identified as a potential regeneration area. Considering the scale of the proposed development and its area

- ty o coverage, it is likely to have a negative affect the rural character of the area. Development may contribute to urban

sprawl.
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Th_e intensity of_sne development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or|Subject to care in layout.
adjacent to the site.
6.4 Access 1o site ) Suitable access to site already exists. Access from Hoe Lane.
N . Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Horticultural Nurseries / Farm / Industrial). Potential adverse impact that could be mitigated.

6.5 Contamination constraints )
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time, or site below the site size threshold where it would

. p be expected to affect congestion.

© Arup



Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference:
Parish:
Settlement:
Size (ha):
Address:

Primary use:
SLAA notes:

SR-0302B Hertford

Nazeing

4.49
Lower Nazeing, south-east area

Housing
Broad area east of Nazeing including Hoe Lane and Nurseries and

EB801Gx

agricultural fields

SLAAVvyield: 1396 dwellings and 46,500 sqm commercial

Client

SLAA source Assumption based on 80:20 housing to employment 30 dph and

r ‘ Epping Forest District Council
for baseline 0.4 plot ratio for commercial

y|e|d Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan
SLAA site None Drawing Status
contraints:
Issue
Drawing No Issue
SR-0302B P1

Site selection Multi-parcel site, which has been split out. Assumed 1396 dwellings

adjustment: and 46,500 sqm proportionally split between sites based on site Epping Forest
size. District Council

Wvow.oppingTorostac.gov.uk

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

H . . : B H Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,
Communlty The Counc” dld not conSUIt ona grOWth Iocatlon Wh ICh covers or is GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordnance Survey, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
feedback, near to thIS Slte ©0 and the GIS User Community

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS, AEX,
Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP, swisstopo, and the GIS User Community

Dwellings: 111

Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 Egri%t;a?ifor?wsr?grt]r?erﬂ;ﬁezl)te for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites © development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSI's.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is partially within the majority of a Deciduous Woodland habitat, and within two buffer zones. The site is likely
] p ty Sp to directly affect the habitat, but mitigation can be implemented to address this.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1. Majority of the site is in flood zone 1. Due to the configuration of the site the higher risk flood zones (2, 3a and 3b),
} covering 12%, affects the southern portion of the site and within the context of the whole site can be avoided through
site layout.
. Proposed site located within a Conservation Area or adjacent to a Listed Building or other heritage asset and
1.8a Impact on heritage assets ) effects can be mitigated.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo 0 There is a medium likelihood that further archaeological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
} P 9y unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
21 Level of harm to Green Belt 0 iltvsz Ilgwwcl;trlr:e(girjr?]n Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site more than a 1000m from a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations 0 Site is more than 1600m and less than 2400m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.4 Distance to local amenities O Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

Majority of the site is greenfield land that is neither within nor adjacent to a settlement. Split site (50% greenfield and brownfield). Site is adjacent to an existing settlement (Lower Nazeing).

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land

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

4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivi 0 The site falls within an area of medium landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are resilient to
. p ty change and able to absorb development without significant character change.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivi 0 Development is unlikely to have an effect on settlement character. Site is identified as a potential opportunity area. Low density development is proposed which reflects the character of
- itivity the area, subject to sensitive design for part of the site located in the Conservation Area.
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 The intensity of site development would be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or adjacent to | The protected trees on or adjacent to the site could be incorporated into the development proposed, subject to care in
) p the site. the layout, but would be likely to have a significant adverse impact on the suitability of the site for development
6.4 Access 1o site ) Suitable access to site already exists. Access from Hoe Lane.
N . Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Horticultural Nurseries / Farm / Industrial). Potential adverse impact that could be mitigated.
6.5 Contamination constraints )
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time, or site below the site size threshold where it would
. p be expected to affect congestion.

© Arup



Site Suitability Assessment
Site Reference: SR-0302C pediog o O
Parish: Nazeing W
Settlement: S ’ [
Size (ha): 19.85 < .&: /
Address: Lower Nazeing, south-east area
( h».r.-l'uG
Primary use:  Housing Tl
SLAA notes: Broad area east of Nazeing including Hoe Lane and Nurseries and :
agricultural fields Al
SLAAVvyield: 1396 dwellings and 46,500 sqm commercial
Client
SLAA source Assumptiop based on 80:_20 housing to employment 30 dph and Epping Forest District Council
for baseline 0.4 plot ratio for commercial
yield: Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan
SLAA site None Drawing Status
contraints:

Site selection Multi-parcel site, which has been split out. Assumed 1396 dwellings

Issue

Issue

P1

Drawing No

SR-0302C

adjustment: and 46,500 sqm proportionally split between sites based on site Epping Forest
size. District Council

Community Feedback was received on NAZ-1 which is within or near to this

Wvow.oppingTorostac.gov.uk

© Contains OS data © Crown copyright and database right (2016)
Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,
GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordnance Survey, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), swisstopo,

feedback: site. Refer to Appendix B1.4 for further details. ©0 and the GIS User Community

Dwellings: 488

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS, AEX,
Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP, swisstopo, and the GIS User Community

EB801Gx

Criteria

Score

Qualitative Assessment

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

be expected to affect congestion.

1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 combination with other sites)
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites © development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSI's.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 Features and species in the site may not be retained in their entirety but effects can be mitigated. The site encompasses two Deciduous Woodland habitats and a Traditional Orchard habitat. It is within three buffer
] p ty Sp zones. The site is likely to directly affect the habitats, but mitigation can be implemented to address this.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1. Majority of the site is in Flood Zone 1. Higher Flood Risk Zones 2, 3a and 3b, covering circa 10%, are located along
} the north-western site boundary and can be avoided through site layout.
. Proposed site located within a Conservation Area or adjacent to a Listed Building or other heritage asset and
1.8a Impact on heritage assets “) effects can be mitigated.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo 0 There is a medium likelihood that further archaeological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
} P 9y unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
21 Level of harm to Green Belt 0 Site is within Green Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very | The majority of the site lies within medium or very low sensitivity Green Belt parcels. A small part of the site does not
} low, low or medium. meet the Green Belt purposes. If the site was released it would have limited harm to the purposes of the wider Green
Belt.
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station o Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site between 400m and 1000m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations o) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.4 Distance to local amenities O Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land 0 Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement. 95% greenfield site, adjacent to an existing settlement (Lower Nazeing).
. Development would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivi 0 The site falls within an area of medium landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are resilient to
. p ty change and able to absorb development without significant character change.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivi Development is likely to substantially harm the existing settlement character. The site is within a Conservation Area. The scale of the proposed development and the extent of the site is likely to
- itivity have a significant negative affect the rural character of the area. Development would contribute to urban sprawl.
6.1 Topography constraints 0 Topographical constraints exist in the site but potential for mitigation.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 'Ia'gjeaclgﬁr:(s)%eo;tsene development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or|Subject to care in layout.
6.4 Access 1o site ) Suitable access to site already exists. Access from Hoe Lane.
N . No contamination issues identified on site to date. No potential contamination identified.
6.5 Contamination constraints 0
- Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time, or site below the site size threshold where it would
6.6 Traffic impact 0

© Arup



Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0426

Dwellings: 162

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

Parish: Nazeing

Settlement:

Size (ha): 5.42

Address: Nurseries to North of Sedge Green
Primary use:  Housing

SLAA notes: None

SLAAYyield: 162 dwellings

SLAA source Assumption based on 30 dph
for baseline

yield:

SLAA site None

contraints:

Site selection None

adjustment:

Community

feedback: near to this site.

p v 4y
Hertford U IRY {f/f

“Harlow

Client

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title

Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status

Issue

Drawing No Issue

SR-0426 P1

Epping Forest
District Council

Wvow.oppingTorostac.gov.uk

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

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

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

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

Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP, swisstopo, and the GIS User Community

EB801Gx

Criteria

Score

Qualitative Assessment

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

1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 combination with other sites)
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites © development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSI's.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
L . . No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is partially within Coastal Floodplain Grazing Marsh and Wet Woodland buffer zones. The site may indirectly
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats © affect the habitats, but mitigation can be implemented to address this.
. . Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site. The site is within the 250m buffer for the Lee Valley Central LWS. The site is unlikely to affect the features and species
1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites 0 of the LWS.
1.7 Flood risk o) Site within Flood Zone 2 and exception test not required.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets o) No effect likely on historic assets due to distance from site.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo 0 There is a medium likelihood that further archaeological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
} P 9y unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
21 Level of harm to Green Belt 0 iltv;z Ilzwwgrxe%ifr?]n Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop +) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations o) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.4 Distance to local amenities O Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land 0 Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement. 90% greenfield site, adjacent to an existing settlement (Lower Nazeing).
. Development would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivi 0 The site falls within an area of low landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are able to
. P ty accommodate development without significant character change.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivi e Development could detract from the existing settlement character. Site is on the edge of the existing settlement and within a existing glasshouses area. The number of houses is at a
- itivity o higher density than the neighbouring developments. Therefore, development is likely to affect the character of the
area.
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 'Ia'gjeaclgﬁr:il%eo;tsene development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or|Subject to care in layout
6.4 Access 1o site ) Suitable access to site already exists. Existing access off Sedge Green.
N . Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Horticultural Nurseries and 2 x landfills within 250m). Potential adverse impact that could be
6.5 Contamination constraints ) mitigated
- Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time, or site below the site size threshold where it would
6.6 Traffic impact 0

be expected to affect congestion.

© Arup



Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0427

Parish: Nazeing
Settlement:
Size (ha): 5.63
Address:

Nursery
Primary use:  Housing

SLAA notes: None

SLAAYyield: 168 dwellings

SLAA source Assumption based on 30 dph
for baseline

yield:

SLAA site None

contraints:

Site selection None
adjustment:

Community

feedback: near to this site.

Dwellings: 168

Nursery between Nursery Road and Pick's Hill and Lake Road

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

Hertford

Client

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title

Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status

Issue

Drawing No Issue

SR-0427 P1

Epping Forest
District Council

Wvow.oppingTorostac.gov.uk

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

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

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

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

Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP, swisstopo, and the GIS User Community

EB801Gx

Criteria

Score

Qualitative Assessment

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

1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 combination with other sites)
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites © development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSI's.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is adjacent to an area of Coastal Floodplain Grazing Marsh and partially within three buffer zones. The site
] p ty Sp may indirectly affect the habitats, but mitigation can be implemented to address this.
. . Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site. The site is within the 250m buffer for the Lee Valley Central LWS. The site is unlikely to affect the features and species
1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites 0 of the LWS.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets o) No effect likely on historic assets due to distance from site.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo 0 There is a medium likelihood that further archaeological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
} P 9y unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
21 Level of harm to Green Belt 0 iltvsz Ilgwwcl;trlr:e(girjr?]n Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site between 400m and 1000m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations o) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities o) Site is less than 1000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.4 Distance to local amenities O Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land 0 Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement. 95% greenfield site, adjacent to an existing settlement (Lower Nazeing).
. Development would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space. No public open space is located in the site area. Development will not involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivi 0 The site falls within an area of low landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are able to
. p ty accommodate development without significant character change.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivi e Development could detract from the existing settlement character. Site is on the edge of the existing settlement and the proposals are for higher density development than the
- itivity o neighbouring developments. Therefore, development is likely to affect the character of the area.
6.1 Topography constraints 0 Topographical constraints exist in the site but potential for mitigation.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 'Ia'gjeaclgﬁr:(s)%eo;tsene development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or|Subject to care in layout and design
6.4 Access 1o site O Potential for access to the site to be created through third party land and agreement in place, or existing access |Existing access off North Street, which may require upgrading to support development.
. would require upgrade.
N . Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Horticultural Nursery / large infilled gravel pit and 3 x landfills within 250m). Potential adverse
6.5 Contamination constraints ) impact that could be mitigated.
- Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time, or site below the site size threshold where it would
6.6 Traffic impact 0

be expected to affect congestion.

© Arup



Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0434
Parish: Nazeing
Settlement:

Size (ha): 5.01

Address:

Primary use:
SLAA notes:

Housing

SLAAYyield: 150 dwellings

SLAA source
for baseline
yield:

SLAA site None
contraints:

Site selection None
adjustment:

Community
feedback:

Dwellings: 150

Land North of Maplecroft Lane, Nazeing

Greenfield site with the south of the site adjoining Maplecroft Lane
which is part of a built up housing area.

Indicated in Call for Sites (equivalent to 30 dph)

Feedback was received on NAZ-A which is within or near to this
site. Refer to Appendix B1.4 for further details. ©0

Hertford

Client

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title

Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status

Issue

Drawing No Issue

SR-0434 P1

Epping Forest
District Council

Wvow.oppingTorostac.gov.uk

© Contains OS data © Crown copyright and database right (2016)
Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,
GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordnance Survey, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
and the GIS User Communit

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS, AEX,
Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP, swisstopo, and the GIS User Community

EB801Gx

Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 Egri%t;a?ifor?wsr?tcirt]r?erﬂ;ﬁezi)t.e for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 ggjglgpﬂemﬁsIl%ﬁ)iicetlyfésgoigrfﬁstkhforeSiSSSIr']s(,). requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is ad_jacent to a Dec_iduous Wo_odland habitat and is withi_n the relevant buffer zone. The site may indirectly
affect the habitats, but mitigation can be implemented to address this.

1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets 0 Proposed site located within the setting of a heritage asset and effects can be mitigated.
1.8b Impact on archaeology 0 There is a medium Iikelihopd that further arghagological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is

unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
21 Level of harm to Green Belt 0 iitvi Iigwwci;t:]ir:e(girjr?]r.] Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station o Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site between 400m and 1000m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations o) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.4 Distance to local amenities O Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land 0 Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement. 100% greenfield site, adjacent to an existing settlement (Lower Nazeing).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivity 0 The site falls within an area of medium Igndsca_pe _s_ensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are resilient to

change and able to absorb development without significant character change.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivity e Development could detract from the existing settlement character. Sit_e is on the edge of the existing settlement ant_:l t_he proposals are for higher density development than the

neighbouring developments. Therefore, development is likely to affect the character of the area.

6.1 Topography constraints Topographical constraints in the site may preclude development.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 'Ia'gjceacigﬁr:(s)i%eo;tsei.te development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.4 Access 1o site 0 Access to the site can be created within landholding adjacent to the highway. Off Maplecroft Lane, gated farm access set back from road however and would require improvements.
6.5 Contamination constraints 0 Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination on very small part of site. Minimal adverse impact with opportunity to enhance.
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time, or site below the site size threshold where it would

be expected to affect congestion.

© Arup



EB801Gx

Site Suitability Assessment
Site Reference: SR-0471 Henford
Parish: Nazeing
Settlement: i
g
Size (ha): 0.56
Address: Presdale Farm House, Hoe Lane, Nazeing, Essex, EN9 2RJ
Cheshugl
Primary use:  Housing
SLAA notes:  Residential M
.r.i[.'—lﬂ wood

SLAAYyield: 17 dwellings

Client
SLAA source  Assumption based on 30 dph Epping Forest District Council
for baseline
y|e|d Job Title

Epping Forest District Local Plan
SLAA site Circa 10% site omitted as site in flood zone 3b. Drawing Status
contraints:

Issue

Drawing No Issue

SR-0471 P1

Site selection None

adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council

Wvow.oppingTorostac.gov.uk

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

H . . : B H Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,
Communlty The Counc” dld not conSUIt ona grO\Nth Iocatlon Wh ICh covers or is GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordnance Survey, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
feedback, near to thIS Slte ©0 and the GIS User Community

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS, AEX,
Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP, swisstopo, and the GIS User Community

Dwellings: 15

Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 Egri%t;a?ifor?&ﬂtcr?tgt]r?erﬂ;ﬁezi)t.e for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 ggjsgpﬂemﬁsIl%ﬁ)iicetlyfésgoigrff‘istkhforeSiSSSIr']s(,). requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. ;I]'he_ site is whqll_y w_ithin Decidpous Woodland and Tradit?onal Orchard buffer zones. The site may indirectly affect the
abitats, but mitigation can be implemented to address this.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1. Majority of the site is in l_:lood Zone 1._ Only 5% of the site is in Flood Zone 2, located along parts of the southern
boundary and can be avoided through site layout.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets 0 Proposed site located within the setting of a heritage asset and effects can be mitigated.
1.8b Impact on archaeology 0 There is a medium Iikelihopd that funher arghagological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
21 Level of harm to Green Belt 0 ISite is within Green Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very _The majority of the site is with a very Ic_)w sensitivity Gr(_een Belt parcel. The release of the site_ would have limited
low, low or medium. impact on the gaps between Lower Nazeing and surrounding towns, and on the purposes of the wider Green Belt.
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site between 400m and 1000m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations o) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.4 Distance to local amenities O Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is greenfield land that is neither within nor adjacent to a settlement. 80% greenfield site, 700m from an existing settlement (Little Nazeing).

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

4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivi 0 The site falls within an area of medium landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are resilient to

. p ty change and able to absorb development without significant character change.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivi e Development could detract from the existing settlement character. Site is on the edge of the existing settlement. The proposals are for higher density development than the neighbouring

- itivity o developments. Therefore, development is likely to affect the character of the area.
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.

N The intensity of site development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 adjacent to the site.
6.4 Access 1o site ) Suitable access to site already exists. Off Hoe Lane.
N . No contamination issues identified on site to date. No potential contamination identified.

6.5 Contamination constraints 0
6.6 Traffic impact Site below the size threshold where it would be expected to affect congestion (e.g. employment site or housing

. p site with capacity of <25 dwellings).

© Arup
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0473 el AT Uit {,/f
Parish: Nazeing ; “Harlow /
Settlement:
Size (ha): 7.66
Address: St. Leonards Farm, St. Leonards Road, Waltham Abbey, Nazeing,

EN9 2HG

Primary use:  Housing
SLAA notes:  Agriculture.

SLAAYyield: 229 dwellings

Client
SLAA source Assumption based on 30 dph. Epping Forest District Council
for baseline
y|e|d Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan
SLAA site None Drawing Status
contraints:
Issue
Drawing No Issue
SR-0473 P1

Site selection None

adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council

Wvow.oppingTorostac.gov.uk

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

: - . f f Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,
Community The Council did not consult on a growth location which covers or is GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordnance Survey, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
feedback: near to this site. ©0] and the GIS User Communit

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS, AEX,
Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP, swisstopo, and the GIS User Community

Dwellings: 229

Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment

Effects of allocating the site for the proposed use are not likely to be significant alone but should be checked for in- |Potential for recreational pressure effects in combination on Lea Valley Special Protection Area.

1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites ) combination effects

1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites O Site falls within an Impact Risk Zone and due to the nature and scale of the development proposed it is likely to be |Due to the development type (over 50 rural residential dwellings), development of the site is likely to pose a risk and

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

Ancient Woodland

Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.

1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. i'rl'l?slesniqtgnizdptirtailzltljyre:/;t?ri]ri]&three buffer zones. The site may indirectly affect the habitats, but mitigation can be
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1. Majority of the site is in Flood Zone 1. Higher Elood Risk Zon_es 2, 3a and 3b, covering less than 1%, are located along
a part of the eastern boundary and can be avoided through site layout.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets o) No effect likely on historic assets due to distance from site.
1.8b Impact on archaeology 0 There is a medium Iikelihopd that further arghagological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
21 Level of harm to Green Belt 0 Site is within Green Belt, but the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be none.
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site between 400m and 1000m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations o) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.4 Distance to local amenities O Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land 0 Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement. 100% greenfield site, adjacent to an existing settlement (Lower Nazeing).

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

Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.

4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0

5.1 Landscape sensitivi 0 The site falls within an area of medium landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are resilient to
. p ty change and able to absorb development without significant character change.

5.2 Settlement character sensitivi e Development could detract from the existing settlement character. Site is on the edge of the existing settlement. The proposals are for higher density development than the neighbouring
- itivity o developments. Therefore, development is likely to affect the character of the area.

6.1 Topography constraints 0 Topographical constraints exist in the site but potential for mitigation.

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

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

6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 'Ia'gjeaclgﬁr:il%eo;tsene development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or

6.4 Access 1o site ) Suitable access to site already exists. Off St. Leonards Road.

6.5 Contamination constraints 0 Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination on very small part of site. Minimal adverse impact with opportunity to enhance.

- Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time, or site below the site size threshold where it would
6.6 Traffic impact 0

be expected to affect congestion.

© Arup



Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0486

Parish: Nazeing

Settlement:

Size (ha): 1.21

Address: Leaside Nursery and Sedgegate Nursery, Sedge Green, Nazeing,

Essex, EN9 2PA

Primary use:  Housing
SLAA notes: Nursery.

SLAAVvyield: 45-55 dwellings

p v 4y
Hertford U IRY {f/f

“Harlow

Client
SLAA source Indicated in Call for Sites (equivalent to 39-48 dph) Epping Forest District Council
for baseline
yleld Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan
SLAA site Circa 60% of the site has potential contamination which may not be Drawing Status
contraints: suitable for housing development (landfill). As such developable
site area reduced to 40%. Issue
Drawing No Issue
SR-0486 P1

Site selection None

adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council
e
i © Contains OS data © Crown copyright and database right (2016)
Community The Council did not consult on a growth location which covers or is K o VTt ot o hone Kang), aateno,
feedback: near to this site. ©0 and the GIS User Communit

Dwellings: 18

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS, AEX,
Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP, swisstopo, and the GIS User Community

EB801Gx

Criteria

Score

Qualitative Assessment

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

6.5 Contamination constraints

6.6 Traffic impact

1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 combination with other sites)
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites © development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSI's.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is adjacent to an area of Coastal Floodplain Grazing Marsh and wholly within two buffer zones. The site may
] p ty Sp indirectly affect the habitats, but mitigation can be implemented to address this.
. . Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site. The site is within the 250m buffer for the Lee Valley Central LWS. The site is unlikely to affect the features and species
1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites 0 of the LWS.
1.7 Flood risk o) Site within Flood Zone 2 and exception test not required.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets o) No effect likely on historic assets due to distance from site.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo 0 There is a medium likelihood that further archaeological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
} P 9y unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
21 Level of harm to Green Belt 0 iltv;z Ilzwwgrxe%ifr?]n Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop +) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations o) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.4 Distance to local amenities O Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is greenfield land that is neither within nor adjacent to a settlement. 100% greenfield site, 200m from an existing settlement (Little Nazeing).
. Development would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land
. . Development could provide an opportdwellingy to improve links to adjacent existing public open space or provide |A negligible part of the site contains public open space. The proposals could be configured to avoid loss of public open
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space ) access to open space which is currently private. space. Site adjacent to existing public open space and could provide opportunities to improve access to open land.
5.1 Landscape sensitivi 0 The site falls within an area of low landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are able to
. p ty accommodate development without significant character change.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivi 0 Development is unlikely to have an effect on settlement character. Site is identified as a potential regeneration area. Proposed density reflects the character of the area. Therefore,
- itivity development is not likely to have an impact on the character of the area.
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 'Ia'gjeaclgﬁr:il%eo;tsene development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.4 Access 1o site ) Suitable access to site already exists. Off Sedge Green Road.

Potential contamination on site, which is not likely to be able to be mitigated.

Circa 60% of the site has potential contamination (Landfill site and Horticultural Nursery). Potentially significant
adverse impact that may not be possible to mitigate for Housing use. Remaining 40% has potential contamination on
site (nursery).

Site below the size threshold where it would be expected to affect congestion (e.g. employment site or housing
site with capacity of <25 dwellings).

© Arup
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Site Suitability Assessment
Site Reference: SR-0507 Henfard
Parish: Nazeing
Settlement:
Size (ha): 2.86
Address: Land at Little Cutlands, Incorporating Wilbea and Royd, St
Leonards Road, Lower Nazeing, Waltham Abbey, EN9 2HJ Ches hugt
Primary use:  Housing
SLAA notes: Residential curtilage. M
SLAAYyield: 83 dwellings
Client
SLAA source  Assumption based on 30 dph Epping Forest District Council
for baseline
yleld Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan
SLAA site Circa a third reduction in capacity because of the location of the Drawing Status
contraints: site within Flood Zone 3a.
Issue
Drawing No Issue
SR-0507 P1

Site selection None

adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council

Wvow.oppingTorostac.gov.uk

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

H . . : B H Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,
Communlty The Counc” dld not conSUIt ona grO\Nth Iocatlon Wh ICh covers or is GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordnance Survey, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
feedback, near to thIS Slte ©0 and the GIS User Community

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS, AEX,
Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP, swisstopo, and the GIS User Community

Dwellings: 55

Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment

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

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

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

1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSI's.

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

Site contains Ancient and/or Veteran trees but at a sufficiently low density across the site that removal could be | There are 6 Ancient trees directly affected by the site. The trees are concentrated at the north edge of the site. Impacts

1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 largely avoided or possible impacts could be mitigated. to the Ancient trees may be mitigated due to the low density and by considered masterplanning or transposition.

Ancient Woodland

Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.

1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0

1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. T_he site i_s a_djacent to a BAP pri_ority habita_t_with no main fc_eatures habitat, and is who_lly within three buffer zones. The
site may indirectly affect the habitats, but mitigation can be implemented to address this.

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

1.7 Flood risk o) Site within Flood Zone 2 and exception test not required. Some 14% of the site is in FIood_Zone 2 of which 8% _is in Flood Zones _3a and 3b. Flooq Zones 3a and 3b are located
along the northern and eastern site boundary and the impact can be mitigated through site layout.

1.8a Impact on heritage assets o) No effect likely on historic assets due to distance from site.

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

unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.

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

21 Level of harm to Green Belt 0 iitvi Iigwwgrir:e(gifrir.] Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very

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

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

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

3.4 Distance to local amenities o) Site is less than 1000m from nearest town, large village or small village.

3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school o) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest infant/primary school.

3.4 Distance to local amenities O Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.

3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest GP surgery.

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land o) Majority of the site is greenfield land within a settlement. 75% greenfield site, within an existing settlement (Lower Nazeing).

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

4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space. Qpr;ighglble part of the site contains public open space. The proposals could be configured to avoid loss of public open
5.1 Landscape sensitivi 0 The site falls within an area of low landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are able to|The relevant site character context is urban and development is unlikely to adversely affect the wider landscape
. P ty accommodate development without significant character change. character.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivi 0 Development is unlikely to have an effect on settlement character. Site is on the edge of the existing settlement. However, low density development is proposed which reflects the
- itivity character of the area. Therefore, development is not likely to have an impact on the character of the area.
6.1 Topography constraints 0 Topographical constraints exist in the site but potential for mitigation.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 The intensity of site development would be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or adjacent to | The protected trees on or adjacent to the site could be incorporated into the development proposed, subject to care in
) p the site. the layout, but would be likely to have a significant adverse impact on the suitability of the site for development
6.4 Access 1o site O Potential for access to the site to be created through third party land and agreement in place, or existing access |Existing track off St. Leonards Road, which would require upgrading and access through third party land.
. would require upgrade.
N . Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (pond). Potential adverse impact, but could be mitigated.
6.5 Contamination constraints )
- Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time, or site below the site size threshold where it would
6.6 Traffic impact 0

be expected to affect congestion.

© Arup
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Site Suitability Assessment
Site Reference: SR-0508 Healord
Parish: Nazeing
Settlement: i
g
Size (ha): 3.55
Address: Nazeing Glassworth Site,
Nazeing New Road, Cheshupt
EN10 6SU
Primary use:  Housing
SLAA notes: A functioning industrial estate with a number of businesses :
operating on site. There is an element of undeveloped land to the p
west but it is mostly densely covered by trees. {~ Brentwood
SLAAYyield: 107 :
Client
SLAA source Assumption based on 30 dph (quantity not indicated on pre app Epping Forest District Council
for baseline ~ form)
yleld Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan
SLAA site A reduction is made to the yield as circa a third of the site is landfill, Drawing Status
contraints: as identified in the EFDC Senior Contaminated Land Officers
comments on the extent to which there is potential landfill on site. Issue
Drawing No Issue
SR-0508 P1

Site selection None

adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council

Wvow.oppingTorostac.gov.uk

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

H . . : B H Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,
Communlty The Counc” dld not conSUIt ona grO\Nth Iocatlon Wh ICh covers or is GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordnance Survey, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
feedback, near to thIS Slte ©0 and the GIS User Community

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS, AEX,
Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP, swisstopo, and the GIS User Community

Dwellings: 71

Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment

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

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

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

1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites © development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSI's.
. Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland. The site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site. No Ancient or Veteran Trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land. Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Lands
L . . 2 Features and species in the site may not be retained in their entirety but effects can be mitigated. The site encompasses the majority of a BAP priority habitat, and is adjacent to two other habitats. The site may directly
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 affect the habitats, but it may be possible to mitigate.
. . Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site. The site is adjacent to a Local Wildlife Site. The site may indirectly affect the Local Wildlife Site, but mitigation can be

1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites 0 implemented to address this
1.7 Flood risk 0 Site within Flood Zone 3a where exception test required. The whole site is in flood zone 2, with a substantial amount also falling in flood zone 3a across the whole area.

} Development would be significantly constrained.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets o) No effect likely on historic assets due to distance from site.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo 0 There is a medium likelihood that further archaeological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is

} P 9y unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
21 Level of harm to Green Belt 0 Site is within Green Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very|The site lies partially in the Green Belt. In the Stage 1 assessment, the Green Belt parcel was assessed as making no

} low, low or medium. contribution to preventing merging between towns and performed relatively weakly in terms of preventing sprawl.
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop +) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations o) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is greenfield land that is neither within nor adjacent to a settlement. Split site (50% greenfield and brownfield). Site is not within or adjacent to an existing settlement.

Development would not result in the loss of agricultural land.

4.2 Impact on agricultural land 0
. . Development could provide an opportunity to improve links to adjacent existing public open space or provide [No public open space is located in the site area. Development will not involve the loss of public open space. Site
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space ) access to open space which is currently private. adjacent to existing public open space which could provide opportunities for improved access to woodland semi
natural public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivi 0 The site falls within an area of low landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are able to]As aresult of the site characteristics development is unlikely to adversely affect the wider landscape character.
. p ty accommodate development without significant character change.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivity 0 Development is unlikely to have an effect on settlement character. Redevelopment of existing employment site not likely to impact on settlement character.
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Th_e intensity of_sne development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or|Subject to care in layout and design.
adjacent to the site.
6.4 Access 1o site ) Suitable access to site already exists. Access from Nazeing New Road.
6.5 Contamination constraints 0 Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. There is the potential for a landfill to be present on the soft covered area in the southern / south western part of the
} site, meaning it would be necessary for a developer to demonstrate the feasibility of developing it for unmanaged
domestic use (Red) b
6.6 Traffic impact O Low level congestion expected at peak times within the vicinity of the site.

© Arup



Site Suitability Assessment
Site Reference: SR-0599 pedieq RS
Parish: Nazeing P,
Settlement: S ) [
Size (ha): 5 n .ﬁ‘ /'
Address: Old House Farm, Old House Lane, Nazeing, Essex, EN9 2LJ )
Chesht

%
Primary use:  Housing s
SLAA notes: A number of open fields separated by dense tree boundaries. Rl
SLAAVvyield: 200 p—

SLAA source Assumption based on 40 dph based on edge of settlement location
and the fact that the scheme will also include a primary school (this
is an 'other use' not assessed in the SLAA). Job Title

for baseline
yield:

SLAA site
contraints:

Site selection Full capacity reinstated for site selection assessment (overlapping

adjustment;  site).

Community
feedback:

Dwellings: 200

Site is 100% covered by SR-0300. As such the yield is omitted for
this site to avoid double counting.

Feedback was received on NAZ-B which is within or near to this
site. Refer to Appendix B1.4 for further details. ©0

Epping Forest District Council

Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status

Issue

Drawing No Issue

SR-0599 P1

Epping Forest
District Council

Wvow.oppingTorostac.gov.uk

© Contains OS data © Crown copyright and database right (2016)
Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,
GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordnance Survey, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
and the GIS User Communit

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS, AEX,
Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP, swisstopo, and the GIS User Community
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be expected to affect congestion.

Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 Egri%t;a?ifor?&ﬂtcr?grt]r?erﬂ;ﬁezl)te for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites © development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSI's.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is within Deciduous Woodland and Traditional Orchard buffer zones. The site may indirectly affect the
] p ty Sp habitats, but mitigation can be implemented to address this.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
. Proposed site located within a Conservation Area or adjacent to a Listed Building or other heritage asset and
1.8a Impact on heritage assets “) effects can be mitigated.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo 0 There is a medium likelihood that further archaeological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
} P 9y unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
21 Level of harm to Green Belt 0 Site is within Green Belt, but the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be none.
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site between 400m and 1000m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations o) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities o) Site is less than 1000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school o) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.4 Distance to local amenities O Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land 0 Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement. 100% greenfield site, adjacent to an existing settlement (Lower Nazeing).
. Development would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivi 0 The site falls within an area of medium landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are resilient to
. p ty change and able to absorb development without significant character change.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivi e Development could detract from the existing settlement character. Site is an area of historic field patterns to the south of Nazeing, and an area which is highly sensitive to change.
- itivity o Proposed development could negatively impact this historic character, but could be mitigated through layout and
design.
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 'Ia'gjeaclgﬁr:(s)%eo;tsene development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.4 Access 1o site O Potential for access to the site to be created through third party land and agreement in place, or existing access |Existing access via a private road.
. would require upgrade.
N . No contamination issues identified on site to date. No potential contamination identified.
6.5 Contamination constraints 0
- Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time, or site below the site size threshold where it would
6.6 Traffic impact 0

© Arup



Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0840

Parish: Nazeing
Settlement:
Size (ha): 0.17

Address:

Primary use:  Housing

SLAA notes: A parade of local shops with residential flats above and associated

parking and access.

SLAAVvyield: 8

SLAA source Indicated in Settlement Capacity Analysis (equivalent to 48 dph)

for baseline
yield:

SLAA site
contraints:

Site selection None
adjustment:

Community

feedback: near to this site.

Dwellings: 8

Retail strip at Nazeing Road, Lower Nazeing, Essex.

The site is located in the Lea Valley Regional Park but as the site is
already built up it unlikely to have any negative impact.

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

Hertford

¢ Brentwood

Client

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title

Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status

Issue

Drawing No Issue

SR-0840 P1

Epping Forest
District Council

Wvow.oppingTorostac.gov.uk

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

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

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

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

Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP, swisstopo, and the GIS User Community

EB801Gx

Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment

1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 Egri%t;a?ifor?&ﬂtcr?tgt]r?erﬂ;ﬁezi)t.e for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in

1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 ggjslgpﬂe:ﬁsIﬁﬁ)iicetlylici)sgoigr;aﬁStkhforesissspg requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed

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

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

Ancient Woodland

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

1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. E;leiqit:mi:dvggc:ggr\g/ét;\itrr]“;hree buffer zones. The site may indirectly affect the habitats, but mitigation can be

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

1.7 Flood risk o) Site within Flood Zone 2 and exception test not required.

1.8a Impact on heritage assets o) No effect likely on historic assets due to distance from site.

1.8b Impact on archaeology o) There is a low likelihood that further archaeological assets would be discovered on the site.

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

21 Level of harm to Green Belt o) Site is not located in the Green Belt.

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

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

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

3.4 Distance to local amenities o) Site is less than 1000m from nearest town, large village or small village.

3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school o) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest infant/primary school.

3.4 Distance to local amenities O Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.

3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest GP surgery.

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is previously developed land within or adjacent to a settlement. 100% brownfield site, within an existing settlement (Lower Nazeing).

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

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

5.1 Landscape sensitivity 0 The site falls within an area of Ic_)w _I_andscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are able to|The relevant site character context is urban and development is unlikely to adversely affect the wider landscape

accommodate development without significant character change. character.

5.2 Settlement character sensitivity e Development could detract from the existing settlement character. ﬁite is chated wi_thin the se_ttlement area a_md proyides an opportunity for imensificatio_n _However, number of proposed

ouses is at a higher density than the neighbouring areas. Therefore, development is likely to affect the character of
the area.

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

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

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

6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 'Ia'gjceacigﬁrgi%eo;tsei.te development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or

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

6.5 Contamination constraints 0 Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Laundry / Farm). Potential adverse impact that could be mitigated.

6.6 Traffic impact

Site below the size threshold where it would be expected to affect congestion (e.g. employment site or housing
site with capacity of <25 dwellings).
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