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1 Introduction  

1.1 Purpose of the Report 

1.1 The adopted Local Plan for the Epping Forest District is the Local Plan 
(1998) with Alterations (2006). The Council is currently preparing a new 
Local Plan for the District, which will cover the period up to 2033. The new 
Local Plan must allocate sufficient land in appropriate locations to meet 
housing, traveller and employment requirements over the Plan period. As 
part of the evidence base for the emerging Local Plan, residential (including 
traveller) and employment sites have been assessed based on detailed 
methodologies that provide a framework for the identification of 
appropriate sites for allocation. This Report provides further details of both 
of the methodologies developed and the resulting assessment.  

1.2 Arup, on behalf of and in collaboration with, Epping Forest District Council 
(‘the Council’) produced an interim version of this Report on Site Selection 
in September 2016 to support the consultation on the Draft Local Plan, 
which ran between October and December 2016. The Report on Site 
Selection has subsequently been updated to address representations 
received to the Draft Local Plan consultation and the assessment of new or 
amended sites received by the Council between 18 May 2016 and 31 March 
2017. In accordance with the detailed methodologies, the most appropriate 
residential (including traveller) and employment sites have been selected 
and included as proposed site allocations in the Epping Forest District 
Submission Local Plan. The detailed write-up of the site selection work 
undertaken in 2017 will be documented in the appendices to this Report. 
With the exception of Appendices A and D, the remaining appendices were 
still being finalised at the time of publication. A final, updated version of 
the Report on Site Selection will be published once the detailed write-up 
has been completed.   

1.2 Structure of this Report 

1.3 This Report is structured as follows: 

 Chapter 2: provides a summary of the site selection process followed to 
identify residential sites for allocation in the Council’s Submission 
Local Plan. This chapter is supplemented by Appendices A, B1 and C2 
which present the Site Selection Methodology (SSM), the detailed 
findings of the site assessment and the settlement overviews which 

                                                 
1 This appendix is being finalised and will be published once the detailed write-up has been 
completed.  

2 This appendix is being finalised and will be published once the detailed write-up has been 
completed. 
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describe the characteristics and identify the aspirations for places within 
the District.  

 Chapter 3: contains a summary of the site selection process followed to
identify traveller sites for allocation in the Council’s Submission Local
Plan. This chapter is supplemented by Appendices D and E3 which
present the Traveller Site Selection Methodology (TSSM) and the
detailed findings of site the assessment.

 Chapter 4: presents a summary of the site selection process followed to
identify employment sites for allocation in the Council’s Submission
Local Plan. This chapter is supplemented by Appendix F4 which
presents the detailed findings of the site assessment.

3 This appendix is being finalised and will be published once the detailed write-up has been 
completed. 

4 This appendix is being finalised and will be published once the detailed write-up has been 
completed. 
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2 Sites for Residential Development  

2.1 This chapter contains an introduction to the District’s housing requirement, 
provides an overview of the methodology developed to guide the selection 
of residential sites in Epping Forest District Council’s Submission Local 
Plan and presents the findings of the site selection process for residential 
sites.  

2.1 Epping Forest District’s Housing Requirement  

2.2 The Council has worked closely with partners in the Strategic Housing 
Market Area (East Hertfordshire, Harlow and Uttlesford District Councils) 
to understand the level of housing need across the local authority areas. 
This has enabled agreement to be reached on how this need would be best 
distributed across the authority areas in order to support strategic objectives 
whilst recognising the differing environmental, policy and infrastructure 
constraints.   

2.3 The Councils jointly prepared a Strategic Housing Market Assessment 
(SHMA) (2015). This provides an up-to-date and policy compliant 
assessment of housing need over the West Essex/East Hertfordshire 
Housing Market Area (HMA) for the period 2011-2033. Further partial 
updates were undertaken in 2016 and 2017 to consider the most recent 
population and household projections. The latest updates to the SHMA 
published in July 2017 assessed the 2016 national population and 
household projections data together with further sensitivity testing specific 
to local circumstances, including for migration. This update has indicated 
that the full objectively assessed need for housing across the HMA amounts 
to some 51,700 new homes over the period 2011-2033. It then identified 
that for Epping Forest District some 12,573 new homes were needed within 
that period. This figure represents a ‘starting point’ and does not take into 
account environmental, policy and infrastructure constraints. In accordance 
with national policy it is for Local Plans to consider the most appropriate 
spatial distribution for achieving the full objectively assessed need across 
the HMA.  

2.4 The four authorities, supported by Essex County Council, Hertfordshire 
County Council and Highways England, agreed a Memorandum of 
Understanding (MoU) in March 2017 - Distribution of Objectively 
Assessed Need across the West Essex/East Hertfordshire Housing Market 
Areas. This agreement predates the 2017 update of the SHMA and provides 
for a total of 51,100 homes across the four authorities with a housing 
requirement for Epping Forest District of approximately 11,400 homes over 
the Plan period. 

2.5 The MoU distribution recognises that Harlow represents the most 
sustainable location within the HMA to focus residential development 
given: 
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 its role as a sub-regional centre for employment (especially in 
technology);  

 its Enterprise Zone status;  

 the need to rejuvenate the town centre;  

 the opportunity to capitalise on its transport connections (for example, 
good rail links to London, London Stansted Airport and Cambridge) 
and deliver north-south and east-west sustainable transport corridors 
across the town;  

 its important location on the London Stansted Cambridge corridor; and 

 the wider economic growth aspirations for the town. 

2.6 In order to understand the most appropriate sites in and around Harlow a 
strategic sites assessment was undertaken, which indicates that sufficient 
suitable strategic sites are available in and around Harlow to deliver circa 
16,100 homes (together with sites either already completed or granted 
planning permission as well as urban brownfield sites). To meet the figure 
of circa 16,100 homes, some 3,900 homes would be provided within 
Epping Forest District, which would be delivered through sites to the west, 
south and east of Harlow5. Further details on this site selection process and 
how it relates to the District level site selection is presented in Section 2.3. 

2.7 The Council is fully committed to meeting its contribution to the HMA’s 
objectively assessed housing need over the Plan period. Table 2.1 
summarises the components of the land supply, which will be delivered to 
meet the Council’s housing requirement. Once completions, commitments, 
windfall development and the contribution from the garden communities 
around Harlow are accounted for, there is a residual requirement of circa 
4,146 homes for which land in the rest of the District needs to be found.  

Table 2.1: Housing land supply  

The components of housing land supply over the period 2011-2033 are as follows: 

Number of homes required to be built 2011-2033 ~11,400 

Homes built (completions) 2011-2016 up to 31 March 2017 1,330 

Future supply: 

Sites with planning permission up to 31 March 2017 (+10% non-delivery rate) 

Windfall (35 dwellings per annum for 11 years) 

 

1,639 

385 

Total supply (completions plus future supply) 3,354 

Homes met through garden communities around Harlow 3,900 

Remaining number of homes to be provided elsewhere in the District  4,146  

                                                 
5 Through the plan-making process, the name of the strategic sites around Harlow has evolved. 
They are referred to as garden communities in the Submission Local Plan. Where relevant and to 
ensure consistency with the site allocations proposed in the Submission Local Plan references to 
the allocation of the strategic sites have been updated in the remainder of this report to refer to 
garden communities.  
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2.2 Overview of Site Selection Methodology  

2.8 The Local Plan must allocate sufficient land in appropriate locations to 
ensure land supply for the 15-year Plan period. This is reflected in 
paragraph 157 of the NPPF, which states: “Crucially, Local Plans should ... 
allocate sites to promote development and flexible use of land, bringing 
forward new land where necessary, and provide detail on form, scale, 
access and quantum of development where appropriate" and "identify land 
where development would be inappropriate, for instance because of its 
environmental or historic significance”.  

2.9 The portfolio of site allocations and/or broad locations to be included in the 
Local Plan for residential development must meet the policy requirement 
within paragraph 47 of the NPPF, by which local planning authorities 
should: "identify… a supply of specific deliverable ... sites sufficient to 
provide five years [sic] worth of housing against their housing 
requirements with an additional buffer of 5% (moved forward from later in 
the plan period) to ensure choice and competition in the market for land..." 
and "identify a supply of specific, developable ... sites or broad locations 
for growth, for years 6-10 and, where possible, for years 11-15". 

2.10 The NPPF also specifically addresses “using a proportionate evidence 
base” advising local planning authorities (paragraph 158) to ensure “... that 
their assessment of and strategies for housing, employment and other land 
uses are integrated, and they take full account of market and other 
economic signals” and that the Local Plan must be justified as “... the most 
appropriate strategy, when considered against the reasonable alternatives, 
based on proportionate evidence” (see paragraph 182). This is a key test of 
soundness and is fundamental to the site selection process. 

2.11 Finally, paragraph 152 of the NPPF includes the following overarching 
policy advice: “Local planning authorities should seek opportunities to 
achieve each of the economic, social and environmental dimensions of 
sustainable development and net gains across all three. Significant adverse 
impacts on any of these dimensions should be avoided and, wherever 
possible, alternative options which reduce or eliminate such impacts should 
be pursued. Where adverse impacts are unavoidable, measures to mitigate 
the impact should be considered. Where adequate mitigation measures are 
not possible, compensatory measures may be appropriate”. Accordingly, 
the process of site selection must adhere to these principles and avoid 
significant social, environmental, or economic harm, within the context of 
other policies within the NPPF.  

2.12 In response to the requirements of government policy and practice guidance 
contained within the NPPF and Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) 
respectively, the Council worked collaboratively with Arup to develop a 
SSM to identify appropriate sites for residential and employment 
development to meet identified requirements for inclusion in the Draft 
Local Plan. The SSM was drafted in April 2016 and finalised in August 
2016 following Counsel’s advice. A related but separate methodology was 
developed for identifying and selecting proposed site allocations for 
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traveller accommodation (TSSM), which is discussed further in Chapter 3 
of this Report.  

2.13 The purpose of the SSM is to provide a robust framework that guides the 
preparation of an adequate evidence base to support the proposed site 
allocations. It explains the proposed methodology for identifying 
appropriate sites to meet identified housing and employment requirements. 
In order for the site selection process to be adequate, the evidence base 
must be robust, assessments should be founded upon a cogent 
methodology, undertaken in a transparent manner and fully documented at 
key stages. Professional judgements require justification and site selection 
decisions must be clearly explained.  

2.14 The SSM identifies five stages through which sites are sieved and subject to 
more detailed assessment in order to identify the proposed site allocations 
for residential and employment development for inclusion in the Draft 
Local Plan.  

2.15 The five stages can be summarised as follows:  

 Stage 1 Major Policy Constraints – identified sites which were subject 
to one or more of these constraints and therefore were not considered to 
be suitable for development. 

 Stage 2 Quantitative and Qualitative Assessment – undertook more 
detailed assessment of sites to understand their relative suitability for 
development.  

 Stage 3 Identify Candidate Preferred Sites – identified those sites which 
were considered suitable for development and were subject to further 
capacity and deliverability assessment. More detailed indicative 
capacity assessment was also undertaken for each site identified for 
further testing.  

 Stage 4 Deliverability – assessed the availability and achievability of 
sites to enable decisions to be made about sites to allocate and to ensure 
the Council could demonstrate a sufficient housing trajectory over the 
Plan period. 

 Stage 5 Sustainability Appraisal/Habitats Regulation Assessment of 
Candidate Preferred Sites – established the impact of the candidate 
Preferred Sites alone and in combination.     

2.16 The SSM also contained Stage 6 Review of Candidate Preferred Sites 
Following Draft Local Plan Consultation, which confirmed that following 
the Draft Local Plan consultation the Council would review the draft site 
allocations against any representations received and updated technical 
information. Where there are clear planning reasons the Council may then 
alter the assessment or discount draft site allocations and/or identify new 
sites for allocation in the Submission Local Plan.  

 To provide further clarity on which sites would be assessed and how as 
part of Stage 6, the SSM was updated in February 2017 and finalised in 
June 2017 following Counsel advice. The updates addressed, where 
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relevant, representations received to the Draft Local Plan consultation 
on the SSM and confirmed the process the Council followed in 
developing its Submission Local Plan. In the updated SSM, Stage 6 
was divided into six sub-stages, which can be summarised as follows. 
Broadly the sub-stages reflect the process followed for Stages 1 to 4 of 
the SSM. Stage 6.0 Identifying Sites for Assessment – identified 
amended or new sites for assessment through the SSM.  

 Stage 6.1A Major Policy Constraints – identified sites which were
subject to one or more of these constraints and therefore were not
considered to be suitable for development.

 Stage 6.1B Sifting Residential Sites against the Local Plan Strategy –
determined whether sites accorded with the Local Plan Strategy and
therefore proceeded to Stage 6.2.

 Stage 6.2 Quantitative and Qualitative Assessment – undertook more
detailed assessment of sites to understand their relative suitability for
development.

 Stage 6.3 Identify Candidate Preferred Sites – identified those sites
which were considered suitable for development, best met the
Council’s Local Plan Strategy and were subject to further capacity and
deliverability assessment. More detailed indicative capacity assessment
was also undertaken for each site identified for further testing.

 Stage 6.4 Deliverability – assessed the availability and achievability of
sites to enable decisions to be made about sites to allocate and to
ensure the Council could demonstrate a sufficient housing trajectory
over the Plan period.

2.17 The SSM also identifies that following the conclusion of the site selection 
process, the Council will undertake further work to inform the Submission 
Local Plan including: 

 A review of Green Belt boundaries to identify proposed alterations to
the Green Belt boundary to accommodate the proposed site allocations;

 SA and HRA, which will include any new or amended sites in
accordance with the relevant regulations;

 Infrastructure Delivery Plan; and

 Transport modelling.

2.18 A full version of the SSM finalised in June 2017 is provided at Appendix 
A. 

2.19 The remainder of this chapter explains how the SSM has been applied in 
the preparation of the Draft Local Plan published for consultation in 
Autumn 2016 and the Submission Local Plan to be published in December 
2017. It provides a summary of the results, with reference made to 
appendices which provide further detail of the assessment undertaken and 
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justification for key decisions made. This includes Appendix B1.16, which 
provides an overview of how each site proposed for residential 
development was assessed at each stage of the SSM. With the exception of 
Section 2.5, which explains the joint process followed for identifying 
residential and employment sites for consideration through the SSM, this 
chapter addresses residential sites. The application of the SSM for 
employment sites is documented separately in Chapter 4. 

2.20 It should also be noted that the results of the SA and HRA are documented 
under separate cover in the Sustainability and Equalities Impact Appraisal 
(AECOM December 2017) and the Habitats Regulations Assessment 
(AECOM December 2017). 

2.3 Relationship with Housing Market Area Strategic 
Sites   

2.21 Paragraph 3.5 of the SSM summarises the relationship between the District 
level site selection process and strategic site work commissioned by the 
four local authorities for the HMA. The SSM states: “the Strategic Housing 
Market Area authorities have commissioned an assessment of the strategic 
sites in and around Harlow, including those sites in East Hertfordshire and 
Epping Forest Districts. The Council has worked with AECOM, the 
consultants appointed to undertake the strategic sites assessment, to align, 
where possible, the methodology, criteria and data sources for these two 
pieces of work. Section 4 (below) identifies the stages at which the Council 
will either cross-check its assessment with, or rely upon the assessment 
undertaken by AECOM.” 

2.22 Since the SSM was originally drafted in April 2016 the phasing and timing 
of the assessment of strategic sites around Harlow and the District level site 
selection process has changed with the processes effectively being 
undertaken in parallel in advance of the publication of the Draft Local Plan. 
In practice this has meant that: 

 The assessment of strategic sites around Harlow was completed in 
September 2016 to inform the Draft Local Plan consultation7. The 
output of the assessment is documented in Harlow Strategic Site 
Assessment (AECOM, 2016). This coincided with the identification of 
the Harlow and Gilston Garden Town, which includes the garden 

                                                 
6 This appendix is being finalised and will be published once the detailed write-up has been 
completed. 
7 Since the strategic site and District level assessment was undertaken in parallel prior to the Draft 
Local Plan consultation, sites around Harlow were paused at Stage 2 to ensure that any future 
stages of the site selection process could take account of the findings of the work by AECOM. The 
strategic sites were therefore assessed at Stage 6.3 and Stage 6.4 for their suitability and 
deliverability.  
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communities surrounding Harlow but located within Epping Forest 
District and East Herts District8.  

 All of the strategic sites around Harlow, which are located within 
Epping Forest District have been considered through the District level 
site selection process. This includes the six sites (H, N, O, Q, T, V) 
AECOM recommended in the Harlow Strategic Site Assessment to be 
considered as part of the District level site selection process. AECOM 
identified these sites as being unsuitable as strategic expansion sites to 
Harlow (they were judged not to be contiguous with the Harlow built-
up area) but might merit further consideration as freestanding sites or 
extensions to other settlements in the District. The locations of the 
strategic sites and the relationship between the strategic site site 
references and District level site references are presented in Figure 2.1 
and Table 2.2 respectively.  

 Following the consultation on the Draft Local Plan, the need to re-
assess some of the strategic sites around Harlow through the District 
level site selection process was identified. This was principally to 
address the following matters: 

 it became apparent that for some of the strategic sites around 
Harlow, the District level assessment previously undertaken needed 
to be reviewed to reflect up-to-date information for various sites; 
and 

 three of the strategic sites (K, N, O) were promoted for employment 
uses through the Draft Local Plan consultation. These sites were 
considered as part of the Council’s Employment Land Supply 
Assessment (Arup, December 2017) and identified for 
(re-)assessment for employment uses.   

 The methodology, criteria and data sources for assessing the suitability 
of sites have been aligned, where possible, across the two studies. This 
includes the outcomes of the Stage 2 and Stage 6.2 assessments being 
cross-checked against AECOM’s work to maintain consistency. 

 At Stage 6.3 of the District level assessment, the judgements made in 
relation to the suitability of the strategic sites around Harlow were 
informed by AECOM’s assessment and recommendations. Where this 
is the case the write-up in the relevant appendix9 to this report indicates 
this.  

                                                 
8 On 2 January 2017 the Government announced its support for the Expression of Interest 
submitted to the locally–led Garden Towns prospectus for the Harlow and Gilston Garden Town. 
This represents a major opportunity at the heart of the London Stansted Cambridge Corridor to 
accommodate around 16,100 homes together with employment up to 2033 between the global 
centres of London and Cambridge. The Garden Town enables the Council’s to focus development 
where it is needed and where it can be sustainably accommodated in order to maximise the longer-
term economic potential of the area in a proactive way.   

9 This appendix is being finalised and will be published once the detailed write-up has been 
completed. 
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 At Stage 6.3 of the District level assessment, the capacity assessment 
has been informed by the findings from the strategic site assessment 
along with any updated information provided by site promoters. 

 At Stage 6.4 of the District level assessment, the findings from the 
strategic site assessment along with any updated information provided 
by site promoters was used to inform the deliverability assessment.  

 The Council used the information collated by AECOM along with any 
updated information provided by site promoters to refine the housing 
trajectory.  

2.23 In the remainder of this chapter, unless explicit reference is made to the 
strategic site assessment around the Harlow, the write-up relates to the 
District level site selection process undertaken in accordance with the 
requirements of the SSM.   

Figure 2.1: Map of strategic sites around Harlow  

 
Source: AECOM, 2016 
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Table 2.2: Site references for strategic sites around Harlow 

Strategic 
Site 

Reference 

District Level Site 
Reference 

Site Name 
Land Use Assessed for 

in SSM 

H 
SR-0032, SR-0121, SR-
0313-B1, SR-0313-C1, SR-
0472 

East of Lower Sheering Residential 

I SR-0403-N 
Land off Lower 
Sheering Road & 
Harlow Road 

Residential 

J SR-0146C-N Harlow East Residential 

K SR-0074, SR-0092 
West of A414 to the 
south of Harlow 

Residential (SR-0074) 
Employment (SR-0092) 

L SR-0139 
Riddings Lane Garden 
Centre 

Residential 

M SR-0046A-N Latton Priory Residential 

N SR-0066 
Land at Harlow 
Gateway South 

Employment 

O SR-0409 
Land to North of 
Junction 7 of M11 

Employment 

P SR-0052A-N 
Land to West of 
Harlow/East of Roydon 

Residential 

Q SR-0009 Halls Green Residential 

R SR-0964-Z 
Land West of 
Katherines 

Residential 

S SR-0052B-N Land West of Pinnacles Residential 

T 
SR-0197-N, SR-0306, SR-
0890 

Land to East of Epping 
Road, Roydon 

Residential 

U SR-0068-N Land West of Sumners Residential 

V SR-0169, SR-0304 
North of Harlow Road 
and East of High 
Street, Roydon 

Residential 

2.4 Identifying Sites for Assessment  

2.24 In advance of undertaking the SSM the sites to be subject to it were 
identified. Two tranches of sites were subject to the SSM: Tranche 1 sites 
were assessed in 2016, with Tranche 2 sites assessed in 2017. The process 
followed to identify sites for assessment for each Tranche is set out in the 
following sub-sections. 

2.4.1 Tranche 1 Sites  

2.25 Prior to undertaking the SSM in 2016, a filtering process was undertaken to 
sift out sites that had been identified through various sources but were 
considered unsuitable for assessment.  

2.26 The starting point for identifying sites that should be subject to the SSM 
was the Council’s Strategic Land Availability Assessment (SLAA) 
(Nathaniel Litchfield and Partners, March 2016). In accordance with the 
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requirements of paragraph 4.6 of the SSM, sites identified through the 
SLAA were reviewed against the following criteria to determine whether 
they should be subject to the SSM:  

 Sites identified in the SLAA were filtered out from the SSM where they 
were identified in the SLAA as: a duplicate site; subject to extant 
planning permission10; being promoted for non-housing or employment 
(B Use Class) uses; subject to an existing continuing use; and/or located 
outside the boundary of Epping Forest District.  

 Sites discounted at Stage A (strategic constraints)11 of the SLAA 
process were identified for re-assessment through the SSM to ensure 
alignment of approach with the major policy constraints identified at 
Stage 1 of the SSM.  

 Sites greater than 0.2 hectares in area (promoted for residential or 
employment uses), or capable of delivering six or more dwellings were 
identified for assessment through the SSM. Sites proposed for 
residential use only needed to meet one of these criteria in order to be 
assessed through the SSM. Sites below these thresholds were 
considered to constitute windfall development and therefore were not 
assessed.  

 The SLAA identified primary and secondary uses for sites. Sites with a 
primary use which was non-residential or non-B Use Class uses were 
removed from consideration through the SSM unless the secondary use 
identified in the SLAA was either for residential or employment (B Use 
Class) uses.  

2.27 Additional sites were also identified for assessment through the SSM, 
which were not assessed through the SLAA. The Council holds a rolling 
‘Call for Sites’. All Call for Sites submissions received by the Council up to 
and including 31 March 2016 were assessed through the SLAA. Additional 
Call for Sites submissions were received by the Council after this date. 
Submissions for sites for residential and employment B Use Class uses 
received by the Council by 17 May 2016 were assessed through the SSM. 
Any submissions received by the Council after this date and up to 31 March 
2017 were assessed as part of the second Tranche of sites.  

2.28 Some 785 Tranche 1 sites were identified from the SLAA or subsequent 
Call for Sites submissions for potential consideration through the SSM. 
Each Tranche 1 site has a unique site reference (usually in the format SR-
XXXX). Following the review of this ‘long list’ of sites, 223 sites were 
identified as not being suitable for consideration through the site selection 
process and therefore did not proceed any further. A summary of the 
reasons for discounting these sites at this stage is presented in Table 2.3. 

                                                 
10 In 2016, the Council continued to monitor the status of sites with regard to planning permission. 
Any sites identified in the SLAA/SSM and for which planning permission was granted up to and 
including 31 July 2016 were removed from consideration through the SSM and are reflected in the 
existing supply figures presented in Table 2.1.  
11 Further details of the strategic constraints are provided in the SLAA (2016).  
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Appendix B1.2.112 identifies for each site removed from the site selection 
process at this point, the reason(s) why the site was discounted.  

Table 2.3: Summary of reasons for Tranche 1 sites not being considered through the 
site selection process  

Reasons for not assessing a site through the site selection process 
Number of 

sites 
discounted 

Site falls below the minimum residential site threshold for both site size (0.2 
hectares) and amount of development (6 dwellings). 

109 

Site is subject to extant planning permission dated prior to 31 July 2016. 55 

Site identified in the SLAA as being a duplicate site. 35 

Site is being promoted for non-housing or employment (B Use Class) uses. 9 

Site falls below the minimum residential site threshold for both site size (0.2 
hectares) and amount of development (6 dwellings), and the site is subject to 
extant planning permission. 

4 

Site is located outside of the Epping Forest District Boundary. 4 

Site is subject to an existing continuing use, and is unavailable for 
development within the Plan period. 

5 

Site falls below the minimum employment site threshold of 0.2 hectares. 1 

Site is being promoted for non-housing or employment (B Use Class) uses 
and subject to extant planning permission 

1 

Total 223 

2.29 Some 525 sites were identified for assessment for residential uses and 37 
sites were identified for assessment for employment (B Use Class) uses.  

2.30 In addition, when reviewing the Tranche 1 sites which had been identified 
for assessment it become apparent that there were: 

 A number of very large sites for which there were no detailed proposals 
and which could not be meaningfully assessed as defined. Such sites 
were identified and were sub-divided using existing natural features and 
boundaries. Where a large site was identified for sub-division but was 
promoted by a third party, a site was only divided where there was 
agreement from the site promoter. Appendix B1.2.213 identifies the sites 
which were split and the associated justification.  

 A number of sites which comprised multiple parcels, which were not 
adjacent and therefore may potentially score differently if assessed as a 
single site through the SSM. Where this was the case, the parcels were 
assessed as individual sites.  

                                                 
12 This appendix is being finalised and will be published once the detailed write-up has been 
completed. 

13 This appendix is being finalised and will be published once the detailed write-up has been 
completed. 
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 Sites identified through the SLAA, which overlapped with other sites. 
In such cases the indicative capacity of sites had been reduced to avoid 
double counting when the total number of suitable, available and 
achievable homes were summed together. However, for the purposes of 
site selection the assessment needed to assess each site individually for 
its full capacity. Therefore, the capacity of each site was reviewed and 
where a reduction had been applied in the SLAA due to overlapping 
sites this capacity was re-instated. If this adjustment was made, it is 
documented in the output of the site assessment undertaken at Stage 2 
of the SSM.  

2.4.2 Tranche 2 Sites  

2.31 The Council decided not to update the SLAA following the Draft Local 
Plan consultation, since the site selection process provides a more 
comprehensive assessment of site suitability, availability and achievability. 
In accordance with paragraph 4.58 of the SSM, the following sources were 
therefore used to identify Tranche 2 residential and employment (B Use 
Class) use sites: 

 Employment Land Supply Assessment.  

 Call for Sites submissions received between 18 May 2016 and 31 
March 2017.  

 Refused and withdrawn planning applications, live planning 
applications and pre-application enquiries received between 1 April 
2016 and 31 March 2017. 

 Representations from site promoters received in response to the Draft 
Local Plan consultation which identified new sites and/or proposals for 
Tranche 1 sites which are materially different from that previously 
assessed. 

 Updates to the strategic sites around Harlow to align the strategic site 
and District level site assessment processes to reflect up-to-date 
information available.  

2.32 To maintain consistency with Tranche 1 sites, Tranche 2 sites were 
reviewed to check they accorded with the relevant criteria identified at 
paragraph 4.6 of the SSM and were assigned a primary use in accordance 
with the approach set out in paragraph 4.11 of the SSM. 

2.33 Some 136 Tranche 2 sites were identified for assessment for residential 
uses and 13 Tranche 2 sites were identified for assessment for employment 
(B Use Class) development. 

2.34 In addition, Tranche 1 sites were reviewed to determine whether they 
remained ‘live’ proposals, which should continue to be considered through 
the site selection process. The checks undertaken to determine this 
comprised: 
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 Site promoters confirming that the proposals assessed as part of 
Tranche 1 did not reflect their current proposals and instead a materially 
different scheme should be considered as part of the second Tranche of 
sites. There were 36 sites where this was the case.  

 Site promoters confirming that a site was no longer available for the 
promoted development. There were four sites where this was the case.  

 Draft site allocations being granted planning permission. There were 
five sites where this was the case. 

2.35 Appendix B1.2.114 identifies for each site removed from the site selection 
process at this point, the reason(s) why the site was discounted.  

2.36 The Council continued to monitor the status of sites with regard to planning 
permission. Any sites identified that were subject to the SSM and for which 
planning permission was granted up to and including 30 September 2017 
have been removed from consideration through the SSM. These sites are 
identified in Appendix B1.2.115 and the residential development approved 
reflected in the existing supply figures presented in Table 2.1. Sites which 
benefitted from the grant of planning permission between 1 April 2017 and 
30 September 2017 are also shown as site allocations in the Submission 
Local Plan.   

2.37 Since the Council did not undertake an update of the SLAA prior to the site 
selection process continuing, the promoted site capacity for Tranche 2 sites 
was not checked for constraints at this stage. Where appropriate the site 
capacity reduced (as was the case for Tranche 1 sites). This check was be 
undertaken as part of Stage 6.1.  

2.5 Stage 1 and Stage 6.1A: Major Policy Constraints  

2.38 Paragraph 4.5 of the SSM states that “the purpose of Stage 1 will be to 
identify any sites that are subject to major policy constraints identified in 
the NPPF, or by reference to local considerations, such that development of 
the candidate site would likely cause significant social, environmental or 
economic harm in accordance with paragraph 152 of the NPPF.” At 
paragraphs 4.55 and 4.56 of the SSM, it states that the purpose of Stage 
6.1A is the same for Tranche 2 sites.  

2.39 In developing the SSM, six major policy constraints were identified for 
residential sites. The same constraints were used for Stage 1 and Stage 
6.1A. 

 Settlement buffer zones - sites were removed from further consideration 
where no part of the site was located within the settlement buffer zones 

                                                 
14 This appendix is being finalised and will be published once the detailed write-up has been 
completed. 

15 This appendix is being finalised and will be published once the detailed write-up has been 
completed. 
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(as identified in the Council’s Settlement Hierarchy Technical Paper 
(2015)). 

 Flood Risk Zone 3b - sites were removed from consideration where the 
site was entirely located within Flood Risk Zone 3b. 

 International sites for biodiversity – sites were removed from 
consideration where the site was entirely located within internationally 
designated sites of importance for biodiversity (Special Area of 
Conservation, Special Protection Area or RAMSAR). 

 County and Local Wildlife Sites – sites were removed from 
consideration where the site was entirely located within a Essex County 
Council owned or managed wildlife site or Council owned or managed 
Local Nature Reserve. 

 Epping Forest and its Buffer Lands – sites were removed from 
consideration where the site was entirely located within Epping Forest 
or Epping Forest Buffer Land16.  

 Health and Safety Executive Consultation Zones Inner Zone – sites 
were removed from consideration where the site was entirely located 
within the Health and Safety Executive Consultation Zones Inner Zone. 

2.40 The justification for the selection of each major policy constraint is set out 
in the SSM at Appendix A.  

2.41 Each site was screened against the six major policy constraints using a 
Geographic Information Systems (GIS) database.  

2.42 For Stage 1, of the 525 Tranche 1 sites promoted for residential 
development, which were assessed against the major policy constraints, 98 
sites were sifted out due to one or more major policy constraints. This left 
427 sites that proceeded to Stage 2. It should be noted that in accordance 
with the checks undertaken on Tranche 1 sites in 2017 (see Section 2.4.2 
above), some 45 sites were discounted for further consideration through the 
site selection process. This means that the number of ‘live’ sites from 
Tranche 1 sites is 483 sites of which 387 sites were assessed at Stage 2.  

2.43 For Stage 6.1A, of the 136 Tranche 2 sites promoted for residential 
development, which were assessed against the major policy constraints, 20 
sites were sifted out due to one or more major policy constraints. Some 116 
sites proceeded to Stage 6.1B. 

2.44 An overview of the reasons for sifting out sites proposed for residential 
development at Stage 1 and Stage 6.1A is presented in Table 2.4. For 
Tranche 1 sites, the numbers in this table relate to those proposals which 
were ‘live’ in 2017 following the checks undertaken. Further detail on how 

                                                 
16 Based on the Buffer Land in the City of London Corporation’s ownership on 15 June 2016.  
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each of these sites scored against the six major policy constraints for Stage 
1 and 6.1A is provided in Appendix B1.317.  

Table 2.4: Summary of reasons for sites proposed for residential uses being sifted 
out at Stages 1 and 6.1A of the site selection process  

Major Policy Constraint 

Number of sites subject to  
Major Policy Constraint 

Stage 1 Stage 6.1A 

Site is located outside Settlement Buffer Zones. 83 19 

Site is constrained by Epping Forest or its Buffer Land. 4 N/A 

Site is located outside Settlement Buffer Zones and is 
constrained by Epping Forest or its Buffer Land. 

3 N/A 

Site is located outside Settlement Buffer Zones and is 
constrained by Flood Risk Zone 3B. 

2 1 

Site is constrained by Flood Risk Zone 3B. 1 N/A 

Site is entirely constrained; either within Settlement 
Buffer Zone or is constrained by Flood Risk Zone 3B. 

2 N/A 

Site is entirely constrained; either within Settlement 
Buffer Zones or is constrained by LNR or Flood Risk 
Zone 3B. 

1 N/A 

2.45 Paragraph 4.11 of the SSM confirms that: “the assessment will first assess 
the suitability of the site for the primary use identified; it is this use which 
will be considered at Stages 2 and 3. Where a site is not selected as a 
preferred site for the primary use and insufficient sites have been identified 
for the secondary use, the site will be re-assessed to consider its suitability 
for the secondary use. Sites will not be re-assessed in other circumstances.” 
Based on the assessment work completed to-date, there has not been a need 
to re-assess sites for their secondary use. Therefore, all results reported for 
the Stage 1 and Stage 6.1A assessments relate to the primary use for each 
site. The exception to this is where site promoters re-submitted the same 
site for a different use during the Draft Local Plan consultation. In such 
cases, the site has been assessed for the re-submitted use.   

2.6 Stage 6.1B Sifting Residential Sites against the Local 
Plan Strategy  

2.46 This stage was only applied to Tranche 2 sites which proceeded from Stage 
6.1A and sought to filter out Tranche 2 sites which did not accord with the 
Local Plan Strategy. As paragraphs 4.60 and 4.61 of the SSM explain: The 
Council set out its Local Plan Strategy for residential sites in the Draft 
Local Plan. This was informed by the site selection work undertaken for 
Tranche 1 sites and reflects the hierarchy set out in paragraph 4.26 
(above). The Local Plan Strategy is also supported by the strategic 

                                                 
17 This appendix is being finalised and will be published once the detailed write-up has been 
completed. 
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options18 identified through Stage 3 of the site selection process, which 
identified more or less suitable strategic options for each settlement. 
Following a review of the representations received to the Draft Local Plan 
consultation, the Council continues to believe that the Local Plan Strategy 
it consulted upon remains the most appropriate strategy for 
accommodating growth in the District over the Plan period. Therefore, 
given that the context in which the site selection process is being 
undertaken has changed, and that the NPPF indicates that local planning 
authorities should take a proportionate approach to evidence collection, 
the Council considers that sites which do not accord with the Local Plan 
Strategy should not be assessed at Stage 6.2. This is because the Stage 6.2 
assessment is only used at Stage 6.3 if a site is located within a more 
suitable strategic option.  

2.47 In order to determine whether a site proposed for residential development 
accords with the Local Plan Strategy and therefore should progress to 
Stage 6.2, the following decision rules will be followed: 

 Sites located entirely within a less suitable strategic option will not 
progress to Stage 6.2.  

 Sites located entirely or partially within a more suitable strategic 
option will progress to Stage 6.2. 

 Sites located around Harlow which do not fall within any other 
settlement specific strategic options will progress to Stage 6.2.  

 Where sites are: partially located within a less suitable strategic 
option; or are not within an existing strategic option a judgement will 
be made taking into account adjacent/surrounding strategic options and 
their suitability. Where a site is located partially within or near a less 
suitable strategic option, the applicability of the constraints identified 
for that strategic option to the particular site will be taken into account.  

2.48 Footnote 7 of paragraph 4.50 stated that: “It should be noted that in 
response to representations received to the Draft Local Plan consultation, 
the Council has reviewed the strategic options identified at Stage 3 of the 
site selection process. Where necessary, the strategic options have been 
amended to more closely align with the evidence base for the Local Plan 
and any new information received. Further justification has also been 
developed to set out why a strategic option is considered to be more or less 
suitable. In a limited number of instances this work has resulted in strategic 
options changing from more suitable to less suitable or vice versa.”  

2.49 In response to this review, the spatial extent and suitability of strategic 
options identified at Stage 3 remain unchanged for this stage, except in the 
following instances: 

                                                 
18 The spatial extent and suitability of strategic options was informed by material planning 
considerations, the main source of which was the Council’s evidence base, including for example, 
the Epping Forest District Green Belt Assessment Stage 2: (LUC, August 2016) and Settlement 
Edge Landscape Sensitivity Study (CBA, January 2010).   
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 Chigwell - Eastern Expansion: This strategic option was divided into 
two strategic options through the creation of a new North-eastern 
Expansion option (see below). This reflected the distinct characteristics 
of these two areas, as demonstrated by the Council’s evidence base. The 
spatial extent of the Eastern Expansion option was revised to exclude 
the area to the north-east of Vicarage Lane and include a broader area to 
the west and north of Chigwell Row. The suitability of the Eastern 
Expansion option was amended to ‘less suitable’, reflecting the 
potential for very high impact upon the Green Belt and the area’s high 
landscape sensitivity. 

 Chigwell - North-eastern Expansion: A new strategic option was 
created, comprising an area to the north-east of Vicarage Lane 
(formerly part of the Eastern Expansion option). Development in this 
area would be least harmful to the Green Belt relative to other Green 
Belt strategic options adjacent to Chigwell (as set out in the Green Belt 
Review: Stage 2 (2016)), thus the strategic option was judged to be 
more suitable. 

 Chigwell Row - Southern Expansion/Intensification: This strategic 
option was divided into two strategic options through the creation of 
separate Intensification and Southern Expansion options (see below). 
This reflected the distinct characteristics of these two areas, as 
demonstrated by the Council’s evidence base. 

 Chigwell Row – Intensification: A new strategic option was created, 
comprising the existing non-Green Belt settlement of Chigwell Row 
and areas of expansion to the north-east of the settlement. The 
suitability of this option was judged to be ‘more suitable’ as it is less 
harmful in Green Belt terms relative to other strategic options around 
the settlement, and also less sensitive in landscape sensitivity terms. 

 Chigwell Row – Southern Expansion: A new strategic option was 
created, comprising an area to the south of Chigwell Row (formerly part 
of the Southern Expansion/Intensification option). The suitability of this 
option was judged to be ‘less suitable’, reflecting the potential for very 
high impact upon the Green Belt and the area's high landscape 
sensitivity. 

 High Ongar - Infill with Limited Expansion: The spatial extent of the 
strategic option was revised to exclude the area to the west of the 
settlement, which would be harmful in Green Belt and landscape 
sensitivity terms. This area was included in the Chipping Ongar eastern 
expansion option to better align with the Council’s evidence base. 

 Ongar - Southern Expansion: The suitability of this strategic option 
was amended to more suitable to better reflect the Council’s evidence 
base. Although the strategic option is less preferential in terms of its 
location, it is less harmful in Green Belt terms relative to other strategic 
options around the settlement, and most of the strategic option is also 
less sensitive in landscape sensitivity terms (in particular, the western 
area to the west of Brentwood Road). 
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 Sheering - Southern Expansion: The suitability of this strategic option 
was amended to ‘less suitable’ to reflect that, at the settlement level, 
this area is more harmful in both landscape and heritage terms 
compared with the other strategic options. 

 Waltham Abbey - Southern Expansion: The suitability of this 
strategic option was amended to less suitable. This reflected evidence of 
the potential for visual harm to the wider landscape (demonstrated 
through the Landscape Character Assessment 2010) and the area being 
poorly related to the wider settlement as a result of the severance 
created by the M25.   

 Waltham Abbey - Northern Expansion: This strategic option was 
divided into two strategic options through the creation of a new North-
western Expansion option (see below). This reflected the distinct 
characteristics of these two areas, as demonstrated by the Council’s 
evidence base. The spatial extent of this strategic option was amended 
to exclude the area to the west of the Crooked Mile. 

 Waltham Abbey - North-western Expansion: A new strategic option 
was created, comprising land between the Crooked Mile and the River 
Lee (formerly part of the Northern Expansion option). This strategic 
option is: most harmful to the Green Belt relative to other options 
around Waltham Abbey (as set out in the Green Belt Review: Stage 2 
(2016)); harmful in landscape sensitivity and heritage terms; most 
harmful to the setting of the Lee Valley Regional Park; and 
predominantly lies within Flood Zones 2 and 3. It was therefore judged 
to be less suitable.  

2.50 In addition to the amendments outlined above, the North Weald Bassett 
Southern Expansion strategic option was subject to a minor alterations to its 
boundaries to remove the area to the south of the Epping and Ongar 
Railway. The Masterplan Scenario B was also renamed to Northern 
Expansion to better reflect its distinction from the North Weald Bassett 
Masterplanning Study (2014). 

2.51 Of the 116 sites promoted for residential development which proceeded 
from Stage 6.1A, 33 sites were sifted out at Stage 6.1B. Some 83 Tranche 2 
sites proceeded to Stage 6.2.  

2.52 An overview of the reasons for discounting sites proposed for residential 
uses at Stage 6.1B is presented in Table 2.5. Further detail on how each site 
scored against the strategic options for Stage 6.1B is provided in Appendix 
B1.319, with a map by parish summarising whether sites proceeded or not to 
Stage 6.2 of the site selection process. 

                                                 
19 This appendix is being finalised and will be published once the detailed write-up has been 
completed. 
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Table 2.5: Summary of reasons for sites proposed for residential uses being sifted 
out at Stage 6.1B of the site selection process  

Justification 
Number of Sites 
Contrary to the 

Local Plan Strategy 

Site is located within two less suitable strategic options and the 
constraints identified for these strategic options are considered to 
apply to the site. 

1 

Site is located entirely within a less suitable strategic option. 27 

Site is located outside but near to a less suitable strategic option 
and the constraints identified for this strategic option are 
considered to apply to the site. 

4 

Site is located partially within a less suitable strategic option and 
the constraints identified for this strategic option are considered to 
apply to the site. 

1 

Total 33 

2.53 As identified above, since the Council did not undertake an update of the 
SLAA prior to the site selection process continuing, the promoted site 
capacity for Tranche 2 sites was not checked for constraints at this stage. 
For any sites which were identified to proceed to Stage 6.2 following 
Stages 6.1A and 6.1B, a check was undertaken to see whether any part(s) of 
the site were subject to the major policy constraints (excluding settlement 
buffers). Where this was the case the site capacity was discounted 
accordingly. Where this occurred it is documented in the output of the site 
assessment undertaken at Stage 6.2 of the SSM. 

2.7 Stage 2 and Stage 6.2: Quantitative and Qualitative 
Assessment  

2.54 Paragraph 4.15 of the SSM states that “the purpose of Stage 2 will be to 
undertake more detailed quantitative and qualitative assessment of sites to 
identify the relative suitability of sites for housing or employment 
development.” At paragraph 4.63 of the SSM, it states that the purpose of 
Stage 6.2 is the same for Tranche 2 sites. 

2.55 In order to do this 33 assessment criteria were identified, which were 
grouped into the following categories: 

 impact on environmental and heritage designations and biodiversity;  

 value to Green Belt; 

 accessibility by public transport and to services; 

 efficient use of land; 

 landscape and townscape impact; and 

 physical site constraints and site conditions.  
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2.56 Details of each criteria are provided in Appendix A of the SSM. For each 
criteria a 'Red-Amber-Green' (RAG) rating system was utilised using a 
scale of between three and five scores.  

2.57 Each of 387 sites subject to Stage 2 and 83 sites subject to Stage 6.2 were 
assessed against the aforementioned criteria.  

2.58 This assessment was completed using a combination of GIS analysis and 
planning judgement. Where a planning judgement was made an explanation 
was provided to justify the decision made. Further details of how the 
assessment was undertaken for each criteria is set out in Appendix B1.4.120. 
The methodology followed for Tranche 2 sites was in general conformity 
with that followed for Tranche 1 sites; the differences were minor and 
related to new/updated information being available. Where there were any 
differences in methodology followed between Tranche 1 and Tranche 2 
sites this is identified in Appendix B1.4.121.  

2.59 A review of representations received on Tranche 1 sites was also 
undertaken, a summary of which is set out in Appendix B1.2.322. Where 
appropriate, updates or amendments were made to the Stage 2 assessments.  

2.60 Part way through the assessment process for Tranche 1 sites a moderation 
workshop was held. The workshop was held on 7 June 2016 (as required by 
paragraph 4.21 of the SSM) to moderate the results, check that there is a 
level of agreement on judgements and regularise any apparently significant 
inconsistencies. Generally there was agreement on the way the SSM had 
been applied and resulting assessment. Minor comments were made which 
were incorporated into the assessment. For Tranche 2 sites this moderation 
was undertaken as part of the Stage 6.3 workshop on 17 August 2017 (as 
required by paragraph 4.66 of the SSM). Generally there was agreement on 
the way the SSM had been applied and resulting assessment. Minor 
comments were made which were incorporated into the assessment.   

2.61 The output of Stage 2 and Stage 6.2 is an assessment proforma for each 
site, which provides details of the site proposals and the assessment results 
for each criteria. The assessments are presented at Appendix B1.4.223 by 
parish. For each parish there is an overview map which identifies the sites 
within the parish that were assessed, followed by proformas for each site 
which are presented in ascending order by site reference number. Table 2.6 
provides an overview of the number of sites assessed in each parish. 

                                                 
20 This appendix is being finalised and will be published once the detailed write-up has been 
completed. 

21 This appendix is being finalised and will be published once the detailed write-up has been 
completed. 

22 This appendix is being finalised and will be published once the detailed write-up has been 
completed. 

23 This appendix is being finalised and will be published once the detailed write-up has been 
completed. 
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Table 2.6: Number of sites assessed at Stage 2 and Stage 6.2 by parish   

Parish 
Number of sites subject to  

quantitative and qualitative assessment 

Stage 2 Stage 6.2 

Buckhurst Hill 14 2 

Chigwell 42 11 

Epping 42 8 

Epping Upland 4 N/A 

Fyfield 8 1 

High Ongar 6 N/A 

Lambourne 7 N/A 

Loughton 35 15 

Matching 1 N/A 

Moreton, Bobbingworth and the Lavers 2 N/A 

Nazeing 36 4 

North Weald Bassett 37 8 

Ongar 30 9 

Roydon 24 10 

Sheering 10 5 

Stapleford Abbotts 13 1 

Theydon Bois 21 2 

Waltham Abbey 51 7 

Willingale 4 N/A 

2.8 Stage 3 and Stage 6.3: Identify Candidate Preferred 
Sites 

2.8.1 Stage 3: Identifying Sites for Further Testing  

2.62 Paragraph 4.23 of the SSM states that “the purpose of Stage 3 is to identify 
the candidate Preferred Sites, which best meet the Council's preferred 
growth strategy. This will be undertaken in parallel for employment, 
residential and traveller sites and will bring together the assessment under 
this SSM and the Traveller Site Selection Methodology (TSSM).” At the 
time that the SSM was drafted it was envisaged that it would be possible for 
Stage 3 to be undertaken for residential, employment and traveller sites in 
parallel. However, there were delays in the collection of evidence on the 
existing supply of employment sites and identification of traveller sites for 
assessment which meant that this was not possible. Therefore, Stage 3 
solely focussed on the identification of residential sites for further 
assessment through the SSM. This stage (which is Stage 5 in the TSSM) 
was undertaken later in 2016 for traveller sites, the findings of which are 
reported in Chapter 3. 

2.63 In order to identify those Tranche 1 sites proposed for residential use, 
which should be subject to further testing a four step process was followed, 
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in accordance with the requirements of paragraphs 4.24 to 4.26 of the SSM. 
The approach was premised around identifying the ‘best’ fit sites for a 
particular settlement rather than those sites which may be ‘best’ for the 
District overall. Therefore sites were considered on a settlement by 
settlement basis.  

2.64 The four steps can be summarised as: 

 Step 1: Identifying suitable strategic options to accommodate growth.  

 Step 2: Assessing site suitability.  

 Step 3: Assigning sites against the land preference hierarchy. 

 Step 4: Identifying sites for further testing. 

2.65 The first two steps were undertaken through a meeting of the Local Plan 
Officer Working Group on 13 and 14 June 2016.  

Step 1: Identifying Suitable Strategic Options to Accommodate Growth  

2.66 Based on the locations of the candidate sites within each settlement 
strategic options to accommodate growth were identified. For each strategic 
option identified a planning judgement was made about whether the option 
represented a more suitable or less suitable location for growth. This 
decision was informed by all relevant material considerations, the main 
source of which was the Council’s evidence base. Other factors which 
informed the planning judgements made included sustainable development 
principles set out in the NPPF, environmental constraints, local 
knowledge/initial officer evaluation of the area, feedback from the 
Community Choices consultation held in 2012 which sought views on the 
suitability of broad locations for growth in and around settlements and 
previous feedback from Members. 

2.67 In some settlements only a single option for accommodating growth was 
identified, while in other settlements the location of some sites was not 
considered to be a reasonable alternative and therefore sites were not 
identified within a strategic option. Where this is the case, this is justified in 
the strategic options write-up (refer to Appendix B1.5.224). 

Step 2: Assessing Site Suitability 

2.68 The Tranche 1 sites located within each strategic option judged to be more 
suitable were subject to more detailed consideration. If sites were located in 
strategic options judged to be a less suitable location for growth they were 
not considered further through the site selection process.  

2.69 When undertaking the more detailed consideration of sites located within 
more suitable strategic options regard was had to paragraph 4.25 of the 
SSM, which states that: “in general…those sites with the most dark green 
(++) and least red scores (--) are likely to be the most suitable [sites] for 

                                                 
24 This appendix is being finalised and will be published once the detailed write-up has been 
completed. 
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allocation”. Paragraph 4.25 then goes on to say: “however, in common with 
all site selection/allocation processes, the identification of candidate 
Preferred Site will involve an element of planning judgement, the effect of 
which on outcomes cannot be prejudged. It should also be noted that in 
exercising planning judgement different weight may be given to each of the 
criteria reflecting the characteristics of the sites being assessed under the 
SSM. Where this is the case, the rationale for applying different weight to 
the criteria in relation to a particular site will be documented.” 

2.70 Therefore, for each Tranche 1 site located within a more suitable strategic 
option a judgement was made based upon all relevant material 
considerations as to whether a site was considered suitable or not suitable 
for residential development. In reaching this judgement, material 
considerations included the findings of the Stage 2 assessment, local 
knowledge/initial officer evaluation of sites, feedback from the Community 
Choices consultation and previous Member feedback. A justification for 
judgements made was documented; the justification identifies the particular 
material considerations considered relevant to the site. Where sites were 
judged to be suitable they continued to be considered in the Council’s site 
selection process.  

2.71 In accordance with paragraph 4.30 of the SSM a ‘check and challenge’ 
workshop was held with Members on 18 June 2016. In the SSM it was 
envisaged that this workshop would be held once the candidate Preferred 
Sites had been identified. When carrying out this Stage of the SSM it was 
considered more appropriate to seek feedback at this point in the process 
(feedback was sought on the strategic options identified and the judgements 
made on the suitability of sites) to ensure that Member knowledge and 
feedback was taken into account before a final judgement was made as to 
which sites should progress for further assessment. Where appropriate, 
Member feedback is reflected in the judgements made. Feedback was also 
sought from Members as part of Step 4; see below for further details.   

Step 3: Assigning Sites to the Land Preference Hierarchy  

2.72 All Tranche 1 sites which were judged to be suitable for residential 
development were categorised against the hierarchy presented at paragraph 
4.26 of the SSM. The principle of the hierarchy is that a sequential 
approach is applied to identifying those sites which should be further 
considered. The hierarchy is applied independently to each settlement and 
only to those sites identified as being suitable.  

2.73 For ease of reference the hierarchy set out in paragraph 4.26 of the SSM has 
been repeated below:  

 The sequential flood risk assessment – proposing land in Flood Zone 2 
and 3 only where need cannot be met in Flood Zone 1;  

 Sites located on previously developed land within settlements (the 
Green Belt boundaries were used as a proxy since more detailed 
settlement boundaries are not designated);  

EB802B



  

Epping Forest District Council Epping Forest District Local Plan
Report on Site Selection with Appendices A and D

 

  | Issue v2 | December 2017  

 

Page 26
 

 Sites located on open space within settlements where such selection 
would not adversely affect open space provision within the settlement.  

 Previously developed land within the Green Belt (in anticipation of the 
NPPF being updated to take account of the proposed changes published 
in December 2015).  

 Greenfield/Green Belt land on the edge of settlements:  

 Of least value to the Green Belt if the land meets other suitable 
criteria for development.  

 Of greater value to the Green Belt if the land meets other suitable 
criteria for development. 

 Of most value to the Green Belt if the land meets other suitable 
criteria for development. 

 Agricultural land: 

 Of Grade 4-5 if the land meets other suitable criteria for 
development.  

 Of Grade 1-3 if the land meets other suitable criteria for 
development. 

2.74 Therefore, for each site the Flood Risk Zone it is located in as well as the 
type of land the site is located on has been identified. This ranking reflects 
the Stage 2 assessment findings for criteria 1.7 (flood risk), 2.1 (level of 
harm to the Green Belt), 4.1 (brownfield and greenfield land) and 4.2 
(agricultural land). Further details on how the hierarchy was applied is 
described in Appendix B1.5.125.  

Step 4: Identifying Sites for Further Testing  

2.75 The total number of Tranche 1 sites and associated capacity identified as 
potentially suitable for residential development far exceeded the residual 
housing requirement figure to be met through site allocations away from 
sites around Harlow26. Therefore, in order to adopt a proportionate 
approach, a decision was made about how many residential units should be 
taken forward for further testing and the distribution of those residential 
units across the District.  

2.76 Paragraph 4.29 of the SSM requires that consideration be given to whether 
broad locations (rather than site allocations) should be identified to deliver 
planned development in the latter stages of the Plan period. Given the large 
number of sites identified as potentially suitable for residential development 
it was agreed that site allocations should be identified to meet the District’s 
housing requirement for the whole Plan period. The need to identify broad 
locations was not considered further.  

                                                 
25 This appendix is being finalised and will be published once the detailed write-up has been 
completed. 

26 In 2016 the residual housing requirement comprised approximately 4,550 homes.  
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2.77 To assist in identifying which sites should be subject to further testing, sites 
were grouped into seven categories (based on the rankings applied at Step 
3):  

 Category 1 - sites located within Flood Zone 1 and on previously 
developed land within settlements.  

 Category 2 - sites located within Flood Zone 1 and comprising land 
which is urban greenfield (including both designated and non-
designated open spaces).  

 Category 3 - sites located within Flood Zone 1 and on land located on 
previously developed Green Belt land. 

 Category 4 - sites located within Flood Zone 1 and on greenfield land of 
least value to the Green Belt adjacent to the settlement. 

 Category 5 - sites located within Flood Zone 1 and on greenfield land of 
greater value to the Green Belt adjacent to the settlement.  

 Category 6 - sites located within Flood Zone 1 and on greenfield land of 
most value to the Green Belt adjacent to the settlement. 

 Category 7 – contains the remaining suitable sites, which includes: 

 sites located within Flood Zone 1, which are greenfield, Green Belt 
and not adjacent to the settlement; and 

 all other sites located in other flood zones (regardless of the type of 
land the site is located on).   

2.78 Since more detailed indicative capacity (see Section 2.7.2) and 
deliverability (see Section 2.8.2) assessments were to be undertaken on the 
candidate Preferred Sites, it was considered necessary to identify more sites 
to be taken forward for assessment than would be needed to meet the 
District’s residual housing requirement. This was to provide a buffer for 
any changes in capacity resulting from the more detailed assessment and 
any constraints which may make deliverability of sites not possible within 
the Plan period.  

2.79 In terms of the distribution of residential development across the District, 
feedback from the Community Choices consultation and other stakeholders 
indicated that:  

 growth should be spread across the District rather than focussed in 
specific settlements; 

 development potential within existing settlements should be maximised, 
focusing on brownfield land with higher densities where possible, 
before releasing land in the Green Belt;  

 opportunities for growth of North Weald Bassett should be maximised 
and;  

 development proposals should support the realisation of the emerging 
settlement visions.  
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2.80 It was therefore agreed that all sites judged to be suitable and located within 
categories 1 to 4 (as set out above) should be taken forward for further 
testing. This ensured that all potentially suitable sites across the District 
would be considered further and maximised the ability of the Council to 
find sites to support a distributed pattern of growth across the District.  

2.81 The indicative capacity arising from suitable sites within categories 1 to 4 
were not considered to provide sufficient flexibility. It was anticipated that 
the number of sites deemed to be suitable, available and achievable and 
their associated development capacity would reduce following the further 
capacity and deliverability assessment. Also, some settlements had none or 
very little land located within the first four categories and it was felt that 
more sites should be put forward for testing in these locations in order to 
support a distributed pattern of growth across the District and assist in the 
realisation of the emerging settlement visions. Therefore, all suitable sites 
located in Green Belt adjacent to the settlement (whether that be land of 
greater value or most value to the Green Belt) within the following 
settlements were identified for further testing: 

 Epping – to provide sufficient choice of sites to enable the settlement to 
continue to grow at a rate that enables Epping to continue in its role as 
one of the main towns within the District.  

 Lower Sheering – to enable sufficient sites to be put forward to meet 
local needs.  

 North Weald Bassett – to enable sites identified to the north of the 
settlement (identified as the preferred direction of growth in the North 
Weald Bassett Masterplan) to be subject to more detailed testing.  

 Ongar – to ensure sufficient sites were put forward for testing to support 
the settlement remaining self-sustaining, to ensure that sufficient homes 
are built to support existing services and to maximise the opportunities 
provided by the new secondary academy and capacity in the two 
primary schools. 

 Roydon – to enable sufficient sites to be put forward to meet local 
needs. 

 Sheering - to enable sufficient sites to be put forward to meet local 
needs. 

 Theydon Bois – to enable sufficient sites to be considered to maximise 
existing sustainable transport links within the settlement.  

 Thornwood – to enable sufficient sites to be put forward to meet local 
needs. 

 Waltham Abbey – to ensure sufficient sites to be considered to provide 
a sustainable level of housing which supports regeneration of the 
settlement and retention of town centre services.  

2.82 During this step meetings were held with Members to brief them on the 
sites that were proposed for further testing.  
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2.83 Paragraph 4.29 of the SSM requires that consideration be given to 
exceptional circumstances for sites located in the Green Belt. Given the 
sequential approach followed to identify sites for further testing, and that 
sites in the Green Belt were only identified for testing in order to meet the 
District’s housing requirement, at this point in the process it was considered 
that the approach adopted would support the case for exceptional 
circumstances should the remaining assessment work conclude release of 
the Green Belt was required.  

2.8.2 Stage 6.3: Identifying Sites for Further Testing  

2.84 The purpose of Stage 6.3 is consistent with that set out in paragraph 4.23; to 
identify the candidate Preferred Sites, which best meet the Council's 
preferred growth strategy. Paragraph 4.68 of the SSM goes on to confirm 
that: “this stage will consider Tranche 1 and Tranche 2 sites assessed at 
Stages 2 and 6.2, respectively, and will be undertaken in parallel for 
employment and residential sites. Traveller sites assessed under the TSSM 
will also be considered in parallel.” Sites for all three uses were considered 
at the same time.  

2.85 As confirmed by footnote 8 of the SSM, Tranche 1 sites were not assessed 
at this stage if they had been re-assessed as part of a Tranche 2 site or the 
site had been withdrawn for consideration through the site selection 
process. During this Stage, the judgements made in relation to the 
suitability of Tranche 1 sites in 2016 were not re-visited except where they 
met one or more of the following criteria:  

 the suitability of a strategic option had changed from less suitable to 
more suitable (as detailed at Stage 6.1B). Some four sites were re-
assessed for this reason;  

 an error had been identified in the previous assessment (either the Stage 
2 assessment or Stage 3 site suitability assessment), which may 
materially alter the judgement previously reached. Some five sites were 
re-assessed for this reason; and  

 the site was not proposed for allocation in the Draft Local Plan but was 
identified by promoters through their representations as potentially 
being capable of making a contribution to the Council’s five year 
housing land supply27. Some eight sites were re-assessed for this reason. 

2.86 As indicated in paragraph 4.70 of the SSM, the process followed for Stage 
6.3 was consistent with that followed for Stage 3 except for the following 
amendments: 

 in accordance with paragraph 4.71 of the SSM some additional factors 
were taken into account when determining which sites should be taken 

                                                 
27 Further analysis undertaken by the Council following the Draft Local Plan consultation 
identified the need to identify as many appropriate sites as possible that could contribute to its five 
year housing land supply whilst ensuring the proper and appropriate planning of the District.  
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forward for further testing28. These reflected the additional information 
available to the Council to inform the judgements made; and  

 Step 3 (assigning and filtering sites against the land preference 
hierarchy) was undertaken before Step 2 (assessing site suitability). The 
reasons for this change in the sequencing of activities is explained 
below.  

2.87 For Stage 6.3, the four steps were undertaken through a meeting of the 
Local Plan Officer Working Group on 17 August 2017. 

Step 1: Identifying Suitable Strategic Options to Accommodate Growth  

2.88 The amended strategic options used for Stage 6.1B provided the starting 
point for this step of the assessment. Since a number of Tranche 2 sites 
were located fully or partially outside an existing strategic option or 
straddled more than one strategic option a review of the strategic options 
was undertaken to determine whether there was a need to amend the 
boundary of any strategic option to incorporate a site or whether a new 
strategic option was required. In determining whether the boundary of a 
strategic option should be amended or a new strategic option should be 
introduced regard was had to the following matters: 

 the characteristics of the land within and proposed for inclusion within 
the strategic option to see whether they are comparable; and  

 whether the justification for the existing strategic option would be 
applicable to the land proposed for inclusion.  

2.89 A limited number of amendments were identified to the existing strategic 
options follow the review. These can be summarised as follows: 

 Chigwell: amendment to the boundary of the Northern Expansion 
strategic option to include two additional sites. 

 Epping: amendments to the boundaries of the Intensification, Eastern 
Expansion and Southern Expansion strategic options to better align with 
the boundaries of sites considered at Stage 6.3.  

 Harlow: minor amendments to the Harlow Strategic Sites strategic 
option to better reflect revised site boundaries. 

 Lower Nazeing: amendment to the Eastern/north-eastern infill and 
expansion strategic option to include an additional Tranche 2 site. 

 North Weald Bassett: minor amendment to the boundaries of the 
South-western Expansion strategic option to remove a site, and 
amendment to the northern boundary of the Northern Expansion 
strategic option to better align with the boundaries of sites considered at 

                                                 
28 Paragraph 4.71 of the SSM identified that refined settlement visions and work on placemaking 
would be available to inform this Stage of the site selection process. The Council deferred this 
element of work to later in the plan-making process to enable the update to incorporate, where 
relevant, the recommendations of other evidence base studies. This information instead informed 
the decisions on which sites to allocate in the Submission Local Plan (see Section 2.9.3).  
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Stage 6.3 and reflect the potential for settlement rounding to the north 
of Vicarage Lane West.  

 Roydon: spatial expansion of the Eastern Expansion strategic option to 
include strategic sites to the north-west of Harlow and east of Roydon 
reflecting the strong functional relationship between these areas, in 
terms of the potential for very high impact upon the Green Belt29 and 
prevalence of environmental constraints; minor boundary amendments 
were also made to the Intensification and Western Expansion strategic 
options to move one site from one option to the other. 

 Theydon Bois: boundary amendments to the Intensification strategic 
option to better align with site boundaries, and to the North-eastern 
Expansion strategic option to include an additional site.  

 Waltham Abbey: boundary amendment to the Northern Expansion 
strategic option to include an additional site. 

2.90 Appendix B1.5.230 contains a map for each settlement which presents the 
strategic options identified and confirms whether each option was 
considered to be a more or less suitable location for growth. A table 
accompanies each map which provides the justification for the judgement 
reached. 

Step 331: Assigning Sites to the Land Preference Hierarchy 

2.91 Prior to the Local Plan Officer Working Group workshop on 17 August 
2017 sites were assigned to the land preference hierarchy in accordance 
with the methodology set out in Appendix B1.5.132. To be consistent with 
the judgements reached in 2016 and the decisions made regarding re-
visiting Tranche 1 sites, and to ensure an proportionate approach was 
adopted, it was determined that Tranche 2 sites located too far down the 
land preference hierarchy should not be reviewed for their site suitability 
and should be filtered out at this Step. This is because even if they were 
considered suitable they would not progress for further testing.  

2.92 As in 2016, this filtering process was undertaken on a settlement by 
settlement basis, with sites lower down the land preference hierarchy only 
put forward for further testing in selected settlements to support a 
distributed pattern of growth across the District and realisation of the 

                                                 
29 This is evidenced by the Green Belt Review (2015) and Harlow Strategic Site Assessment 
(2016).  

30 This appendix is being finalised and will be published once the detailed write-up has been 
completed. 

31 As explained above, the process followed for Stage 6.3 was consistent with that followed for 
Stage 3 with a limited number of amendments. One such amendment was undertaking Step 3 
(assigning and filtering sites against the land preference hierarchy) before Step 2 (assessing site 
suitability). Therefore, this reference to Step 3 is correct.   

32 This appendix is being finalised and will be published once the detailed write-up has been 
completed. 
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settlement visions. The ‘cut offs’ developed in 2016 were applied 
consistently in 2017 with the following exceptions: 

 As sites around Harlow were not assessed in 2016 beyond Stage 2, the 
‘cut offs’ for this settlement needed to be determined (see Section 2.3 
for further details). It was judged appropriate to put forward sites in 
categories 1 to 6 for further testing in order to support the joint 
aspirations of Harlow, East Herts and Epping Forest District Council’s 
for the Harlow and Gilston Garden Town. 

 Where sites were located in the following lower categories the Council 
reviewed the Tranche 2 sites using information provided to it by site 
promoters to determine whether any sites could potentially contribute to 
the Council’s five year housing land supply:  

 Category 5 and 6 – all Tranche 2 sites located in Chigwell, Chigwell 
Row, Loughton, Lower Nazeing and Stapleford Abbotts. Some nine 
sites were identified for site suitability assessment.  

 Category 7 – all Tranche 2 sites located in any settlement. Some 13 
sites were identified for site suitability assessment. 

2.93 Where Tranche 2 sites were identified for site suitability assessment, a 
judgement was made on whether the potential contribution the site might 
make to the Council’s five year housing land supply outweighed other site 
suitability considerations. Where a site was filtered out at this Step, this is 
reflected in the site suitability justification contained in Appendix B1.5.233.  

Step 234: Assessing Site Suitability 

2.94 For Stage 6.3, an approach consistent with that used for Stage 3 was 
adopted in accordance with paragraph 4.71 of the SSM. In determining 
whether a site was considered suitable all relevant material considerations 
were taken into account which included the following: 

 the findings of the Stage 2/6.2 assessment; 

 feedback received to the Draft Local Plan consultation;  

 the Tranche 1 suitability assessment where a similar site was previously 
assessed; 

 the outcomes of the transport, infrastructure and HRA modelling of the 
Draft Local Plan sites;  

 the Council’s updated work on its housing trajectory and five year 
housing land supply;  

                                                 
33 This appendix is being finalised and will be published once the detailed write-up has been 
completed. 

34 As explained above, the process followed for Stage 6.3 was consistent with that followed for 
Stage 3 with a limited number of amendments. One such amendment was undertaking Step 3 
(assigning and filtering sites against the land preference hierarchy) before Step 2 (assessing site 
suitability). Therefore, this reference to Step 2 is correct.   
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 emerging Neighbourhood Plans which include proposed site 
allocations; and 

 local knowledge.   

2.95 Based on this assessment a judgment was made as to whether a site was 
considered suitable or not suitable. A justification for this judgement was 
documented with reference to the particular material considerations 
relevant to the site. The maps by settlement at Appendix B1.5.235 confirm 
whether a site was judged to be suitable or unsuitable. The accompanying 
table provides a justification on a site by site basis for the judgements 
made.  

Step 4: Identifying Sites for Further Testing  

2.96 Table 2.7 identifies, by settlement, the number of sites (containing Tranche 
1 and Tranche 2) and capacity of those sites located within each of the 
seven categories, which were judged as suitable for residential 
development. In total, 202 Tranche 1 and 2 sites with a capacity for 23,639 
units were put forward for further testing. This reflects the ‘cut-offs’ 
identified for each settlement in Stage 3 (see Table 2.7) plus the following 
additional sites: 

 Some six sites in Chigwell, Lower Nazeing and Stapleford Abbotts that 
were identified at Step 3 of Stage 6.3 as potentially being able to 
contribute to the Council’s five year housing land supply. 

 Two Tranche 1 sites to the north of Waltham Abbey, which were 
assigned to category 7 in the land preference hierarchy. In parallel with 
the site selection process, the Council undertook some further technical 
assessment work which was used to refine the Draft Local Plan strategy 
and inform the decisions made on site allocations included in the 
Submission Local Plan. The sites subject to the further technical 
assessment were drawn from the draft site allocations and those sites 
identified for further testing as part of Stage 6.3. One of the scenarios 
which the Council wished to test was whether increasing the total 
quantum of residential development at Waltham Abbey would further 
support regeneration of the town and enable the provision of a new 
secondary school. There were insufficient suitable sites within 
categories 1-6 to provide this additional capacity and therefore sites 
located within category 7 were re-visited. The two Tranche 1 sites to the 
north of Waltham Abbey were selected since they are located in Flood 
Zone 1 and would comprise a logical extension to the draft site 
allocations proposed in this area in the Draft Local Plan.  

2.97 In accordance with paragraph 4.71, bullet four, a check was undertaken to 
make sure that at least 10% of the sites taken forward for further testing 
were on sites of half a hectare or less in order to accord with the emerging 

                                                 
35 This appendix is being finalised and will be published once the detailed write-up has been 
completed. 
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requirement set out in the Housing White Paper. The percentage exceeded 
10% and therefore no additional sites were identified for further testing.  

2.98 At the workshop, there was also consideration of whether sites should 
comprise mixed use development (in accordance with paragraph 4.72 of the 
SSM). Where such sites were identified for mixed use development, this is 
identified in the capacity assessment, the output of which is reported in 
Appendix B1.6.436.  

Table 2.7: Summary of site ranking by settlement  

Settlement Total 
Category 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Abridge 
Sites 4     3  1 

Dwellings 573     104 469 104 

Buckhurst 
Hill 

Sites 13 10   1 1  1 

Dwellings 535 270   60 184  21 

Chigwell 
and 
Chigwell 
Row 

Sites 27 8 8 2  5 4  

Dwellings 2,032 294 679 107  572 380  

Coopersale 
Sites 3 1 2      

Dwellings 52 20 32      

Epping 
Sites 30 15  2  6 7  

Dwellings 3,211 616  193  1,464 938  

Epping 
Green 

Sites 1     1   

Dwellings 92     92   

Fyfield 
Sites 2    2    

Dwellings 105    105    

Harlow 
Sites 12     1 11  

Dwellings 5,801     27 5,774  

High 
Beach 

Sites 1       1 

Dwellings 40       40 

High 
Ongar 

Sites 4    1 1 1 1 

Dwellings 126    10 7 41 68 

Loughton 
Sites 34 20 13 1    1 

Dwellings 2,075 919 962 6    194 

Nazeing 
Sites 18 1  1 4 8  4 

Dwellings 2,925 8  43 1,058 1,649  167 

Lower 
Sheering 

Sites 3      3  

Dwellings 67      67  

Moreton 
Sites 1       1 

Dwellings 26       26 

                                                 
36 This appendix is being finalised and will be published once the detailed write-up has been 
completed. 

EB802B



  

Epping Forest District Council Epping Forest District Local Plan
Report on Site Selection with Appendices A and D

 

  | Issue v2 | December 2017  

 

Page 35
 

Settlement Total 
Category 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

North 
Weald 
Bassett 

Sites 18 1  1 4 8  4 

Dwellings 2,132 16  12 533 1,352  219 

Ongar 
Sites 23 3 1 1  6 9 3 

Dwellings 2,897 52 10 26  1,342 1,213 255 

Roydon 
Sites 7     7   

Dwellings 513     513   

Sheering 
Sites 3     3   

Dwellings 774     774   

Stapleford 
Abbotts 

Sites 5      5  

Dwellings 114      114  

Theydon 
Bois 

Sites 12 5    7   

Dwellings 1,831 89    1,742   

Thornwood 
Sites 9     3  6 

Dwellings 767     386  381 

Waltham 
Abbey 

Sites 24 5 7 1  2  9 

Dwellings 2,472 55 171 18  250  1,978 

TOTAL* 
Sites 254 68 31 9 12 62 40 32 

Dwellings 29,161 2,333 1,854 405 1,766 10,458 8,997 3,453 

Key          

 
Sites ranked above the ‘cut off’ in the Land Preference Hierarchy for this 
settlement – all sites proceeded for further testing 

 
Sites ranked below the ‘cut off’ in the Land Preference Hierarchy for this 
settlement – some sites proceeded for further testing (see Step 4 of Stage 6.3) 

 
Sites ranked below the ‘cut off’ in the Land Preference Hierarchy – no sites 
proceeded for further testing 

* Figures may not sum due to rounding.   

2.8.3 Stage 3 and Stage 6.3: More Detailed Assessment for 
Residential Sites  

2.99 All Tranche 1 and Tranche 2 site identified at Stage 3/Stage 6.3 were 
subject to more detailed capacity assessment. For Tranche 1 sites, this 
accorded with paragraphs 4.31 to 4.33 of the SSM which states that: “the 
SLAA provides an indicative capacity for each site. This comprises a gross 
density taking account of any major site constraints… The density 
assumptions will be reviewed for all [candidate] Preferred Sites and 
updated as necessary…”.  

2.100 The SSM goes on to identify factors which the capacity assessment should 
seek to address: 

 For larger sites in particular, there was a concern that applying net 
density to the gross site area may result in the capacity of the site being 
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overstated once the need for internal roads and other infrastructure is 
taken into account.  

 Prior to the Draft Local Plan, the Council was progressing work to 
consider whether a more balanced view should be taken to the provision 
of car parking and differential standards being applied across the 
District rather than the universal application of the car parking 
standards adopted by Essex County Council. As the detailed work had 
not been completed to inform the Draft Local Plan the Council will 
consider amendments to car parking standards through the development 
of a supplementary planning document. It was therefore determined that 
no adjustment to density would be made based on car parking 
standards.  

 Densities would benefit from a check in anticipation of the NPPF being 
updated to take account of the proposed changes published in December 
2015 regarding support for higher densities at transport and commuter 
hubs. 

 The appropriateness or ability of sites to accommodate mixed use 
development. 

2.101 In addition, updated information was sought from land 
promoters/developers on their proposals for sites during June/July 2016 
(refer to Section 2.9.1 for further details), which needed to be taken into 
account.  

2.102 For the majority of the sites identified for further testing little 
masterplanning or site constraints work had been completed by the 
promoter of the site. Therefore, for each site the following assessment was 
undertaken in order to better understand the indicative net capacity of the 
site:  

 Step 1: Reviewing site polygons – the site polygon is the boundary of 
the site. The site polygon was reviewed against any updated information 
submitted by the land promoter/developer. The site area was amended 
as necessary to reflect the updated information received.  

 Step 2: Accounting for policy constraints, which affect the developable 
site area – sites were checked to identify the extent of land affected by 
the major policy constraints identified at Stage 1 and other non-major 
policy constraints. Non-major policy constraints affecting the 
developable area of a site included public open space, car-parking to be 
retained/re-provided, and areas of BAP protected habitat or other 
ecological designations. Full details of these constraints affecting the 
developable area of the site are provided in Appendix B1.5.337. Where a 
major or non- major policy constraint intersected with part of a site, the 
affected area was removed from further consideration in the capacity 
assessment.  

                                                 
37 This appendix is being finalised and will be published once the detailed write-up has been 
completed. 

EB802B



  

Epping Forest District Council Epping Forest District Local Plan
Report on Site Selection with Appendices A and D

 

  | Issue v2 | December 2017  

 

Page 37
 

 Step 3: Establishing a baseline density for the site – the purpose of this 
step was to understand what might be a suitable baseline density for 
development. All sites started with a baseline density of 30 dwellings 
per hectare. The density was then increased depending on the location 
of the settlement within the Council’s settlement hierarchy and the 
proximity of the site to both town centres and transport and commuter 
hubs in anticipation of the proposed changes to the NPPF published in 
December 2015. Further details of the adjustments made are set out in 
Appendix B1.5.338.  

 Step 4: Baseline density – this step confirmed the baseline density for 
the site based on the outcomes of Step 3.  

 Step 5: Adjusting baseline density – this step either reduced or 
increased the proposed density of the site using a qualitative approach 
taking into account non-major policy constraints which affect built 
form, height, scale, massing and layout (e.g. proximity to a Listed 
Building etc.) in addition to those considered at Step 2 above. This step 
also considered the local setting of the site and the likelihood of the site 
accommodating a mix of uses. Where this assessment concluded that 
only part of the site was suitable for development a revised extent of the 
site was identified.  

 Step 6: Gross to net density conversion – this step converted the gross 
site density to a net site density to account for on-site ancillary uses. 
Larger sites were assumed to require more land for ancillary uses, 
streets and other infrastructure, open space etc., which reduces the 
developable capacity of the site. 

 Step 7: Calculate site capacity – this step confirmed the indicative net 
capacity of the site, which included deducting the contribution of any 
existing residential dwellings located on-site or any extant planning 
permissions.  

2.103 Where additional information on site proposals had been submitted by the 
land promoter/developer (either historically or in response to the further 
information request) this was taken into account in the assessment. Further 
details of the methodology and how it was applied is presented in Appendix 
B1.5.339.  

2.104 In accordance with paragraph 4.77 of the SSM, the same process was 
followed at Stage 6.3 for Tranche 2 sites. This included having regard to 
additional information submitted by land promoter/developer in response to 
the survey issued in June 2017.  
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2.105 The capacity assessments for Tranche 1 sites were revisited in 2017 where 
one or more the following criteria applied: 

 additional information from the land promoter/developer had been 
received (either in response to the Draft Local Plan consultation or 
through correspondence received by the Council up to 30 September 
2017; and/or 

 where representations to the Draft Local Plan provided further 
information which needed to be taken into account. 

2.106 Overall the assessment of indicative net capacity resulted in a reduction in 
the number of homes which could be delivered through the 202 Tranche 1 
and Tranche 2 sites from 23,639 to 15,873. However, there is some 
variance with the capacity increasing on some sites and decreasing on 
others. Table 2.8 overleaf provides a summary of the indicative net capacity 
of the 202 sites broken down by settlement and by the seven categories 
identified in the previous section.  

Table 2.8: Summary of indicative net capacity assessment by settlement and 
category of land 
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 Dwellings 

Buckhurst Hill 183   31    214 

Chigwell 162 47 65  124   398 

Ongar 49 3 24  420 802  1,298 

Coopersale 6 8  19    14 

Epping 457  181  1,210 778  2,626 

Fyfield    96    96 

High Ongar    9    9 

Loughton 837 536      1,373 

Lower Nazeing 6  29 231 18  4 288 

Lower Sheering      35  35 

North Weald 
Bassett 

19  27 333 1490   1,869 

Roydon     159   159 

Sheering     84   84 

Stapleford Abbotts   6   33  39 

Theydon Bois 56    1,122   1,178 

Thornwood     259   259 

Waltham Abbey 20 83 27  447  727 1,304 
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Settlement 
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Total by 
category* 

1,795 677 359 700 5,362 6,249 731 15,873 

* Figures may not sum due to rounding   

2.107 Paragraph 4.33 of the SSM acknowledges that should the indicative net 
capacity assessment substantially reduce the estimated housing capacity, 
additional appropriate sites should be identified for assessment. Although 
the indicative net capacity assessment resulted in a reduction in the 
estimated capacity of the candidate Preferred Sites, it was considered in 
2016 and 2017 that the resulting capacity still provided a sufficient buffer 
to account for the findings of the deliverability assessment. Therefore, 
additional sites were not identified for further assessment.  

2.108 Further details of the indicative net capacity assessment undertaken for 
each site is presented in a further site proforma (with the deliverability 
assessment) presented in Appendix B1.6.440. The assessments are presented 
by settlement. For each settlement there is an overview map which 
identifies the sites within the settlement that were assessed, followed by 
proformas for each site which are presented in ascending order by site 
reference number. 

2.109 For some sites, the indicative net capacity assessment resulted in the 
identified capacity being less than six units. In accordance with the SSM, a 
site must be capable of accommodating a minimum of six units if it is to be 
considered for allocation. Therefore, those sites where the capacity was 
below six units have not been identified for allocation but could come 
forward as windfall development. This decision is recorded in Appendix 
B1.6.641.  

2.110 Paragraph 4.34 of the SSM also stated that “further consideration will also 
be given [at this stage] as to the potential mix/types of homes on a site to 
demonstrate how the needs outlined in the Strategic Housing Market Area 
plus Starter Homes will be met so that any revised mixes can be subject to 
further viability assessment.” The Housing Implementation Strategy 
(Epping Forest District Council, December 2017) sets out how the housing 
mix in the District will be considered.   
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2.9 Stage 4 and Stage 6.4: Deliverability 

2.9.1 Land Promoter/Developer Survey  

2.111 For Stage 4, paragraph 4.39 of the SSM states: “Information collected as 
part of the SLAA will be supplemented by updated information from 
promoters/developers/landowners, findings from the strategic sites 
assessment and further technical studies. As a minimum, a proforma will be 
sent to all sites promoters/developers/landowners (as appropriate), which 
proceed to Stage 2 to validate the information contained in the SLAA and to 
seek further, more detailed information on proposals.” This requirement is 
reflected in Stage 6.4, where at paragraph 4.81 the SSM confirms that: 
“Information collected from promoters Call for Sites forms will be 
supplemented by updated information from 
promoters/developers/landowners and further technical studies. As a 
minimum, a proforma will be sent to all Tranche 2 site 
promoters/developers/landowners (as appropriate), which proceed to Stage 
6.2 to validate the information provided in the Call for Sites form and to 
seek further, more detailed information on proposals.”  

2.112 To ensure that data held on Tranche 1 sites was accurate, in a consistent 
format and up-to-date, a survey was developed in 2016. This was 
distributed to promoters, developers and/or landowners in the form of an 
online survey. The survey also contained existing information held on the 
Council’s SLAA database and requested updates to this information where 
necessary, as well as responses to additional questions. The questions were 
developed in coordination with the Council, drawing on best practice from 
elsewhere and responding to the Council’s information requirements 
including those topics identified for assessment at Stage 4 of the SSM. 

2.113 A series of questions were posed through the survey, a copy of which is 
provided at Appendix B1.6.142, which can be broadly grouped as follows: 

 Contact information; 

 Ownership and availability;  

 Achievability; 

 Land use, masterplanning and infrastructure; 

 Site management; 

 On-going engagement. 

2.114 Respondents were also provided with the opportunity to submit additional 
information to support their responses, including drawings, plans and any 
other relevant technical work undertaken to date. 
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2.115 Invitations to complete the survey were issued electronically in a series of 
tranches to promoters, developers and/or landowners for all sites that 
proceeded to Stage 2, where contact information was available. In total, 311 
proformas were issued at this stage (June 2016). Where up-to-date 
landownership information was not held by the Council or a ‘bounce back’ 
was received to the email address held by the Council and sites had 
proceeded to Stages 3 and 4, landownership searches were undertaken 
through HM Land Registry. Following this, an additional 21 proformas 
were distributed (July 2016). Respondents were provided a minimum of 
two weeks to respond to the survey. In total, 175 survey responses were 
received.  

2.116 The same survey was used in 2017 to check the information received by the 
Council when the Tranche 2 site was promoted remained correct, as well as 
seeking responses to additional questions. Invitations to complete the 
survey were issued electronically to promoters, developers and/or 
landowners for all sites that proceeded to Stage 6.2, where contact 
information was available. In total, 90 proformas were issued at this stage 
(June 2017). Where up-to-date landownership information was not held by 
the Council or a ‘bounce back’ was received to the email address held by 
the Council landownership searches were undertaken through HM Land 
Registry. Following this, an additional four proformas were distributed 
(July 2017). Respondents were provided a minimum of three weeks to 
respond to the survey and, in total, 43 survey responses were received.  

2.9.2 Availability and Achievability Assessment 

2.117 Paragraph 4.38 of the SSM states that: “the purpose of Stage 4 is to 
consider the deliverability of the candidate Preferred Sites to inform the 
housing trajectory for the Plan. Stage 1, 2 and 3 considered the suitability 
of the site and, therefore, this stage focuses on whether a site is deliverable, 
specifically: 

 Whether the site is available now, or is it likely to become available 
during the Local Plan period? 

 Whether there is a reasonable prospect that development will be 
achievable within the appropriate timescales?” 

2.118 At paragraph 4.80 of the SSM, it states that the purpose of Stage 6.4 is the 
same. 

2.119 The SSM provides an indication of the matters which will be subject to the 
availability and achievability assessment. In applying the SSM, the 
methodology for this assessment was further refined to include assessment 
against the following criteria: 

 Availability: site ownership, existing uses, on-site restrictions and site 
availability. Information was also collected on proposed development 
phasing, which was not taken into account as part of the availability 
assessment but instead informed the housing trajectory.  
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 Achievability: site marketability, site viability, on-site physical and 
infrastructure constraints, impact on capacity of primary and secondary 
schools in the Schools Planning Area and at individual primary and 
secondary schools, access to open space, access to health facilities and 
impact on mineral deposits.  

 Cumulative achievability (in combination with proposed traveller 
site allocations): cumulative loss of open space, cumulative impact on 
primary schools, cumulative impact on secondary schools, cumulative 
impact on green infrastructure network, cumulative impact on Sewage 
Treatment Works capacity and cumulative impact on Central Line 
capacity. Following representations received to the Draft Local Plan 
consultation, two additional cumulative achievability criteria were 
added (impact on water networks and impact on wastewater networks). 

 Overview assessment of constraints: insurmountable constraints.  

2.120 For each criteria a RAG rating system was utilised using a scale of three 
scores. Further details on each criteria including how the assessment was 
undertaken are provided at Appendix B1.6.243. The methodology followed 
for Tranche 2 sites was in general conformity with that followed for 
Tranche 1 sites; the differences were minor and related to new/updated 
information being available. Where there were any differences in 
methodology followed between Tranche 1 and Tranche 2 sites this is 
identified in Appendix B1.6.244. 

2.121 In 2016, each of the sites subject to Stage 4 were assessed against the 
availability and achievability criteria. This assessment was completed using 
a combination of GIS analysis, information from the land 
promoter/developer survey or other information held by the Council and 
planning judgement. Where a planning judgement was made an explanation 
for this judgement is provided in the deliverability proforma presented in 
Appendix B1.6.445. 

2.122 In 2017, in accordance with paragraphs 4.83 and 4.84, all Tranche 2 sites 
and Tranche 1 sites not previously subject to Stage 4 were assessed at Stage 
6.4. Where Tranche 1 sites were assessed at Stage 4, the assessment was re-
visited at Stage 6.4 where they met one or more of the following criteria: 

 relevant comments were received from site promoters or other parties 
(where appropriate) through their representations to the Draft Local 
Plan;  
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 where the Council had received updated information through the 
Developer Forum or other mechanisms; and  

 where updated or new technical studies were available which informed 
the assessment. This included, for example, up-to-date information 
and/or data on site access, surface water flood risk, open space, GPs and 
schools.  

2.123 Moderation of the deliverability assessment was undertaken as part of the 
allocation workshops on 28 July 2016 and 18/19 October 2017. Generally 
there was agreement on the way the SSM had been applied and resulting 
assessment. Minor comments were made which were incorporated into the 
assessment.   

2.124 The availability and achievability assessment provided a more nuanced 
picture of the appropriateness of sites for allocation. Table 2.9 provides an 
overview of the availability of the 202 Tranche 1 and Tranche 2 sites 
subject to the deliverability assessment. It shows that some 14,100 homes 
can be delivered on sites where the availability has been confirmed with 
approximately 1,750 homes located on windfall sites, sites where the 
landowner is known but timescale for bringing forward development is not, 
or where the landowner has confirmed the site is not available for 
development within the Plan period.  

2.125 Further details of the deliverability assessment undertaken for each site is 
presented in a further site proforma (with the indicative net capacity 
assessment) presented in Appendix B1.6.446. The assessments are presented 
by settlement. For each settlement there is an overview map which 
identifies the sites within the settlement that were assessed, followed by 
proformas for each site which are presented in ascending order by site 
reference number. 
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Table 2.9: Summary of availability assessment by settlement; *figures may not sum due to rounding 

Settlement Below unit 
threshold 

Below unit 
threshold 

Available Available 
Availabilit
y Unknown 

Availabilit
y Unknown 

Not 
Available 

Not 
Available Total 

Number of 
Sites 

Total Site 
Capacity Number of 

Sites 
Site 

Capacity 
Number of 

Sites 
Site 

Capacity 
Number of 

Sites 
Site 

Capacity 
Number of 

Sites 
Site 

Capacity 

Buckhurst Hill 2 8 5 151 2 36 2 19 11 214 

Chigwell and Chigwell Row 9 10 9 349 3 39 2 196 20 387 

Coopersale 2 8 1 6     3 14 

Epping 6 7 20 1,851 5 768 4 56 31 2,626 

Fyfield   2 96     2 96 

Harlow   10 4,512 1 118   11 4,630 

High Ongar   1 9     1 9 

Loughton/Debden 7 16 20 1,226 5 106 1 25 33 1,373 

Nazeing 1 4 6 287 1 6   8 288 

Lower Sheering 1 0 2 35     3 35 

North Weald Bassett 1 0 11 1,611 1 7 1 251 14 1,869 

Ongar 2 2 15 1,231 1 16 2 48 20 1,298 

Roydon   6 134 1 25   7 159 

Sheering   3 84     3 84 

Stapleford Abbotts   2 39     2 39 

Theydon Bois 1 2 8 965 3 211   12 1,178 

Thornwood   3 259  130   3 259 

Waltham Abbey 8 6 8 1,291   1 7 17 1,304 

Grand Total* 40 64 132 14,127 23 1,332 7 350 202 15,873 
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2.9.3 Identify Sites for Allocation 

2.126 In 2016, following completion of the indicative net capacity assessment and 
the availability and achievability assessment a Local Plan Officer Working 
Group meeting was held on 28 July 2016 to identify which sites should be 
allocated in the Draft Local Plan. At the meeting a decision was made for 
each site as to whether it should be allocated or not in the Draft Local Plan. 
This decision was informed by all relevant material considerations, which 
included the findings of the availability and achievability assessment and 
the emerging settlement visions, which helped to identify the quantum of 
development which should be allocated in each settlement. A justification 
for the judgements made was documented. In accordance with paragraph 
4.43 of the SSM a second Member workshop was held on 6 August 2016 to 
‘check and challenge’ the sites identified for allocation. Where appropriate, 
Member feedback was incorporated in the decisions made. This process 
informed the draft site allocations presented in the Draft Local Plan.  

2.127 In 2017, the Council needed to re-visit the conclusions reached in 2016 and 
determine whether any draft site allocations should be removed from the 
Submission Local Plan and/or whether any sites not previously identified 
for allocation should be.  

2.128 In accordance with paragraph 4.86 of the SSM, the following process was 
followed. All residential Tranche 1 and Tranche 2, which reached Stage 
4/Stage 6.4 sites were considered along with employment and traveller 
sites. Prior to a workshop on 18/19 October it was agreed with the Council 
that the judgements reached on Tranche 1 sites assessed in 2016 where it 
did not result in a site being proposed for allocation would not be re-visited 
except where they met one or more of the following criteria: 

 There was a material change in the availability and achievability 
assessment. One site was identified which met this criteria.  

 The decision made in 2016 on whether or not to allocate the site was 
finely balanced. For example, the decision not to allocate a site was 
based on it being sequentially less preferential as opposed to 
unavailable/unachievable. Some three sites were identified which met 
this criteria. 

 The site could potentially contribute to the Council’s five year land 
supply (based on the assessment undertaken by the Council for Stage 
6.3). Some two sites were identified which met this criteria. 

 There was a change to the site capacity, which meant that it could now 
accommodate a minimum of six units. No sites were identified which 
met this criteria.  

2.129 Therefore, at the workshop on 18/19 October the Council considered, for 
each settlement sites from the following sources: draft site allocations; 
Tranche 1 sites not allocated in 2016 but identified for re-assessment; 
Tranche 1 sites not subject to further assessment in 2016; and Tranche 2 
sites subject to further assessment.  
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2.130 All relevant material considerations were taken into account when 
determining which sites to allocate in the Submission Local Plan. In 
accordance with paragraph 4.86 of the SSM, this included: 

 the findings of the availability and achievability assessment; 

 the findings of the transport, education and HRA technical 
assessments47; 

 accordance with the updated settlement visions48; 

 the potential of the site to contribute to the Council’s five year land 
supply; and 

 providing a mix of size of sites including at least 10% of the sites 
allocated for residential development being of half a hectare or less. 

2.131 The following additional material considerations were also taken into 
account: 

 accordance with the Local Plan Strategy and associated hierarchy 
(which is in general conformity with the site selection hierarchy set out 
at paragraph 4.26 of the SSM) in terms of the distribution of growth 
across the District and maximising the sites allocated in each category 
before moving onto the next; 

 addressing infrastructure constraints identified through the emerging 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan and surface water flooding assessment 
undertaken by the Council; 

 feedback from the Draft Local Plan consultation;  

 emerging Neighbourhood Plans which include proposed site 
allocations; and 

 local knowledge.  

2.132 A justification for the decisions made at the workshop on 18/19 October 
was documented; this write-up is presented in Appendix B1.6.649.  

2.133 Where sites were proposed for allocation they were assessed along with 
other residential and traveller sites identified in that settlement for the 
cumulative achievability of the proposals. Following this additional 
assessment a review of insurmountable constraints was undertaken. Each 
site was assessed ‘in the round’ to identify whether any restrictions or 
constraints, either individually or collectively, could be deemed 
insurmountable. The assessment took into account all achievability criteria 

                                                 
47 Details of the technical assessments and results will be presented in Appendix B1.6.5. This 
appendix is being finalised and will be published once the detailed write-up has been completed. 

48 These will be presented in Appendix C. This appendix is being finalised and will be published 
once the detailed write-up has been completed. 

49 This appendix is being finalised and will be published once the detailed write-up has been 
completed. 
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in the Stage 4/Stage 6.4 assessment. The assessment was undertaken 
qualitatively and utilised professional judgement to determine whether 
restrictions or constraints would be likely to be insurmountable. The 
assessment of insurmountable constraints is documented in Appendix 
B1.6.650. On the basis of this further assessment no amendments were made 
to the proposed site allocations.  

2.134 Further details on whether specific sites have been identified for allocation 
along with the associated justification is presented at Appendix B1.6.651. 
Maps are presented by settlement, which confirm whether a site has been 
identified for allocation or not. The accompanying table provides a 
justification on a site by site basis for the judgement made. The Council 
also checked that the proposed site allocations provided a five year supply 
of housing land. Details of the Council’s housing trajectory is presented in 
the Housing Implementation Strategy and Submission Local Plan. 

2.135 In summary, the Council has selected a portfolio of sites which will achieve 
the Local Plan Strategy; providing residential development across the 
settlements in the District, which supports settlement visions and, where 
relevant, the aspirations of Neighbourhood Plans. The sites proposed for 
allocation comprise: 

 three garden communities around Harlow;  

 80 sites across the rest of the District; and 

 eight sites that will be shown as allocations since they have benefitted 
from the grant of planning permission between 1 April and 30 
September 2017.  

2.136 The site allocations proposed for inclusion in the Submission Local Plan are 
broadly consistent with those contained in the Draft Local Plan. 
Amendments to the Draft Local Plan site allocations were made in the 
following settlements for the reasons set out below. If a settlement is not 
listed below the site allocations remain as proposed in the Draft Local Plan.  

 Chigwell: site allocations amended to reflect the emerging 
Neighbourhood Plan and additional urban brownfield sites promoted in 
2017.  

 Coopersale: site allocations amended to reflect planning permissions 
secured since 2016, updated availability information and additional 
urban brownfield sites promoted in 2017. 

 Epping: site allocations amended to reduce the overall quantum of 
growth proposed in the settlement and associated impacts on Epping 
Forest in terms of air quality and traffic congestion. Focus of non-urban 
brownfield sites to the south of the settlement ensured greater alignment 
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with the emerging Neighbourhood Plan and provided greater critical 
mass and potential for new and improved infrastructure.  

 Fyfield: site allocation amended to incorporate a site promoted in 2017, 
the scale and location of which is more appropriate for the scale of the 
settlement.  

 Loughton: site allocations amended and overall quantum of 
development reduced on managed open spaces in response to 
representations to the Draft Local Plan and additional urban brownfield 
sites promoted in 2017.  

 North Weald Bassett: site allocations amended to reflect a reduced 
level of growth in response to traffic impacts and representations to the 
Draft Local Plan.  

 Ongar: site allocations reduced to reflect updated availability 
information; limited development proposed to the south east of the 
settlement to support its sustainable growth.  

 Roydon: site allocations amended to reflect updated proposals for sites 
and incorporate additional greenfield site adjacent to the settlement 
promoted in 2017 which benefits from the settlement’s transport links.  

 Stapleford Abbotts: site allocations amended to reflect planning 
permissions secured since 2016 and additional greenfield site adjacent 
to the settlement promoted in 2017. 

 Theydon Bois: site allocations amended and overall quantum of 
development reduced to address concerns regarding potential impacts 
on Epping Forest arising from increased recreational pressure.  

 Thornwood: site allocations amended to incorporate additional 
greenfield site adjacent to the settlement.  

 Waltham Abbey: site allocations amended to reflect updated 
information and additional sites included to support the Council’s 
aspiration to encourage the re-location of King Harold Secondary 
School to the north of the settlement.  

2.137 In total, these 91 sites will support delivery of approximately 9,816 homes 
across the District. This is in excess of the 8,046 homes needed to meet the 
housing requirement in the District and ensures sufficient flexibility to 
respond to changes in the status of the proposed site allocations and the 
requirements of the market.  

2.138 Table 2.10 identifies the estimated likely number of homes in each 
settlement that the Council will make provision for through the Submission 
Local Plan and confirms the number of sites identified for allocation in 
each settlement.  
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Table 2.10: Estimated like number of homes by settlement   

Settlement Estimated likely 
number of homes 

Number of sites 
identified for 

allocation 

Buckhurst Hill 87 3 

Chigwell 376 11 

Ongar 590 8 

Coopersale 6 1 

Epping 1,305 11 

Fyfield 14 1 

Harlow and Gilston Garden Town 
Communities  

3,911 452 

High Ongar 40 2 

Loughton 1021 18 

Lower Sheering 14 1 

Nazeing 122 4 

North Weald Bassett 1,050 5  

Roydon 62 4 

Sheering 84 3 

Stapleford Abbotts 47 3 

Theydon Bois 57 3 

Thornwood 172 2 

Waltham Abbey 858 7 

2.9.4 Exceptional Circumstances  

2.139 In order to support the proposed site allocations alterations will be required 
to the District’s Green Belt boundary. The NPPF requires that exceptional 
circumstances are demonstrated to justify any alteration to the Green Belt 
boundary, whether this is to remove or create areas of Green Belt. There is 
no clear definition of what amounts to exceptional circumstances, but case 
law is clear that any justification must be responsive to local conditions and 
take into account a range of factors. 

2.140 As set out in Section 2.1, the Council has worked in partnership with the 
other local authorities within the HMA to identify the objectively assessed 
housing need for the Plan period. Table 2.1 identifies the housing 
requirement for the District, which represents a considerable increase over 
previous development rates. However, case law indicates that the need to 
make provision for development requirements is not, in itself, sufficient to 

                                                 
52 The four sites referred to comprise the three garden communities at East of Harlow, Latton 
Priory and Water Lane Area plus SR-0937, which is proposed for allocation for approximately 11 
homes.  
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justify the exceptional circumstances necessary to make alterations to the 
Green Belt boundary. It is, however, part of the overall set of local 
conditions which together can demonstrate exceptional circumstances. 

2.141 As indicated in the Distribution of Objectively Assessed Need across the 
West Essex/East Hertfordshire Housing Market Areas MoU given local 
circumstances including constraints and lack of available land it would not 
be possible for other authorities within the HMA to assist in meeting the 
housing requirement of Epping Forest District.  

2.142 Successive studies (including the Strategic OAHN Spatial Options Study 
for the West Essex and East Herts authorities (AECOM, 2016) and the 
Harlow Strategic Sites Assessment (AECOM, 2016)) have demonstrated 
that Harlow is the most sustainable location to focus growth across the 
HMA. In order to achieve this aspiration some growth would need to be 
outside of the administrative boundaries of Harlow within Epping Forest 
and East Hertfordshire Districts. This is reflected in the designation of the 
Harlow and Gilston Garden Town in January 2017.  

2.143 In the rest of the District, the SSM sets out a clear strategy to minimise the 
use of Green Belt land for development. Paragraph 4.26 of the SSM sets out 
a sequential approach in which non-Green Belt land is prioritised for 
development over land within the Green Belt; within the Green Belt sites 
on land of least value are preferred over sites on land of most value to the 
Green Belt. This approach was informed by feedback from the Community 
Choices consultation in 2012, which identified that the Council needed to 
be certain that all opportunities for the re-use of brownfield land were 
identified before land is released from the Green Belt.  

2.144 In addition the feedback from the community influenced the Council 
commissioning the Settlement Capacity Study (2016), which sought to 
ensure that potential opportunities to redevelop existing brownfield sites 
within settlements and outside of the Green Belt were identified. Sites 
identified through this study were included in the SLAA and subject to the 
caveats identified in Section 2.4 of this report assessed through the site 
selection process. Table 2.7 also shows that there is insufficient suitable 
land within non-Green Belt area to meet the housing requirement of the 
District within the Plan period. In order to meet the development 
requirement identified, and achieve sustainable forms of development in 
and around existing settlements, alterations to the Green Belt boundaries 
are necessary. 

2.145 The site allocations proposed in the Submission Local Plan will require 
alterations to the Green Belt boundary in the following settlements: 
Buckhurst Hill; Chigwell; Epping; Fyfield; High Ongar; Lower Sheering; 
Nazeing; North Weald Bassett; Ongar; Roydon; Sheering; Stapleford 
Abbots; Theydon Bois; Thornwood; and Waltham Abbey. 

2.146 For each settlement consideration has been given to the aspirations for each 
settlement, the most suitable broad locations for growth, the suitability of 
individual sites to accommodate development and their deliverability over 
the Plan period. The sites proposed for allocation therefore represent the 
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minimum land take required from the Green Belt to enable the Council to 
meet the District’s housing requirement through a strategy that is both 
sustainable and deliverable. Such an approach accords with the 
requirements of national policy.   
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3 Identifying Sites for Traveller Accommodation 

3.1 This chapter contains an introduction to the District’s traveller 
accommodation requirement, provides an overview of the methodology 
developed to guide the selection of traveller sites in the Epping Forest 
District Council’s Submission Local Plan and presents the findings of the 
site selection process. 

3.1 Existing Traveller Provision in the District  

3.2 As at 30 September 2017 within Epping Forest District there were: 

 some 139 authorised permanent pitches53 in the District (comprising 
228 caravans);  

 some nine authorised temporary personal permissions54 for pitches with 
a total of 19 caravans; and  

 some 16 unauthorised55 caravans on sites that have never been granted 
planning permission and 38 unauthorised caravans which are the subject 
of planning applications or appeals and are awaiting decisions. 

3.3 In relation to the provision for Travelling Showpeople in the District there 
were nine yards in one location accommodating in total up to 39 caravans.  

3.4 These pitches, yards and caravans are on sites within the Green Belt and, 
with the exception of one site, are all in private ownership. Since 2004 there 
has been a steady decline in number of unauthorised caravans and a 
commensurate rise in the number of authorised sites as temporary and 
unauthorised sites have become regularised through planning applications 
and appeals. 

3.5 A key finding of the consultation56 undertaken in 2008 on traveller 
accommodation in the District was that the local traveller community in 
Epping Forest District is unusually settled, with a significant number living 
in chalets rather than caravans. However, under the Government’s revised 

                                                 
53 A pitch is an area which is large enough for one household to occupy and typically contains 
enough space for one or two caravans. Fire safety concerns and functional requirements (amenity 
unit, large trailer, touring caravan, drying area, lockable sheds, parking space) effectively set a 
minimum pitch size. An average pitch size of 0.1 hectares is used across the East of England and 
was therefore used as the basis for site search in this report. 
54 In cases where a temporary pitch is permitted the planning permission is always personal to the 
applicant and granted for a stipulated period, consistent with Section 70(1)(a) of the Town and 
Country Planning Act 1990.  
55 An unauthorised development refers to the occupation of land which is owned by travellers but 
for which they do not have planning permission to use the land for residential purposes. An 
unauthorised encampment refers to unauthorised occupation of land which is not owned by 
travellers. 
56 Consultation on Options: Development Plan Provision for Gypsies and Travellers in Epping 
Forest District. This document was produced following receipt of a direction from Government to 
produce a Plan by 30 September 2009. The Plan was not completed. 
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definition for ‘travellers’ it is likely that many of these ethnic travellers will 
no longer be considered as ‘travellers’ as defined in the DCLG’s Planning 
Policy for Traveller Sites (August 2015) (the PPTS). Those previously 
interviewed in 2008 found it difficult to consider living in other parts of the 
District – the concept of choice being unfamiliar with general restrictions 
on site availability and opposition from the settled community. Others 
wished to be allowed to stay where they were, particularly if they had 
children in school. 

3.6 Larger existing sites tend to be overcrowded with small pitches on sites that 
are difficult to expand. Smaller existing sites cater for individuals, often 
elderly people, as well as extended families and hence generate more 
pressure to grow.  

3.7 Historically, a particular issue within Epping Forest District has been and 
remains the concentration of existing traveller sites. In 2017, 107 of the 139 
permanently authorised pitches (some 77%) were concentrated in two 
parishes (Nazeing and Roydon) in the District. This concentration is 
attributed to the proximity of the parishes to the main urban areas, the 
former link with the glasshouse industry in these parishes, and availability 
of small plots of land and glasshouse and chalet plots.  

3.2 Traveller Housing Requirement 

3.2.1 Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Assessment 

3.8 To identify the requirement for traveller accommodation the PPTS requires 
an assessment of current and future pitch requirements. In undertaking the 
Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Assessment (GTAA), the PPTS 
requires the Council to determine whether households living on sites, yards, 
encampments and in bricks and mortar fall within the planning definition of 
a traveller.  

3.9 The PPTS introduced a definitional change which removed the term 
“persons…who have ceased to travel permanently” from the definition of a 
traveller; the implication of this change being the fact that an individual is 
an ethnic Gypsy or Traveller is not directly relevant to their land-use 
planning needs – rather a nomadic habit of life is relevant and that 
individuals have not ceased travelling permanently. As such, a local 
planning authority must make appropriate provision to meet the 
accommodation needs of “persons of nomadic habit of life”. The PPTS 
does not therefore recognise those persons who have ceased permanently 
“to be of nomadic habit of life” to have land-use planning needs that fall 
within the provision of the PPTS, rather their housing needs are assessed 
with the rest of the settled community through the SHMA. 

3.10 Opinion Research Services (ORS) was commissioned by the Essex 
Planning Officers Association (EPOA) to undertake a GTAA in 2014. An 
update to the GTAA was commissioned by EPOA in 2016 to bring the 
evidence in line with the PPTS and the amended definition for travellers. 

EB802B



  

Epping Forest District Council Epping Forest District Local Plan
Report on Site Selection with Appendices A and D

 

  | Issue v2 | December 2017  

 

Page 54
 

ORS produced an Interim Briefing Note on the emerging updated GTAA 
for Epping Forest District in September 2016 to support the Draft Local 
Plan consultation; this was in advance of the publication of the full updated 
GTAA for all Essex authorities. The full update to the GTAA was 
completed in October 2017 with a base date of September 2016 reflecting 
when the surveys with the traveller community were undertaken.  

3.11 In undertaking the update to the GTAA ORS attempted to: complete 
interviews with residents found on all occupied pitches and yards, including 
any currently unauthorised, within Epping Forest District; and undertake a 
household survey to collect information necessary to assess each household 
against the new definition in the PPTS. Repeat visits were made to 
households where it was not possible to conduct an interview because they 
were not in or not available.  

3.12 In completing the household survey the outcomes from the questions on 
travelling activities determined the status of each household against the new 
definition in PPTS. Only those households that meet, or may meet, the new 
definition form the components of need to be included in the updated 
GTAA. However, it should be noted that the updated GTAA also provides 
information that assists in understanding needs of traveller households that 
do not meet the planning definition.  

3.13 The Interim Briefing Note (2016)57 indicated the requirement to provide 38 
pitches and 1 additional yard over the Plan period 2011- 2033 for traveller 
households that meet the PPTS definition. The Draft Local Plan, consulted 
upon in Autumn 2016, was based upon this data.  

3.14 The updated GTAA, completed in September 2017, covered the period 
2016 to 2033. It identified a requirement for 28 pitches and 1 yard. Since 
the base date for this study is September 2016 the Council wanted to ensure 
the need position reflected the full Plan period (i.e. started in 2011) and was 
up-to-date as of 30 September 2017. It therefore used its own records to 
update completions for the period 2011 to 2016 and the need for the Plan 
period arising over the period September 2016 to September 2017. This 
means that as of 30 September 2017 there is an identified requirement for 
64 pitches and 1 additional yard over the Plan period 2011-2033.  

3.15 Table 3.1 summarises the components of the land supply, which will be 
delivered to meet the Council’s traveller accommodation requirement. Once 
completions between April 2011 and September 2017 are accounted for, 
there is a residual requirement of 32 pitches and 1 yard for which land in 
the District needs to be found. It should be noted that it was not possible to 
deduct from the overall need figure the nine temporary pitches authorised 
between April 2011 and September 2017. This is because these planning 
permissions have all been granted on a personal permission basis pertaining 

                                                 
57 Epping Forest District Council Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Assessment Interim 
Briefing Note (ORS, September 2016)  
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to the applicant and all are permitted for a stipulated period. Instead, this 
study has considered the scope for permanently regularising these sites.  

Table 3.1: Traveller pitch supply 

Category Pitches/yards 

Number of pitches required 2011-2033  64 pitches and 1 yard 

No of pitches permitted and implemented to 30 September 2017 32 pitches  

Remaining requirement to be provided 32 pitches and 1 yard  

3.2.2 Qualitative Need Considerations 

3.16 In terms of site location previous responses58 received from the settled 
community living in Roydon and Nazeing parishes expressed a clear 
preference for wider dispersal of any additional traveller provision across 
the rest of the District. Residents and Town/Parish Councils with little or no 
existing traveller provision generally opposed this alternative. Occupiers of 
existing pitches also tended to be opposed to wider dispersal; favouring 
instead concentration of provision within existing areas to enable them to 
live in close proximity to family members. Respondents also cited access to 
healthcare as being the most important factor closely followed by access to 
schools. Access to work was also a significant factor.  

3.17 The GTAA (2014) found there to be no reported issues amongst the 
traveller community in accessing employment with a number of travellers 
being self-employed or engaged in casual labour such as groundwork and 
tree surgery. However, access to the countryside and green spaces was 
important, particularly for families living in close proximity to one another.  

3.18 Therefore, in ensuring sustainable locations are chosen, the provision of 
additional traveller pitches should avoid locations that are too remote from 
settlements. Access to a town and the services and facilities provided, is 
desirable. However, it is acknowledged that respondents59 considered that 
locating sites too near existing settlements is likely to be unpopular with 
both the traveller and the settled communities and therefore reduces the 
prospects for promoting the peaceful and integrated co-existence that the 
PPTS advises local planning authorities should seek.  

3.19 Whilst the GTAA (2014) found no reported specific community cohesion 
difficulties in relation to existing sites, it was acknowledged that proposals 
or planning applications for sites often meet with significant opposition 
from the settled community. The update to GTAA (2017) provided no 
additional qualitative information.  

                                                 
58 Consultation on Options: Development Plan Provision for Gypsies and Travellers in Epping 
Forest District. This document was produced following receipt of a direction from Government to 
produce a Plan by 30 September 2009. The Plan was not completed. 

59 Based on responses to Consultation on Options: Development Plan Provision for Gypsies and 
Travellers in Epping Forest District in 2008 and the Community Choices consultation in 2012. 
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3.2.3 Traveller Site Size Preferences 

3.20 The local traveller community views expressed during previous 
consultations on site size preference indicate that there is no one ideal size 
of site or number of pitches. The views expressed by site managers, 
Council officers and residents alike suggest that a maximum of 15 pitches 
in capacity is conducive to providing a comfortable environment which is 
easier to manage than larger sites. The experience of Council officers 
(Development Management, Planning Enforcement and Environmental 
Health) suggests that large traveller sites or intensification on already 
comparatively large existing sites, should be avoided. This may be a 
characteristic of the local stock of sites, and communities of travellers given 
that almost all travellers live on privately owned sites in the District with 
their own family group and a more harmonious community appears to 
result from this pattern of occupation. 

3.21 A number of respondents to both the 2008 consultation on traveller sites 
and 2012 community choices consultation expressed a clear preference for 
the provision of a larger number of smaller sites rather than expanding 
provision on existing sites that already have over five pitches. 

3.3 Overview of Traveller Site Selection Methodology  

3.22 The TSSM seeks to take careful account of national policy and guidance 
and, in particular the considerations outlined in the PPTS. Where possible 
the Council has sought to align the TSSM with the SSM.  

3.23 In response to the requirements of government policy and practice guidance 
contained within the NPPF, PPG and the PPTS the Council worked 
collaboratively with Arup to develop a TSSM to identify appropriate sites 
for traveller accommodation to meet the identified requirement for 
inclusion in the Draft Local Plan. The TSSM was drafted in April 2016 and 
finalised in August 2016 following Counsel’s advice.  

3.24 The purpose of the TSSM is to provide a robust framework that guides the 
preparation of an adequate evidence base to support the proposed site 
allocations. It explains the proposed methodology for identifying 
appropriate sites for traveller accommodation to meet the identified 
requirement. In order for the site selection process to be adequate, the 
evidence base must be robust, assessments should be founded upon a 
cogent methodology, undertaken in a transparent manner and fully 
documented at key stages. Professional judgements require justification and 
site-selection decisions must be clearly explained.  

3.25 The TSSM identifies seven stages through which sites are sieved and 
subject to more detailed assessment in order to identify the proposed site 
allocations for traveller accommodation for inclusion in the Draft Local 
Plan. The seven stages can be summarised as follows:  

 Stage 1 Identifying Sites for Consideration – identify sites which should 
be subject to the TSSM. The TSSM sets the criteria for narrowing broad 
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locations to sites and the approach to defining opportunities for 
intensification or extension of existing traveller sites.  

 Stage 2 Site Availability – understand whether sites may be available 
for traveller accommodation to enable a decision to be made about 
which sites should proceed for further testing.  

 Stage 3 Major Policy Constraints – identified sites which were subject 
to one or more of these constraints and therefore were not considered to 
be suitable for development 

 Stage 4 Quantitative and Qualitative Assessment – undertook more 
detailed assessment of sites to understand their relative suitability for 
development.  

 Stage 5 Identify Candidate Preferred Sites – identified those sites which 
were considered suitable for development and were subject to further 
capacity and deliverability assessment.  

 Stage 6 Deliverability – assessed the availability and achievability of 
sites to enable decisions to be made about which sites to allocate and to 
ensure that land can be provided throughout the Plan period. 

 Stage 7 Sustainability Appraisal/Habitats Regulation Assessment of 
Candidate Preferred Sites – established the impact of the candidate 
Preferred Sites alone and in combination.   

3.26 The TSSM also contained Stage 8 Review of Candidate Preferred Traveller 
Sites Following Draft Local Plan Consultation, which confirmed that 
following the Draft Local Plan consultation the Council would review the 
draft site allocations against any representations received and updated 
technical information. Where there are clear planning reasons the Council 
may then alter the assessment or discount draft site allocations and/or 
identify new sites for allocation in the Submission Local Plan.  

3.27 To provide further clarity on which sites would be assessed and how as part 
of Stage 8, the TSSM was updated in February 2017 and finalised in June 
2017 following Counsel advice. The updates addressed, where relevant, 
representations received to the Draft Local Plan consultation on the TSSM 
and confirmed the Council followed in developing its Submission Local 
Plan. In the updated TSSM, Stage 8 was divided into five sub-stages, which 
can be summarised as follows. Broadly the sub-stages reflect the process 
followed for Stages 1 to 6 of the TSSM. 

 Stage 8.1 Identifying Sites for Consideration – identified amended or 
new sites for assessment through the TSSM.  

 Stage 8.3 Major Policy Constraints – identified sites which were subject 
to one or more of these constraints and therefore were not considered to 
be suitable for development. 

 Stage 8.4 Quantitative and Qualitative Assessment – undertook more 
detailed assessment of sites to understand their relative suitability for 
development.  
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 Stage 8.5 Identify Candidate Preferred Sites – identified those sites 
which were considered suitable for development, best met the Council’s 
Local Plan Strategy and were subject to further capacity and 
deliverability assessment.  

 Stage 8.6 Deliverability – assessed the availability and achievability of 
sites to enable decisions to be made about which sites to allocate and to 
ensure that land can be provided throughout the Plan period. 

3.28 The TSSM also identifies that following the conclusion of the site selection 
process, the Council will undertake further work to inform the Submission 
Local Plan including: 

 SA and HRA, which will include new or amended sites in accordance 
with the relevant regulations; 

 Infrastructure Delivery Plan; and 

 Transport modelling. 

3.29 A full version of the TSSM finalised in June 2017 is provided at Appendix 
D. 

3.30 The remainder of this chapter explains how the TSSM has been applied in 
the preparation of the Draft Local Plan published for consultation in 
Autumn 2016 and the Submission Local Plan to be published in December 
2017. It provides a summary of the results, with reference made to detailed 
appendices which provide further detail of the assessment undertaken and 
justification for key decisions made. This includes Appendix E1.160, which 
provides an overview of how each site proposed for traveller 
accommodation was assessed at each stage of the TSSM.  

3.31 The Council was responsible for preparation of the methodology and 
conducting Stage 1, Stage 2 and Stage 8.1 of the TSSM; the write-up 
presented in Sections 3.4 and 3.5 and associated appendices was produced 
by the Council with Stages 3 to 6 and 8.1 to 8.6 led by Arup.  

3.32 It should also be noted that the results of the SA and HRA are documented 
under separate cover in the Sustainability and Equalities Impact Appraisal 
(AECOM December 2017) and the Habitats Regulations Assessment 
(AECOM December 2017). 

3.4 Stage 1 and Stage 8.1: Identifying Sites for 
Consideration 

3.33 In advance of undertaking the TSSM the sites to be subject to it were 
identified. Three tranches of sites were subject to the TSSM: Tranche 1 & 2 
sites were assessed in 2016, with Tranche 3 sites assessed in 2017. The 

                                                 
60 This appendix is being finalised and will be published once the detailed write-up has been 
completed. 
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process followed to identify sites for assessment for each Tranche is set out 
in the following sub-sections. 

3.4.1 Tranche 1 & 2 Sites  

3.34 Paragraph 16 of the TSSM identifies the potential sources of sites which 
will be subject to the TSSM. As explained in paragraphs 35 and 36 of the 
TSSM, the identification of sites through these sources was undertaken in 
two tranches. These comprised: 

 Tranche 1 sites, which were sourced from: 

 the Council’s Call for Sites (paragraph 16(e)); and  

 other appropriate locations (paragraph 16(h)). Details of the 
methodology followed to identify sites in appropriate locations and 
the results of the search are reported in Appendix E1.361.   

 Tranche 2 sites, which from the sources identified at sub-paragraphs 
16(b) to 16(d), 16(f), 16(g) and 16(i). 

3.35 The total numbers of sites and pitches that could theoretically be derived 
from sources (b)-(i) is shown in summary form in Table 3.2. Pitch numbers 
are shown where pitch estimate was possible at this stage. Full details are 
provided in Appendix E1.362. It should be noted that sites identified through 
paragraph 16(a) (extant planning permissions or pitches/yards under 
construction) are reflected in the supply position shown in Table 3.1.  

Table 3.2: Potential pitches/yards from identified site sources at end Stage 163 

Site 
Source 

Potential additional 
Traveller pitch 
accommodation 

source 

Total no. of sites 
into sieve 

Total no. of sites 
proceeding to 

Stage 2 

Potential no. of 
additional 

pitches/yards 

(d) Sites identified for 
extension or 
intensification 

41 sites 23 sites 98 pitches 1 yard 

(e)  Privately owned sites 
being promoted for 
traveller sites identified 
through the Council’s 
Call for Sites. 

5 sites 5 sites 40 pitches 

                                                 
61 This appendix is being finalised and will be published once the detailed write-up has been 
completed. 

62 This appendix is being finalised and will be published once the detailed write-up has been 
completed. 

63 This table represents the status of sites as documented in the Report on Site Selection published 
in September 2016. The figures have not been amended to reflect requests for sites to be 
withdrawn from consideration from the site selection process and/or any sites which may be 
superseded due to amended site boundaries being identified/promoted.  
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Site 
Source 

Potential additional 
Traveller pitch 
accommodation 

source 

Total no. of sites 
into sieve 

Total no. of sites 
proceeding to 

Stage 2 

Potential no. of 
additional 

pitches/yards 

(f) Council and other 
publicly owned land 
within the District. 

0 new sites 

No potential sites 
on publicly 

owned land have 
been identified 

0 

(g) Identified in draft 
development plan in 
2008/09 

15 sites 15 sites 164 pitches 

(h) Sites identified from 
desk based study 

871 locations 60 sites 442 pitches 

(i) Working with 
Registered Providers of 
social housing to 
develop and manage a 
site or sites for the 
travelling community 

Unknown 

Potential interest 
shown from one 
RSL to develop / 

run 1 traveller 
site 

Unknown at this 
stage 

3.4.2 Tranche 3 Sites  

3.36 In accordance with paragraph 71 of the TSSM, the following sources were 
used to identify Tranche 3 sites for traveller accommodation: 

 Refused and withdrawn planning applications, live planning 
applications and pre-application enquiries received between 1 April 
2016 and 31 March 2017. 

 Call for Sites submissions received between 18 May 2016 and 31 
March 2017.  

 Additional sites identified with temporary permissions or unauthorised 
sites that may potentially be suitable for regularisation.  

 Intensification and/or extension of the additional sites identified with 
temporary permissions or unauthorised sites that may potentially be 
suitable for regularisation and also have the potential for intensification 
and/or expansion in accordance with the requirements set out in Stage 
1b.  

 Representations from site promoters received in response to the Draft 
Local Plan consultation which identified new sites and/or proposals for 
Tranche 1 and Tranche 2 sites which are materially different from that 
previously assessed. 

3.37 To maintain consistency with Tranche 1 & 2 sites, Tranche 3 sites were 
reviewed to check they accorded with paragraph 12 of the TSSM. 

3.38 Some 11 sites were identified for assessment for traveller accommodation. 

3.39 In addition, Tranche 1 & 2 sites were reviewed to determine whether they 
remained ‘live’ proposals, which should continue to be considered through 
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the site selection process. The checks undertaken to determine this 
comprised: 

 Site promoters confirming that the proposals assessed as part of 
Tranche 1 & 2 did not reflect their current proposals and instead a 
materially different scheme should be considered as part of the third 
Tranche of sites. No sites were identified which met this criteria. 

 Site promoters confirming that a site was no longer available for the 
promoted development. There were two sites where this was the case.  

 Draft site allocations being granted planning permission. No sites were 
identified which met this criteria. 

 Sites previously sifted out due to being located wholly outside the 
Settlement Buffer Zones (see Section 3.5 for further details). There 
were four sites where this was the case. 

3.40 Appendix E1.2.164 identifies for each site removed from the site selection 
process at this point, the reason(s) why the site was discounted.  

3.41 The Council continued to monitor the status of sites with regard to planning 
permission. Any sites identified that were subject to the TSSM and for 
which planning permission was granted up to and including 30 September 
2017 have been removed from consideration through the TSSM. These sites 
are identified in Appendix E1.2.165 and the traveller accommodation 
approved reflected in the existing supply figures presented in Table 3.1. 

3.5 Stage 2: Site Availability  

3.42 Paragraph 36 of the TSSM explains that this stage was introduced for 
Tranche 1 & 2 sites to collect information on whether a landowner would 
be willing for a site to be considered for traveller accommodation and 
reflected that the landowners for sites identified through other appropriate 
locations (paragraph 16(h) of the TSSM) had not directly promoted their 
sites for consideration for traveller accommodation. It was therefore 
necessary to establish the wishes of landowners. Some 64 sites66 remained 
subject to the site selection process.  

                                                 
64 This appendix is being finalised and will be published once the detailed write-up has been 
completed. 

65 This appendix is being finalised and will be published once the detailed write-up has been 
completed. 

66 However, at this point in time the sites in Tranche 1 (i.e. those privately owned sites being 
promoted for Traveller sites through the Call for Sites (paragraph 16(e) of the TSSM) and other 
appropriate locations identified from desk based analysis (paragraph 16(h) of the TSSM) had 
already been taken through Stage 5 of the TSSM by the Council. As a result 29 sites had been 
sifted out thus avoiding potentially abortive work or risk raising false hopes of any potentially 
interested landowner when there were policy constraints that rendered the site unsuitable. In 
addition the following sites were discounted: 1 duplicate site; 5 small sites with multiple owners; 
and 4 sites where no title was returned from the Land Registry. 
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3.43 Some 53 letters were sent on 3 August 2016 to site owners of 55 of the sites 
seeking to establish the landowners' interest in either selling or leasing land 
for the purpose of providing additional traveller site accommodation in the 
District. Respondents were provided 1.5 weeks to respond. The 55 sites 
comprised existing sites with potential to expand, sites identified and 
consulted on by the Council in 2008 and sites identified in other appropriate 
locations. Letters were not sent to the nine sites which were identified for 
regularisation or intensification since the Council knew such sites were 
available for development.  

3.44 Where a positive response was not received from a landowner in response 
to this letter the relevant site was removed from further consideration in the 
site selection process. Responses indicating potential availability were 
received for 13 sites. Table 3.3 indicates the numbers of sites subject to 
Stage 2 and those which proceeded to Stage 3. Appendix E1.467 contained 
parish based maps, which illustrates the locations of the sites along with a 
table which records whether a positive or negative response (either non-
response or confirmation that the site was not available) was received.  

Table 3.3: Sources and numbers of sites going forward to Stage 368 

Site Source Sites subject to  
Stage 2 

Sites Proceeding to  
Stage 3 

16(d) Intensification of existing sites 9 7 

16(d) Extension of existing sites 14 4 

16(e) Call for Sites 5 1 

16(g) Consultation in 2008 15 4 

16(h) Other appropriate locations 60 4 

Total  103 20 

3.45 Table 3.4 identifies the potential pitches from intensification and expansion 
of existing travellers sites at this point in the process whilst Table 3.5 
outlines the potential pitches arising from the other sites going forward to 
Stage 3.  

  

                                                 
67 This appendix is being finalised and will be published once the detailed write-up has been 
completed. 

68 This table represents the status of sites as documented in the Report on Site Selection published 
in September 2016. The figures have not been amended to reflect requests for sites to be 
withdrawn from consideration from the site selection process and/or any sites which may be 
superseded due to amended site boundaries being identified/promoted 
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Table 3.4: Potential intensification and extension sites results at the end of Stage 2 

Site Source Site Status Number of Potential 
Sites Identified 

Number of 
Pitches/Yards 

Intensification of 
existing sites 

6 permanent 

1 temporary 

7 (including a Travelling 
Showpeople site) 

18 pitches 

1 yard 

Extension of 
existing sites 

3 permanent  

1 unauthorised 

4 19 pitches 

Total  11 sites 37 pitches and 1 yard 

Table 3.5: Potential sites from other sources results at the end of Stage 2 

Site Source Number of Potential 
Sites Identified 

Number of 
Pitches/Yards 

16(e) Call for Sites 1 15 

16(g) Consultation in 
2008 

4 54 

16(h) Other appropriate 
locations 

4 24 

Total 9 sites 93 pitches 

3.46 As confirmed at paragraph 73 of the TSSM, the assessment of availability 
for Tranche 3 sites was undertaken at Stage 8.6. 

3.6 Stage 3 and Stage 8.3: Major Policy Constraints  

3.47 In accordance with paragraphs 40 and 41 of the TSSM, those Tranche 1 & 
2 traveller sites that reached Stage 3 of the TSSM were screened against the 
following six major policy constraints using a GIS database69: 

 Settlement buffer zones - sites were removed from further consideration 
where no part of the site was located within the settlement buffer zones 
(as identified in the Council’s Settlement Hierarchy Technical Paper 
(2015)). 

 Flood Risk Zone 3a and 3b - sites were removed from consideration 
where the site was entirely located within Flood Risk Zone 3a and 3b. 

 International sites for biodiversity – sites were removed from 
consideration where the site was entirely located within internationally 
designated sites of importance for biodiversity (Special Area of 
Conservation, Special Protection Area or RAMSAR). 

 County and Local Wildlife Sites – sites were removed from 
consideration where the site was entirely located within a Essex County 
Council owned or managed wildlife site or Council owned or managed 
Local Nature Reserve. 

                                                 
69 It should be noted that there is an error in paragraphs 40 and 41 of the TSSM. The references 
made to Table 1 should refer to Table 1 in the SSM.  
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 Epping Forest and its Buffer Lands – sites were removed from 
consideration where the site was entirely located within Epping Forest 
or Epping Forest Buffer Land70.  

 Health and Safety Executive Consultation Zones Inner Zone – sites 
were removed from consideration where the site was entirely located 
within the Health and Safety Executive Consultation Zones Inner Zone. 

3.48 Of the 20 Tranche 1 & 2 sites promoted for traveller accommodation, 
which were assessed against the major policy constraints, three sites were 
sifted out at Stage 3 due to those sites being located outside the Settlement 
Buffer Zones. This left 17 Tranche 1 & 2 sites that proceeded to Stage 4. It 
should be noted that in accordance with the checks undertaken on Tranche 
1 & 2 sites in 2017 (see Section 2.4.2 above), some five sites were 
discounted for further consideration through the site selection process. This 
means that the number of ‘live’ sites from Tranche 1 & 2 sites was 15 sites, 
all of which proceeded to Stage 4.  

3.49 In 2017, as noted in paragraph 76 of the TSSM, it was considered that sites 
located outside of the Settlement Buffer Zones should not be excluded at 
this stage of the TSSM. Therefore, Stage 8.3 assessed all Tranche 3 sites 
and any Tranche 1 & 2 sites which were filtered out at Stage 3 due to being 
entirely located outside of the Settlement Buffer Zones. Other Tranche 1 & 
2 sites were not re-assessed as the other major policy constraints and the 
data supporting each constraint remains unchanged from that used in 2016. 

3.50 Of the 11 sites promoted for traveller accommodation, which were assessed 
against the major policy constraints at Stage 8.3, no sites were sifted out 
due to one or more major policy constraints. All 11 sites therefore 
proceeded to Stage 8.4. 

3.51 Further detail on how each of these sites scored against the five major 
policy constraints is provided in Appendix E1.571. 

3.7 Stage 4 and Stage 8.4: Quantitative and Qualitative 
Assessment  

3.52 In accordance with paragraphs 43 to 45 and 79 of the TSSM, each of the 15 
sites subject to Stage 4 and 11 sites subject to Stage 8.4 were assessed 
against the criteria identified in Appendix A of the TSSM. This assessment 
was completed using a combination of GIS analysis and planning 
judgement. Where a planning judgement was made an explanation was 
provided to justify the decision made. The assessment was undertaken 
using the same approach as for residential and employment sites; further 
details of how the assessment was undertaken for each criteria is set out in 

                                                 
70 Based on the Buffer Land in the City of London Corporation’s ownership on 15 June 2016.  

71 This appendix is being finalised and will be published once the detailed write-up has been 
completed. 
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Appendix B1.4.172. The methodology followed for Tranche 3 sites was in 
general conformity with that followed for Tranche 1 & 2 sites; the 
differences were minor and related to new/updated information being 
available. Where there were any differences in methodology followed 
between Tranche 1 & 2 and Tranche 3 sites this is identified in Appendix 
B1.4.173. 

3.53 A review of representations received on Tranche 1 & 2 sites was also 
undertaken, a summary of which is set out in Appendix E1.2.274. Where 
appropriate, updates or amendments were made to the Stage 4 assessments.  

3.54 The quantitative and qualitative assessment was subject to moderation (in 
accordance with paragraphs 46 and 82 of the TSSM). Tranche 1 sites were 
reviewed at a moderation workshop held on 7 June 2016. A second 
workshop to consider traveller sites subject to Stage 4 was held on 7 
September 2016. The purpose of the two workshops was to moderate the 
results, check that there was a level of agreement on judgements and 
regularise any apparently significant inconsistencies. Generally there was 
agreement on the way the TSSM had been applied at both workshops and in 
the resulting assessment. Minor comments were made which were 
incorporated into the assessment. For Tranche 3 sites the moderation was 
undertaken as part of the Stage 8.5 workshop on 18 August 2017. Generally 
there was agreement on the way the TSSM had been applied and resulting 
assessment. Minor comments were made which were incorporated into the 
assessment.   

3.55 The output of Stage 4 and Stage 8.4 is an assessment proforma for each 
site, which provides details of the site proposals and the assessment results 
for each criteria. The assessments are presented at Appendix E1.675 by 
parish. For each parish there is an overview map which identifies the sites 
within the parish that were assessed, followed by proformas for each site 
which are presented in ascending order by site reference number. Table 3.6 
provides an overview of the number of sites assessed in each parish. 

  

                                                 
72 This appendix is being finalised and will be published once the detailed write-up has been 
completed. 

73 This appendix is being finalised and will be published once the detailed write-up has been 
completed. 

74 This appendix is being finalised and will be published once the detailed write-up has been 
completed. 

75 This appendix is being finalised and will be published once the detailed write-up has been 
completed. 
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Table 3.6: Number of sites assessed at Stage 4 and Stage 8.4 by parish 

Parish Number of sites 
assessed at Stage 4 

Number of sites 
assessed at Stage 8.4* 

Epping 1 N/A 

Moreton, Bobbingworth and the Lavers 1 N/A 

Nazeing 2 2 

North Weald Bassett 3 N/A 

Roydon 2 5 

Stapleford Abbotts 2 1 

Stapleford Tawney N/A 1 

Theydon Bois 1 N/A 

Waltham Abbey 3 N/A 

Willingale N/A 2 

*This column contains sites which were filtered out at Stage 4 in 2016 as they were wholly outside 
of Settlement Buffer Zones, but were re-introduced as Tranche 2 sites for re-assessment at Stage 
8.4. These sites are not counted as sites assessed at Stage 4.  

3.8 Stage 5 and Stage 8.5: Identify Candidate Preferred 
Traveller Sites  

3.8.1 Stage 5: Identifying Sites for Further Testing  

3.56 Paragraph 48 of the TSSM states that “the purpose of Stage 5 is to identify 
the candidate Preferred Traveller Sites, which best meet the Council's 
preferred approach to meeting traveller accommodation needs. This will be 
undertaken in parallel for employment, residential and traveller sites and 
will bring together the assessment under this TSSM and the SSM.” At the 
time that the TSSM was drafted it was envisaged that it would be possible 
for Stage 5 to be undertaken in parallel with Stage 3 of the residential and 
employment assessment. However, there were delays in the collection of 
evidence on the existing supply of employment sites and identification of 
traveller sites for assessment which meant that this was not possible. A later 
workshop was held where traveller sites were subject to consideration.  

3.57 In order to identify those sites proposed for traveller accommodation, which 
should be subject to testing a five-step process was followed, in accordance 
with the requirements of paragraphs 49 to 53 of the TSSM. The approach 
was premised around the consideration of different strategic alternatives to 
locating traveller sites in the District. 

3.58 The five steps can be summarised as: 

 Step 1: Identifying suitable spatial options to accommodate growth.  

 Step 2: Defining optimal site sizes. 

 Step 3: Assessing site suitability.  
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 Step 4: Assigning sites against the land preference hierarchy and 
identifying sites for further testing. 

 Step 5: Checking site capacities. 

3.59 For Stage 5, the first two steps were undertaken through a meeting of the 
Local Plan Officer Working Group on 7 September 2016.  

Step 1: Identifying Broad Spatial Options to Accommodate Growth 

3.60 Three broad spatial options for accommodating the traveller requirement 
were identified. These were: 

 distribute pitches across the District; 

 focus pitches in parts of the District traditionally favoured by the 
travelling community; and 

 focus pitches in parts of the District traditionally not favoured by the 
travelling community. 

3.61 Each spatial option was assessed using planning judgement having regard 
to a range of factors including principles set out in the PPTS, local 
knowledge/initial officer evaluation of sites, previous feedback from 
Members and feedback from the consultations held in 2008 and 2012 (as 
detailed in Section 3.2.2). The feedback from the consultations included an 
indication that the settled and travelling communities favour a degree of 
separation from each other; concerns about an over-concentration of 
travellers in the parishes of Nazeing and Roydon; and a desire not to see the 
expansion of existing sites.  

3.62 For each spatial option a judgement was made about whether the option 
represented a more suitable or less suitable location for development. Of 
the three options considered provision of pitches across the District was 
considered most suitable. Table 3.7 sets out the judgements reached on each 
of the spatial options.  

Table 3.7: Spatial options assessment  

Spatial option Suitability Justification for suitability 

Distribute pitches across 
the District  

More suitable 
spatial option 

This option balances the preferences of the 
travelling community with not placing undue 
pressure on services in a single location. 

Focus pitches in parts of 
the District traditionally 
favoured by the traveling 
community 

Less suitable 
spatial option 

The majority of newly arising housing need is 
expected to be from the expansion of existing 
households. Whilst this option is understood to 
be favoured by the travelling community it was 
felt that it would place undue pressure on local 
infrastructure and services and therefore did not 
represent the most sustainable option for 
accommodating traveller needs. 

Focus pitches in parts of 
the District traditionally 
not favoured by the 
travelling community 

Less suitable 
spatial option  

This option was not considered to be deliverable 
since it would not be realistic to expect all 
additional households to form within the parts 

EB802B



  

Epping Forest District Council Epping Forest District Local Plan
Report on Site Selection with Appendices A and D

 

  | Issue v2 | December 2017  

 

Page 68
 

Spatial option Suitability Justification for suitability 

of the District not currently favoured by the 
travelling community. 

Step 2: Defining Optimal Site Sizes 

3.63 Consideration was given to the site sizes for traveller accommodation. 
Paragraph 12 of the TSSM states that: “the maximum size of any site should 
be around 15 pitches with the size of a single pitch site 0.1ha – hence the 
initial search for sites across the District will range in size between 0.1ha 
and 1.5ha.” However, it was identified that within this range there were 
further sub-options which needed to be explored. Two options in relation to 
site sizes for new sites were identified: 

 Traveller needs accommodated in new sites with a proposed capacity of 
no more than five pitches.  

 Traveller needs accommodated in new sites with a proposed capacity of 
five or more pitches.  

3.64 A summary of the suitability of these two options is provided in Table 3.8. 
Of the two options considered accommodating traveller needs on sites of no 
more than five pitches was considered the most appropriate approach for 
new sites. 

Table 3.8: Site size options for new traveller sites  

Site size option Suitability Justification for suitability 

Traveller needs 
accommodated in new 
sites with a proposed 
capacity of no more 
than five pitches  

More suitable 
strategic option  

Feedback from the local traveller community 
indicates that whilst there is no one ideal site 
size (in terms of number of pitches) generally 
smaller sites are preferred. This reflects the 
experience of the Council which considers 
that smaller sites (five pitches or below) tend 
to be more successful.  

Traveller needs 
accommodated in new 
sites with a proposed 
capacity of over five 
pitches  

Less suitable 
strategic option  

Feedback from the local traveller community 
indicates that whilst there is no one ideal site 
size (in terms of number of pitches) generally 
smaller sites are preferred. Historically larger 
sites for traveller accommodation within the 
District have not tended to integrate as 
effectively with the settled community, have 
generated more site management issues and 
have had a significant adverse impact on the 
character of an area.  

3.65 Consideration was also given to the approach to existing traveller sites 
which had scope for intensification and/or extension. Existing traveller sites 
include those which have either permanent or temporary planning 
permission. A summary of the suitability of the options considered is set 
out in Table 3.9.  
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Table 3.9: Site size options for existing traveller sites 

Site size option Suitability Justification for suitability 

Traveller needs 
accommodated in 
existing sites with a 
combined capacity of: 

 no more than five 
pitches (for sites 
with temporary 
planning 
permission); 
and/or  

 no more than 10 
pitches (for sites 
with permanent 
planning 
permission).  

More 
suitable 
strategic 
option  

Feedback from the local traveller community 
indicates that whilst there is no one ideal site size (in 
terms of number of pitches) generally smaller sites 
are preferred. This reflects the experience of the 
Council which considers that smaller sites (five 
pitches or below) tend to be more successful.  

On this basis, the intensification or extension of 
existing sites with temporary planning permission 
should not exceed five pitches. This also reflects the 
fact that sites with temporary planning permission 
tend to have time-limiting conditions and/or personal 
planning permission due to site specific constraints 
and therefore are considered less suitable for large-
scale development. 

However, existing sites with permanent planning 
permission may be able to accommodate up to 10 
pitches through intensification or extension, subject 
to detailed consideration of the suitability of each site 
and the justification for exceeding the preferred 
maximum of five pitches. This site size threshold 
reflects the views and preferences expressed in the 
consultation feedback summarised at Section 3.2.4.  

Traveller needs 
accommodated in 
existing sites with a 
combined capacity of: 

 between 6 and 15 
pitches (for sites 
with temporary 
planning 
permission); 
and/or 

 between 11 and 15 
pitches (for sites 
with permanent 
planning 
permission).  

Less suitable 
strategic 
option 

Feedback from the local traveller community 
indicates that whilst there is no one ideal site size (in 
terms of number of pitches) generally smaller sites 
are preferred. Historically larger sites from traveller 
accommodation within the District have not tended to 
integrate as effectively with the settled community, 
have generated more site management issues and 
have had a significant adverse impact on the 
character of an area.  

Therefore, the intensification or extension of existing 
sites with temporary planning permission should not 
exceed five pitches and the intensification or 
extension of existing sites with permanent planning 
permission should not exceed 10 pitches. 

This site size threshold reflects the views and 
preferences expressed in the consultation feedback 
summarised at Section 3.2.4. 

3.66 For the purposes of determining which site size option a site falls within, 
the decision rules set out in Table 3.10 were applied.  

Table 3.10: Site size rules applied to different traveller site types  

Site status Definition Size Site Option 
Applied 

Not currently a 
traveller site 

No existing authorised or unauthorised traveller 
occupation. These new sites may comprise 
greenfield or brownfield land.  

Sites can accommodate 
up to five pitches 
subject to detailed site 
suitability 
considerations.  
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Site status Definition Size Site Option 
Applied 

Current location 
for a traveller site 
(permanent) 

Existing authorised traveller occupation. These 
sites benefit from permanent planning 
permission. This does not include sites with 
temporary planning permission and/or personal 
planning permission.  

Sites can accommodate 
up to 10 pitches subject 
to detailed site 
suitability 
considerations. 

Current location 
for a traveller site 
(temporary) 

Existing authorised traveller occupation. These 
sites benefit from temporary planning 
permission, with time limiting conditions 
and/or personal planning permission whereby 
the use of the land for traveller accommodation 
ceases once the named family departs.  

Sites can accommodate 
up to five pitches 
subject to detailed site 
suitability 
considerations. 

Unauthorised 
occupation of 
land 

Although there is existing traveller 
accommodation on site, it does not benefit from 
any form of planning permission (temporary, 
personal and/or permanent planning 
permission).  

Sites can accommodate 
up to five pitches 
subject to detailed site 
suitability 
considerations. 

3.67 Given the decision to consider a distributed approach to accommodating 
traveller needs across the District, all sites assessed at Stage 4 were subject 
to further assessment. Before sites were assessed for their suitability, the 
following checks were undertaken: 

 Existing sites with permanent planning permission identified for 
intensification and/or extension were checked to see whether with 
additional pitches they would stay within the 10 pitch limit. Sites which 
were above this site size were discounted at this point.  

 Existing sites with temporary planning permission identified for 
intensification and/or extension were also checked to see whether with 
additional pitches they would stay within the five pitch limit. No sites 
were identified which met this criteria. 

 The capacity of sites identified for regularisation of unauthorised 
pitches or for new sites were reviewed. For sites of five pitches or fewer 
they proceeded for site specific suitability assessment. Where they 
exceeded the threshold the site was considered further but only for its 
suitability to accommodate five pitches.  

3.68 Where sites were discounted at this step, this is recorded in Appendix 
E1.776.  

Step 3: Assessing Site Suitability 

3.69 When undertaking the site specific suitability assessment regard was had to 
paragraph 50 of the SSM, which states that: “in general…those sites with 
the most dark green (++) and least red scores (--) are likely to be the most 
suitable [sites] for allocation. However, in common with all site 
selection/allocation processes, the identification of candidate Preferred 

                                                 
76 This appendix is being finalised and will be published once the detailed write-up has been 
completed. 
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Traveller Sites will involve an element of planning judgement, the effect of 
which on outcomes cannot be prejudged. It should also be noted that in 
exercising planning judgement different weight may be given to each of the 
criteria reflecting the specific criteria for identifying traveller sites outlined 
in PPTS and the characteristics of the sites being assessed under the TSSM. 
Where this is the case, the rationale for applying different weight to the 
criteria in relation to a particular site will be documented.” 

3.70 Therefore, for each site considered regard was had to all relevant material 
considerations, which included the findings of the Stage 4 assessment and 
local knowledge/initial officer evaluation of sites. Based on this assessment 
a judgment was made as to whether a site was considered suitable or not 
suitable for further testing. A justification for this judgement with reference 
to the particular material considerations considered relevant to the site is set 
out in Appendix E1.777.  

Step 4: Assigning Sites to the Land Preference Hierarchy and Identifying 
Sites for Further Testing  

3.71 The sites which were judged to be suitable for traveller accommodation 
were then categorised against the hierarchy presented at paragraph 51 of the 
TSSM. The principle of the hierarchy is that a sequential approach is 
applied to identifying those sites which should be further considered.  

3.72 For ease of reference the hierarchy set out in paragraph 51 of the TSSM has 
been repeated below: 

 The sequential flood risk assessment – proposing land in Flood Zone 2 
where need cannot be met in Flood Zone 1. 

 Sites with temporary permissions or unauthorised sites that may 
potentially be suitable for regularisation. 

 Intensification of existing traveller sites/sites which could be 
regularised (unauthorised sites or sites with temporary permission). 

 Extension of existing traveller sites/sites which could be regularised 
(unauthorised sites or sites with temporary permission). 

 New traveller sites in non-Green Belt areas. 

 New traveller sites in Green Belt areas. 

 Where sufficient provision to meet identified need for additional pitches 
cannot found from the above sources, to consider provision for 
allocating traveller pitches within strategic residential site allocations 
around Harlow.  

Step 5: Checking Site Capacities  

3.73 Paragraph 52 of the TSSM states that: “where a site has been proposed 
which exceeds 1.5ha officers will identify the preferred location of any 

                                                 
77 This appendix is being finalised and will be published once the detailed write-up has been 
completed. 
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additional pitches.” Where sites exceeded the 1.5 hectare threshold the site 
boundaries were amended to more accurately reflect the extent of the site to 
be subject to further testing.  

3.74 Some further capacity checks were also undertaken: 

 where sites were promoted for more than the number of pitches 
considered suitable based on Step 2 (above), the site boundaries and 
associated capacity were amended; and  

 by the time the Local Plan Officer Working Group meeting was held on 
7 September 2016, the selection of residential sites for allocation was at 
an advanced stage. Where traveller sites were located within a larger 
site which was being proposed for residential allocation it was agreed 
that the pitches would be positioned in the most suitable location within 
the wider residential site.  

3.75 Further details of the capacity checks are contained in the site proformas 
(with the deliverability assessment) presented in Appendix E1.8.278. The 
assessments are presented by parish. For each parish there is an overview 
map which identifies the sites within the parish that were assessed, 
followed by proformas for each site which are presented in ascending order 
by site reference number. 

3.8.2 Stage 8.5: Identifying Sites for Further Testing 

3.76 The purpose of Stage 8.5 is consistent with that set out in paragraph 48 of 
the TSSM; to identify the candidate Preferred Traveller Sites, which best 
meet the Council's preferred approach to meeting the traveller 
accommodation requirement. Paragraph 84 of the TSSM goes on to confirm 
that: “this stage will consider Tranche 1 & 2 and Tranche 3 sites assessed 
at [Stage 4 and] Stage 6.4 and will be undertaken in parallel with 
employment and residential sites assessed under the SSM.” Sites for all 
three uses were considered at the same time.  

3.77 As confirmed by footnote 10 of the TSSM, Tranche 1 & 2 sites were not 
assessed at this stage if they had been re-assessed as part of a Tranche 3 site 
or the site had been withdrawn for consideration through the site selection 
process. During this Stage, the judgements made in relation to the 
suitability of Tranche 1 & 2 sites were not re-visited.  

3.78 As indicated in paragraph 85 of the TSSM, the process followed for Stage 
8.5 was broadly consistent with that followed for Stage 5. The main 
difference was that in accordance with paragraph 86 of the TSSM some 
additional factors were taken into account when determining which sites 

                                                 
78 This appendix is being finalised and will be published once the detailed write-up has been 
completed. 
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should be taken forward for further testing79. These reflected the additional 
information available to the Council to inform the judgements made.  

3.79 For Stage 8.5, the five steps were undertaken through a meeting of the 
Local Plan Officer Working Group on 18 August 2017.  

3.80 In summary the outcomes of the five steps are as follows: 

 Step 1: Identifying suitable spatial options to accommodate growth – 
the suitability of the spatial options remained unchanged from Stage 5. 
Therefore all sites proceeded to Step 2.  

 Step 2: Defining optimal site sizes – the suitability of the site size 
options remained unchanged from Stage 5. Sites falling within the more 
suitable site size options proceeded to Step 3.  

 Step 3: Assessing site suitability – with the exception of the additional 
factors taken into account, the same approach was following for 
determining site suitability. Sites judged to be suitable for traveller 
accommodation proceeded to Step 4.  

 Step 4: Assigning sites against the land preference hierarchy and 
identifying sites for further testing – sites judged to be suitable for 
traveller accommodation were assigned against the land preference 
hierarchy. To provide flexibility as part of the further testing it was 
agreed that all sites judged to be suitable should proceed to Stage 8.6.  

 Step 5: Checking site capacities – where sites were promoted for more 
than the number of pitches considered suitable based on Step 2, the site 
boundaries and associated capacity were amended. There was also 
consideration of whether sites should comprise mixed use development 
(in accordance with paragraph 87 of the TSSM). With the exception of 
the two traveller sites located within larger residential sites proposed for 
allocation, no other sites were identified as being suitable for 
accommodating a mix of uses. 

3.81 Table 3.11 identifies the number of sites (containing Tranche 1 & 2 and 
Tranche 3) and capacity of those sites located within each of the land 
preference hierarchy categories, which were judged to be suitable for 
traveller accommodation. In total, 15 sites with a capacity for 51 pitches 
and 1 yard were identified in sites across the District. Given the residual 
requirement figure of 32 pitches, it was judged that in order to provide 
sufficient flexibility and account for any constraints which may make 
deliverability of sites not possible within the Plan period the provision of 
traveller accommodation on the three garden communities around Harlow 
should also be considered.  

                                                 
79 Paragraph 86 of the TSSM identified that refined settlement visions and work on placemaking 
would be available to inform this Stage of the site selection process. The Council deferred this 
element of work to later in the plan-making process to enable the update to more incorporate, 
where relevant, the recommendations of other evidence base studies. This information instead 
informed the decisions on which sites to allocate in the Submission Local Plan (see Section 3.9.3).  
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Table 3.11: Traveller sites for further testing by site type  

Land preference hierarchy Number of sites Number of pitches 

The sequential flood risk assessment - 
proposing land in Flood Zone 2 where 
need cannot be met in Flood Zone 1. 

14 sites are located 
within Flood Zone 1. 

1 site is located within 
Flood Zone 2. 

51 pitches 

1 yard 

Sites with temporary permissions or 
unauthorised sites that may potentially 
be suitable for regularisation. 

3 sites with temporary 
permission 

1 unauthorised site 

5 pitches 

Intensification of existing traveller 
sites/sites which could be regularised 
(unauthorised sites or sites with 
temporary permission). 

4 sites for pitches 

1 site for yard 

15 pitches 

1 yard 

Extension of existing Traveller 
sites/sites which could be regularised 
(unauthorised sites or sites with 
temporary permission). 

1 site 5 pitches 

New Traveller sites in non-Green Belt 
areas. 

0 sites 0 pitches 

New Traveller sites in Green Belt 
areas. 

6 sites 26 pitches 

Where sufficient provision to meet 
identified need for additional pitches 
cannot be found from the above 
sources, to consider provision for 
allocating traveller pitches within 
strategic site allocations (around 
Harlow).  

3 within garden 
communities around 

Harlow 

15 pitches 

3.9 Stage 6 and Stage 8.6: Deliverability 

3.9.1 Land Promoter/Developer Survey  

3.82 For Stage 6, paragraph 58 of the TSSM makes reference to additional 
information on availability being sought from landowners where a positive 
response was received to Stage 2 of the TSSM. For Stage 8.6, the 
requirement is slightly different since Stage 2 and Stage 6 were combined 
together for Stage 8.6 (as confirmed in paragraph 73 of the TSSM). 
Paragraph 90 of the TSSM therefore requires that: “Information collected 
from promoters Call for Sites forms will be supplemented by updated 
information from promoters/developers/landowners and further technical 
studies. As a minimum, a proforma will be sent to all Tranche 3 site 
promoters/developers/landowners (as appropriate), which proceed to Stage 
8.4 to validate the information provided in the Call for Sites form and to 
seek further, more detailed information on proposals.” In accordance with 
footnote 11, proformas were also be sent to those 
promoters/developers/landowners of Tranche 1 & 2 sites previously sifted 
out due to being located outside the Settlement Buffer Zones but which 
now proceed to Stage 8.4. 
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3.83 To maintain consistency with the SSM, in 2016 a similar online survey to 
that sent to land promoters/developers of residential sites was sent to 
landowners of proposed traveller sites (these were sent to the owners of the 
sites who indicated potential availability at Stage 2 and the owners of 
existing traveller sites identified for potential intensification/regularisation). 
Amendments to the survey questions were developed in coordination with 
the Council and in response to the Council’s information requirements 
including those topics identified for assessment at Stage 6 of the TSSM. 

3.84 A series of questions were posed through the survey, a copy of which is 
provided at Appendix E1.8.180, which can be broadly grouped as follows: 

 Contact information; 

 Ownership and availability;  

 Achievability; 

 On-going engagement. 

3.85 Respondents were also provided with the opportunity to submit additional 
information to support their responses, including drawings, plans and any 
other relevant technical work undertaken to date. 

3.86 Invitations to complete the survey were issued via letter for all sites that 
proceeded to Stage 3 (20 sites in total). Respondents had two weeks to 
respond to the survey. In total, five survey responses were returned.  

3.87 The same survey (aside from an amended introductory section) was used in 
2017 to check the information received by the Council when the Tranche 3 
site was promoted remained correct, as well as seeking responses to 
additional questions. Invitations to complete the survey were issued 
electronically in a series of tranches to promoters, developers and/or 
landowners for all sites that proceeded to Stage 8.4, where contact 
information was available. The survey was issued via letter; in total, 12 
letters were issued at this stage (27 June 2017).  Where up-to-date 
landownership information was not held by the Council landownership 
searches were undertaken through HM Land Registry. Following this, one 
additional letter was distributed (27 June 2017). Respondents were given 
two weeks to respond to the survey. In total, one survey response was 
received. Two follow up phone calls were received by the Council 
confirming that sites should be considered available, whilst a third call 
requested for a site to be removed from further consideration.  

3.9.2 Availability and Achievability Assessment 

3.88 Paragraph 57 of the TSSM states that: “the purpose of Stage 6 is to 
consider the deliverability of the candidate Preferred Traveller Sites to 
inform the identified need for traveller accommodation. Stages 1 and 3 to 5 

                                                 
80 This appendix is being finalised and will be published once the detailed write-up has been 
completed. 
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will have already considered the suitability of the site. Therefore focus of 
this stage is whether a site is deliverable and specifically: 

 To better understand site availability including whether the site is 
available now, or is it likely to become available during the Local Plan 
period? 

 Whether there is a reasonable prospect that development will be 
achievable within the appropriate timescales?” 

3.89 At paragraph 89 of the TSSM, it states that the purpose of Stage 8.6 is the 
same. 

3.90 The TSSM provides an indication of the matters which will be subject to 
the availability and achievability assessment. In applying the TSSM, the 
methodology for this assessment was further refined. The starting point was 
the criteria developed under the SSM for residential sites. The same criteria 
were used with the exception of marketability and viability which 
considered to be less relevant to traveller sites. Traveller sites were 
therefore assessed against the following criteria: 

 Availability: site ownership, existing uses, on-site restrictions and site 
availability.  

 Achievability: on-site physical and infrastructure constraints, impact on 
capacity of primary and secondary schools in the Schools Planning 
Area and at individual primary and secondary schools, access to open 
space, access to health facilities and impact on mineral deposits.  

 Cumulative achievability (in combination with proposed residential 
site allocations): cumulative loss of open space, cumulative impact on 
primary schools, cumulative impact on secondary schools, cumulative 
impact on green infrastructure network, cumulative impact on sewage 
treatment works capacity and cumulative impact on Central Line 
capacity. Following representations received to the Draft Local Plan 
consultation, two additional cumulative achievability criteria were 
added (impact on water networks and impact on wastewater networks). 

 Overview assessment of constraints: insurmountable constraints.  

3.91 Further details on each criteria including how the assessment was 
undertaken are provided at Appendix B1.6.281. For each criteria a RAG 
rating system was utilised using a scale of three scores. The methodology 
followed for Tranche 3 sites was in general conformity with that followed 
for Tranche 1 & 2 sites; the differences were minor and related to 
new/updated information being available. Where there were any differences 

                                                 
81 This appendix is being finalised and will be published once the detailed write-up has been 
completed. 
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in methodology followed between Tranche 1 and Tranche 2 sites this is 
identified in Appendix B1.6.282. 

3.92 In 2016, each of the sites subject to Stage 6 were assessed against the 
availability and achievability criteria. This assessment was completed using 
a combination of GIS analysis, information from the land 
promoter/developer survey or other information held by the Council and 
planning judgement. Where a planning judgement was made an explanation 
was provided to justify the decision made. This is recorded in the 
deliverability proforma presented in Appendix E1.8.283. 

3.93 In 2017, in accordance with paragraphs 92 and 93, all Tranche 3 sites and 
Tranche 1 & 2 sites not previously subject to Stage 6 were assessed at Stage 
8.6. Where Tranche 1 & 2 sites, were assessed at Stage 6, the assessment 
was re-visited at Stage 8.6 where they met one or more of the following 
criteria: 

 relevant comments were received from site promoters or other parties 
(where appropriate) through their representations to the Draft Local 
Plan;  

 where the Council had received updated information through the 
Developer Forum or other mechanisms; and  

 where updated or new technical studies were available which informed 
the assessment. This included, for example, up-to-date information 
and/or data on site access, surface water flood risk, open space, GPs and 
schools.  

3.94 Moderation of the deliverability assessment was undertaken as part of the 
allocation workshops on 15 September 2016 and 18/19 October 2017. 
Generally there was agreement on the way the TSSM had been applied and 
resulting assessment. Minor comments were made which were incorporated 
into the assessment.   

3.95 In summary, eight sites scored positively against the Stage 6/Stage 8.6 
assessment criteria with seven sites scoring less positively across the 
assessment criteria as a result of on-site constraints, unknown cessation 
periods for existing on-site uses and lack of identified need on the site over 
the Plan period.  Further details of the deliverability assessment undertaken 
for each site is presented in a further site proforma presented in Appendix 
E1.8.284. The assessments are presented by parish. For each parish there is 
an overview map which identifies the sites within the parish that were 

                                                 
82 This appendix is being finalised and will be published once the detailed write-up has been 
completed. 

83 This appendix is being finalised and will be published once the detailed write-up has been 
completed. 

84 This appendix is being finalised and will be published once the detailed write-up has been 
completed. 
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assessed, followed by proformas for each site which are presented in 
ascending order by site reference number.  

3.9.3 Identify Sites for Allocation 

3.96 In 2016, following completion of the availability and achievability 
assessment a Local Plan Officer Working Group meeting was held on 15 
September 2016 to identify which sites should be allocated in the Draft 
Local Plan. At the meeting a decision was made for each site as to whether 
it should be allocated or not in the Draft Local Plan. This judgement was 
informed by all relevant material considerations, which included the 
findings of the availability and achievability assessment. A justification for 
the decisions made was documented. This process informed the draft site 
allocations presented in the Draft Local Plan. 

3.97 In 2017, the Council needed to re-visit the conclusions reached in 2016 and 
determine whether any draft site allocations should be removed from the 
Submission Local Plan and/or whether any sites not previously identified 
for allocation should be.  

3.98 In accordance with paragraph 95 of the TSSM, the following process was 
followed. All three tranches of traveller sites were considered along with 
residential and employment sites. Prior to a workshop held with officers on 
18/19 October it was agreed with the Council that the judgements reached 
on Tranche 1 & 2 sites assessed in 2016 where it did not result in a site 
being proposed for allocation would not be re-visited as the following 
criteria did not apply to the sites: 

 There was a material change in the availability and achievability 
assessment.  

 The decision made in 2016 on whether or not to allocate the site was 
finely balanced. For example, the decision not to allocate a site was 
based on it being sequentially less preferential as opposed to 
unavailable/unachievable. 

 The site could potentially contribute to the Council’s five year pitch 
supply (based on the assessment undertaken by the Council for Stage 
6.3). 

3.99 Therefore, at the officer workshop on 18/19 October the Council 
considered, for each parish sites from the following sources: draft site 
allocations; Tranche 1 & 2 sites not subject to further assessment in 2016; 
and Tranche 3 sites subject to further assessment.  

3.100 All relevant material considerations were taken into account when 
determining which sites to allocate in the Submission Local Plan. In 
accordance with paragraph 95 of the TSSM this included85: 

                                                 
85 Paragraph 95 of the TSSM identified that the findings of the transport, infrastructure or HRA 
sensitivity testing would be taken into account. Based on the nature of the technical assessments 
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 the findings of the availability and achievability assessment; 

 the potential of the site to contribute to the Council’s five year pitch 
supply;  

 accordance with the updated settlement visions86; and 

 need arising from specific households and the extent to which such 
needs can be met on sites currently occupied by the household.  

3.101 The following additional considerations were also taken into account: 

 accordance with the Local Plan Strategy and associated hierarchy 
(which reflects the site selection hierarchy set out at paragraph 51 of the 
TSSM) in terms of maximising the sites allocated in each category 
before moving onto the next; 

 feedback from the Draft Local Plan consultation;  

 emerging Neighbourhood Plans which include proposed site 
allocations; and 

 local knowledge.  

3.102 A justification for the decisions made at the workshop on 18/19 October 
was documented; this write-up is presented in Appendix E1.8.387. 

3.103 Where sites were proposed for allocation they were assessed along with 
other residential and traveller sites identified in that settlement for the 
cumulative achievability of the proposals. Following this additional 
assessment a review of insurmountable constraints was undertaken. Each 
site was assessed ‘in the round’ to identify whether any restrictions or 
constraints, either individually or collectively, could be deemed 
insurmountable. The assessment took into account all achievability criteria 
in the Stage 6 assessment. The assessment was undertaken qualitatively and 
utilised professional judgement to determine whether restrictions or 
constraints would be likely to be insurmountable. The assessment of 
insurmountable constraints is documented in Appendix E1.8.388. On the 
basis of this further assessment no amendments were made to the proposed 
site allocations. 

                                                 
undertaken (see Appendix B1.6.5) the size and/or location of the traveller sites would not have had 
a material impact on the outcomes of the assessment and therefore were not included. This 
consideration therefore did not inform the decision on which traveller sites to allocate.  

86 These will be presented in Appendix C. This appendix is being finalised and will be published 
once the detailed write-up has been completed. 

87 This appendix is being finalised and will be published once the detailed write-up has been 
completed. 

88 This appendix is being finalised and will be published once the detailed write-up has been 
completed. 
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3.104 Further details on whether specific sites have been identified for allocation 
along with the associated justification is presented at Appendix E1.8.389. 
Maps are presented by parish, which confirm whether a site has been 
identified for allocation or not. The accompanying table provides a 
justification on a site by site basis for the judgement made. The Council 
also checked that the proposed site allocations provided a five year supply 
of land. Details of the Council’s pitch trajectory is presented in the Housing 
Implementation Strategy and Submission Local Plan. 

3.105 In summary, the Council has selected a portfolio of sites which will achieve 
the Local Plan Strategy. The sites proposed for allocation comprise: 

 three sites for regularisation (comprising two sites with temporary 
planning permission and one unauthorised site);  

 two sites with scope for intensification;  

 one site with scope for expansion;  

 two new sites within Green Belt; and  

 three garden communities around Harlow.  

3.106 The site allocations proposed for inclusion in the Submission Local Plan are 
broadly consistent with those contained in the Draft Local Plan. 
Amendments to the Draft Local Plan site allocations were made in the 
following parishes for the reasons set out below. If a settlement is not listed 
below the site allocations remain as proposed in the Draft Local Plan. It 
was judged that traveller allocations continued to be required in the garden 
communities around Harlow in order to meet the increased requirement 
figure identified in the updated GTAA (2017).  

 Nazeing – site allocations amended to reflect additional greenfield site 
identified in 2017. 

 Roydon – site allocations amended to reflect additional greenfield site 
identified in 2017. 

 Stapleford Abbotts – site allocations amended to reflect additional 
greenfield site identified in 2017. 

3.107 In total, these 11 sites will make provision for the delivery of approximately 
38 pitches and 1 yard across the District. This is in excess of the 32 pitches 
and 1 yard needed to meet the traveller accommodation requirement in the 
District and ensures sufficient flexibility to respond to change in the status 
of the proposed site allocations.  

3.108 It is anticipated that those proposed allocations within wider residential 
allocation sites would come forward as a part of the development proposals 
for those sites and not independently. 

                                                 
89 This appendix is being finalised and will be published once the detailed write-up has been 
completed. 
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3.109 Table 3.12 identifies the estimated likely number of pitches in each parish 
and the garden communities around Harlow that the Council will make 
provision for through the Submission Local Plan and confirms the number 
sites identified for allocation in each parish.  

Table 3.12: Estimated likely number of pitches by parish   

Parish Estimated likely  
number of pitches 

Number of sites  
identified for allocation 

Nazeing 9 2 

Moreton, Bobbingworth and the Lavers 1 yard 1 

North Weald Bassett 5 1 

Roydon 3 2 

Stapleford Abbotts 1 1 

Waltham Abbey 5 1 

Harlow and Gilston Garden Town 
Communities 

15 3 

Total 38 pitches and 1 yard 11 

3.9.4 Exceptional Circumstances 

3.110 The TSSM sets out a clear strategy to minimise the use of Green Belt land 
for development. Paragraph 51 of the TSSM sets out a sequential approach 
in which existing sites are promoted before new sites are identified; within 
this new sites on non-Green Belt land are preferred to those sites located in 
the Green Belt. Table 3.11 also shows that there is insufficient suitable land 
located outside the Green Belt to meet the traveller requirement of the 
District within the Plan period. 

3.111 For the proposed traveller site allocations which do not fall within proposed 
residential sites (including the garden communities around Harlow), 
alterations to the Green Belt boundary are not proposed so sites will remain 
washed over by Green Belt. Very special circumstances will have to be 
demonstrated at the development management stage, however, the 
existence of the Local Plan allocation will provide a compelling case upon 
which very special circumstances may be demonstrated. That decision can 
only be made at the time the application is considered and the allocation of 
land does not predetermine any decision to grant planning permission. 

3.112 In order to support the proposed site allocations where alterations to 
existing Green Belt boundaries are proposed, it will be necessary to 
demonstrate exceptional circumstances. This relates to those proposed site 
allocations that form a part of a larger proposed residential site allocation 
(GRT-N_06 which is located in North Weald Basset and GRT_N-07 which 
is located in Waltham Abbey), and the three garden communities proposed 
for allocation around Harlow. The site allocation proposed in the 
Submission Local Plan therefore represent the minimum land take required 
from the Green Belt to enable the Council to meet the District’s traveller 
requirement through a strategy that is both sustainable and deliverable. 
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Such an approach accords with the requirements of national policy. In the 
event that the residential site allocation is forthcoming then the related 
proposed traveller site allocations within the same site would benefit from 
the associated Green Belt releases. 
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4 Employment Sites 

4.1 This chapter contains an introduction to the District’s employment 
requirement, provides an overview of the methodology developed to guide 
the selection of employment sites in Epping Forest District Council’s 
Submission Local Plan and presents the findings of the site selection 
process.   

4.1 Employment Requirement  

4.2 The Council with its Functional Economic Market Area (FEMA) authority 
partners East Herts, Harlow and Uttlesford District Councils, jointly 
commissioned a study to provide an assessment of employment needs for 
the FEMA with the intention of the findings of the study informing future 
planning for strategic employment matters across the Area.  

4.3 The West Essex and East Hertfordshire Assessment of Employment Needs 
(Hardisty Jones Associates, October 2017) (‘the study’) provides a 
quantitative assessment of employment needs across the FEMA, and 
applied relevant ‘policy-on’ considerations in order to identify an informed 
basis for future plan making across the Area. Following the identification of 
a preferred scenario, the study translated the assessment of employment 
need into the land use requirements for B Use Class uses across the FEMA 
having regard to current supply position, local economic strategy, historic 
take-up and market demand. The analysis of future requirements considered 
the 2016-33 period. Commitments from 2011 to 2016 have been factored 
into the future projections.  

4.4 Analysis of forecast employment across the FEMA indicated a substantial 
proportion of forecast job growth would lie outside the B Use Class uses. 
The largest requirement falls within the ‘none and homeworking’ category, 
encompassing both home based working and peripatetic employment. 
Within the B Use Class uses the greatest growth in jobs falls within the B1a 
office Use Class. There is also growth in B1b, B1c and B8 requirements. 
Employment within the B2 Use Class is forecast to decline. 

4.5 The study identified a total land requirement for between 9-22 hectares for 
office use, and 65 hectares for industrial use across the FEMA from 2016-
2033. For Epping Forest District, the study found that there is a requirement 
for between 3-7 hectares for office use, and 14 hectares for industrial use. 
The Council is keen to ensure through the Local Plan that there is sufficient 
flexibility to respond to unforeseen demands and to provide for a range and 
choice of sites in terms of typology, location, mix and phasing. This may 
result in land requirements above that set out in the study being provided 
for in the Local Plan.   

4.6 The study also acknowledged that there remains a small shortfall in forecast 
jobs to balance the labour market and maintain 2011 commuting rates. It is 
estimated that without any increase in densities that a further 6,400 sqm of 
office floorspace and 8,700 sqm industrial floorspace will be required to 
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accommodate the shortfall across the FEMA. This will require a further 
2.8-3.8 hectares of land in addition to the requirements set out above. 
However, given that there are some uncertainties associated with jobs 
forecasting and the long-term nature of Local Plans, such a scale of 
additional provision over the FEMA area up to 2033 does not represent any 
significant short-term difficulties for the emerging Local Plans. In reality 
the additional provision may be accommodated through increased job 
densities and/or windfall development.  

4.7 To supplement the FEMA level analysis, the Council also commissioned 
further work to consider in more detail the employment needs specifically 
for Epping Forest District and inform the future Local Plan employment 
strategy. This is set out in the Employment Review, Hardisty Jones 
Associates, December 2017) The report provided additional District level 
market demand side analysis, drawing heavily on evidence gathered from 
local commercial market stakeholders. It also utilised the outputs from the 
Employment Land Supply Assessment (Arup, December 2017) in order to 
provide recommendations on locations for future growth. 

4.8 Evidence collated suggests potential for jobs growth of circa 10,800 in the 
District over the Plan period 2011-2033. Discussion with local business and 
commercial property market stakeholders indicates two sub-markets within 
the District. The first relates to the area within and around the M25, broadly 
the southwest of the District which forms part of the outer London fringe 
and is characterised as more urban. The second relates to the area outside 
the M25 which is characterised as more rural with smaller towns. Strong 
demand and a shortage of supply is reported across the District, particularly 
for locations with strong access to key transport infrastructure routes 
including the M25 and M11 Motorways and London Underground Central 
Line. 

4.9 Key drivers relate to the accessibility of the District, and there are strong 
anecdotal indications of demand arising from businesses displaced out of 
London and serving London markets. This makes strong access back to the 
capital a key feature of requirements. A strong start-up market is also 
reported, driving requirements for both start-up and grow-on space. Both 
general and local trends are pointing towards strong demand for smaller 
premises, rather than significantly large footplates in either the office or 
industrial sectors. There is no evidence that the District currently serves a 
wider Harlow market area or that there is a need to meet Harlow 
requirements or serve the Harlow market. There is therefore no clear 
requirement for the spatial strategy to address this.  

4.10 The greatest barriers to delivering employment floorspace relate to site 
availability and viability, which are exacerbated by strong residential 
values. There is a clear sentiment across stakeholders that there is a need 
for deliverable employment sites to meet demand. There is also a need to 
drive regeneration and redevelopment of poorer quality industrial areas and 
some evidence of this having already taken place.  
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4.11 The existing typology of the District commercial employment market is 
around B1a, B1c and B8 premises. The District is not a strong 
manufacturing location. Whilst there is a need for flexibility in provision 
there is also a need to ensure a spread of industrial sites that suit both B8 
and B1c/B2 activities. The Employment Land Supply Assessment indicated 
a strong offer of sites suited to B8 with limited capacity for B1c/B2 which 
will need to be addressed in the preparation of the Local Plan.  

4.2 Overview of Site Selection Methodology  

4.12 As discussed in Chapter 2, the SSM identifies five stages through which 
sites are sieved and subject to more detailed assessment in order to identify 
the proposed site allocations for employment uses. The five stages can be 
summarised as follows.  

 Stage 1 Major Policy Constraints – identified sites which were subject 
to one or more of these constraints and therefore were not considered to 
be suitable for development. 

 Stage 2 Quantitative and Qualitative Assessment – undertook more 
detailed assessment of sites to understand their relative suitability for 
development.  

 Stage 3 Identify Candidate Preferred Sites – identified those sites which 
were considered suitable for development and were subject to further 
capacity and deliverability assessment. More detailed indicative 
capacity assessment was also undertaken for each site identified for 
further testing.  

 Stage 4 Deliverability – assessed the availability and achievability of 
sites to enable decisions to be made about sites to allocate and to ensure 
that the land can be provided throughout the Plan period. 

 Stage 5 Sustainability Appraisal/Habitats Regulation Assessment of 
Candidate Preferred Sites – established the impact of the candidate 
Preferred Sites alone and in combination.     

4.13 In 2016, the site selection process was paused at the end of Stage 2 awaiting 
a more up-to-date picture of existing employment land supply to be 
established.  Therefore, Stages 3 and 4 were not completed and the sites 
included in the Draft Local Plan reflected the existing and potential 
employment sites identified at that point in time by the Council. The update 
to the existing employment land supply picture was completed in 2017, 
therefore enabling the site selection process for employment sites to be re-
commence.  

4.14 To provide further clarity on the process that would be followed for 
employment sites, Stage 6 of the SSM was updated in February 2017 and 
finalised in June 2017 following Counsel advice. This Stage of the SSM 
sets out the process the Council followed in developing its Submission 
Local Plan. In the updated SSM, Stage 6 was divided into six sub-stages, 
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which can be summarised as follows. Broadly the sub-stages reflect the 
process followed for Stages 1 to 4 of the SSM. 

 Stage 6.0 Identifying Sites for Assessment – identified amended or new 
sites for assessment through the SSM.  

 Stage 6.1 Major Policy Constraints – identified sites which were subject 
to one or more of these constraints and therefore were not considered to 
be suitable for development. 

 Stage 6.2 Quantitative and Qualitative Assessment – undertook more 
detailed assessment of sites to understand their relative suitability for 
development.  

 Stage 6.3 Identify Candidate Preferred Sites – identified those sites 
which were considered suitable for development, best met the Council’s 
Local Plan Strategy and were subject to further capacity and 
deliverability assessment. More detailed indicative capacity assessment 
was also undertaken for each site identified for further testing.  

 Stage 6.4 Deliverability – assessed the availability and achievability of 
sites to enable decisions to be made about sites to allocate and to ensure 
that land can be provided throughout the Plan period. 

4.15 The SSM also identifies that following the conclusion of the site selection 
process, the Council will undertake further work to inform the Submission 
Local Plan including: 

 A review of Green Belt boundaries to identify proposed alterations to 
the Green Belt boundary to accommodate the proposed site allocations; 

 SA and HRA, which will include any employment sites in accordance 
with the relevant regulations; 

 Infrastructure Delivery Plan; and 

 Transport modelling. 

4.16 A full version of the SSM finalised in June 2017 is provided at Appendix 
A. 

4.17 The remainder of this chapter explains how the SSM has been applied to 
employment sites and provides a summary of the results, with reference 
made to detailed appendices which provide further detail of the assessment 
undertaken and justification for key decisions made. This includes 
Appendix F1.190, which provides an overview of how each site proposed 
for employment (B Use Class) uses was assessed at each stage of the SSM.  

4.18 It should also be noted that the results of the SA and HRA are documented 
under separate cover in the Sustainability and Equalities Impact Appraisal 

                                                 
90 This appendix is being finalised and will be published once the detailed write-up has been 
completed. 
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(AECOM December 2017) and the Habitats Regulations Assessment 
(AECOM December 2017). 

4.3 Identifying Sites for Assessment 

4.19 In advance of undertaking the SSM the sites to be subject to it were 
identified. Two tranches of sites were subject to the SSM: Tranche 1 sites 
were assessed in 2016, with Tranche 2 sites assessed in 2017.  

4.20 Section 2.4.1 identifies the process that was followed for identifying 
Tranche 1 sites. In total, 37 employment sites were identified for 
assessment and were subject to Stage 1 and Stage 2 of the SSM.  

4.21 As indicated in Section 4.2, an update to the existing employment land 
supply picture was undertaken in 2017, which is presented in the 
Employment Land Supply Assessment (Arup, December 2017). This study 
collected up-to-date information on existing and potential employment sites 
in the District and was informed by the sites identified in the following 
documents: 

 employment site allocations contained in the Council’s adopted Local 
Plan (1998) with Alterations (2006); 

 the Council’s existing Employment Land Review (Atkins, 2010);  

 sites promoted through the SLAA (Nathaniel Litchfield and Partners, 
March 2016);  

 sites received through the Council’s Call for Sites process between 31 
March 2016 and 31 January 2017;  

 sites identified from refused, live or withdrawn planning applications 
and pre-application enquiries for employment uses made between 18 
May 2016 and 31 January 2017; and  

 the Council’s employment land records. 

4.22 One of the purposes of the Employment Land Supply Update was to 
identify the potential of sites to accommodate additional employment 
floorspace and/or employment land. Sites were assessed for opportunities 
for regeneration, intensification, expansion (of existing sites) and potential 
for development (new sites). This included assessing whether the additional 
employment floorspace and/or employment land identified in the 
documents listed above, and which informed the Tranche 1 employment 
sites, remained up-to-date.  

4.23 The Employment Land Supply Update recommends that only those existing 
employment sites with the potential to expand beyond their site boundaries 
as well as potential new sites should be subject to the site selection process. 
Some 29 of 37 Tranche 1 employment sites did not accord with this 
recommendation and therefore were discounted from the site selection 
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process91. A summary of the specific reasons each site was discounted is set 
out in Table 4.1.  

Table 4.1: Summary of reasons for Tranche 1 employment sites not continuing to be 
considered through the site selection process 

Reasons Number of 
sites 

discounted 
from the SSM 

Site identified in the Employment Land Supply Assessment as an existing 
employment site with no potential for expansion. 

12 

Site area and development quantum identified in the Employment Land 
Supply Assessment was materially different from that assessed in 2016 
through the site selection process.  

4 

Site is identified as being a duplicate site which has been superseded by a 
more recent Call for Sites submission (i.e. new development proposal) under 
a different site reference. 

3 

Site is subject to an existing non-employment (non-B Class) use, and is 
therefore unavailable for development within the Plan period 

9 

The Council subdivided the site into three separate parcels along using road 
and fence boundaries in order to fairly assess a large area of land. These 
three separate parcels have been assessed under new site references. 

1 

Total 29 

4.24 For the remaining eight Tranche 1 sites, the site boundary and development 
quantum identified in the Employment Land Supply Assessment was 
broadly consistent with the sites assessed in 2016 through the site selection 
process. Some non-material amendments were made to site boundaries and 
development quantums to ensure the sites reflected the latest information 
contained in the Employment Land Supply Assessment.   

4.25 The Employment Land Supply Assessment also identified some additional 
employment sites which were not assessed in 2016. These sites along with 
any others identified through the sources set out in Section 2.4.2 were 
assessed as part of the second tranche of sites.   

4.4 Stage 1 and Stage 6.1:  Major Policy Constraints  

4.26 In accordance with paragraph 4.5 of the SSM, each employment site was 
screened against the five major policy constraints using a Geographic 
Information Systems (GIS) database.  

4.27 Of the 37 sites promoted for employment uses, which were assessed against 
the major policy constraints, four sites were sifted out at Stage 1 due to the 
sites being located outside the Settlement Buffer Zones. This left 32 sites 
that proceeded to Stage 2. It should be noted that in accordance with the 

                                                 
91 It should be noted that the Employment Land Supply Assessment did however, recommend that 
existing employment sites should be designated in the emerging Local Plan except where there is 
no reasonable prospect of the site being used for employment purposes.  
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updates undertaken on Tranche 1 sites following the Employment Land 
Supply Assessment (see Section 4.3 above), some 29 sites were discounted 
for further consideration through the site selection process. This means that 
the number of ‘live’ sites from Tranche 1 sites is eight of which seven sites 
proceeded to Stage 2; a single site did not proceed because it was located 
outside the Settlement Buffer Zones.   

4.28 For Stage 6.1, of the 13 sites promoted for employment uses, which were 
assessed against the major policy constraints, four sites were sifted out due 
to being located wholly outside the Settlement Buffer Zones. This left nine 
sites that proceeded to Stage 6.2. Further detail on how each of these sites 
scored against the five major policy constraints for Stage 1 and 6.1 is 
provided in Appendix F1.292.  

4.29 As identified in the SSM, the Council did not undertake an update of the 
SLAA prior to the site selection process continuing. This meant that the 
promoted site capacity for Tranche 2 sites was not checked for constraints 
at this stage. For any sites which were identified to proceed to Stage 6.2, a 
check was undertaken to see whether any part(s) of the site were subject to 
the major policy constraints (excluding settlement buffers). Where this was 
the case the site capacity was discounted accordingly. Where this occurred 
it is documented in the output of the site assessment undertaken at Stage 6.2 
of the SSM. 

4.5 Stage 2 and Stage 6.2: Quantitative and Qualitative 
Assessment  

4.30 In accordance with paragraphs 4.15 and 4.63 of the SSM, the seven sites 
subject to Stage 2 and nine sites subject to Stage 6.2 were assessed against 
27 criteria identified in Appendix A of the SSM. This assessment was 
completed using a combination of GIS analysis and planning judgement. 
Where a planning judgement was made an explanation was provided to 
justify the decision made. Further details of how the assessment was 
undertaken for each criteria is set out in Appendix B1.4.193. The 
methodology followed for Tranche 2 sites was in general conformity with 
that followed for Tranche 1 sites; the differences were minor and related to 
new/updated information being available. Where there were any differences 
in methodology followed between Tranche 1 and Tranche 2 sites this is 
identified in Appendix B1.4.194. 

                                                 
92 This appendix is being finalised and will be published once the detailed write-up has been 
completed. 

93 This appendix is being finalised and will be published once the detailed write-up has been 
completed. 

94 This appendix is being finalised and will be published once the detailed write-up has been 
completed. 
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4.31 A review of representations received on Tranche 1 sites was also 
undertaken, a summary of which is set out in Appendix B1.2.395. Where 
appropriate, updates or amendments were made to the Stage 2 assessments.   

4.32 Part way through the assessment process for Tranche 1 sites a moderation 
workshop was held on 7 June 2016 (as required by paragraph 4.21 of the 
SSM) to moderate the results, check that there was a level of agreement on 
judgements and regularise any apparently significant inconsistencies. 
Generally there was agreement on the way the SSM had been applied and 
resulting assessment. Minor comments were made which were incorporated 
into the assessment. For Tranche 2 sites this moderation was undertaken as 
part of the Stage 6.3 workshop on 18 August 2017 (as required by 
paragraph 4.66 of the SSM). Generally there was agreement on the way the 
SSM had been applied and resulting assessment. Minor comments were 
made which were incorporated into the assessment.     

4.33 The output of Stage 2 and Stage 6.2 is an assessment proforma for each 
site, which provides details of the site proposals and the assessment results 
for each criteria. The assessments are presented at Appendix F1.396 by 
parish. For each parish there is an overview map which identifies the sites 
within the parish that were assessed, followed by proformas for each site 
which are presented in ascending order by site reference number. Table 4.2 
provides an overview of the number of sites assessed in each parish. 

Table 4.2: Number of sites assessed at Stage 2 by parish 

Parish Number of sites assessed  
at Stage 2 

Number of sites assessed 
 at Stage 6.2 

Chigwell 2 N/A 

High Ongar N/A 3 

Loughton 1 1 

Nazeing 1 1 

North Weald Bassett 3 2 

Waltham Abbey N/A 2 

4.6 Stage 6.3: Identify Candidate Preferred Sites 

4.6.1 Identifying Sites for Further Testing  

4.34 Paragraph 4.68 of the SSM states that: “the purpose of this stage [Stage 
6.3] is to identify the candidate Preferred Sites, which best meet the 
Council's preferred growth strategy. This stage will consider Tranche 1 and 
Tranche 2 sites assessed at Stages 2 and 6.2, respectively, and will be 

                                                 
95 This appendix is being finalised and will be published once the detailed write-up has been 
completed. 

96 This appendix is being finalised and will be published once the detailed write-up has been 
completed. 
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undertaken in parallel for employment and residential sites. Traveller sites 
assessed under the TSSM will also be considered in parallel.” Sites for all 
three uses were considered at the same time. 

4.35 As confirmed by footnote 8 of the SSM, Tranche 1 sites were not assessed 
at this stage if they had been re-assessed as part of a Tranche 2 site or the 
site had been withdrawn for consideration through the site selection 
process.  

4.36 In order to identify those sites proposed for employment use which should 
be subject to further testing a four step process was followed, in accordance 
with the requirements of paragraphs 4.73 to 4.75 of the SSM.  

4.37 The four steps can be summarised as follows and were undertaken through 
a meeting of the Local Plan Officer Working Group on 18 August 2017: 

 Step 1: Identifying suitable strategic options to accommodate growth.  

 Step 2: Assessing site suitability.  

 Step 3: Assigning sites against the land preference hierarchy. 

 Step 4: Identifying sites for further testing. 

Step 1: Identifying Suitable Strategic Options to Accommodate Growth 

4.38 Paragraph 4.73 of the SSM states that this stage will firstly look at “which 
settlements are the preferred locations for the different B Use Class uses” 
drawing on the findings of the Employment Review (Hardisty Jones 
Associates, December 2017). As identified in Section 4.1, the District has 
two sub-markets: 

 The area within and around the M25, which broadly comprises the 
southwest of the District. This includes the following settlements: 
Buckhurst Hill, Chigwell, Loughton/Debden, Theydon Bois and 
Waltham Abbey.  

 The area outside the M25 which is characterised as more rural with 
smaller towns. This includes the following settlements: Epping, 
Nazeing, North Weald Bassett and Ongar.  

4.39 The Employment Review identified strong demand and a shortage of 
supply across the whole of the District.  

4.40 Paragraph 4.74 of the SSM also identified that the FEMA level work may 
provide guidance on: “the quantum of employment land required across the 
FEMA and how such needs should be distributed across the authorities.” 
At the time the workshop was undertaken the findings of the Employment 
Review were emerging and there was a lack of clarity on the role that 
Harlow might play. Therefore, whilst the Employment Review now 
confirms that there is no evidence that the District currently serves a wider 
Harlow market area or that there is a need to meet Harlow requirements or 
serve the Harlow market, at the time of the workshop it was considered that 
sites around Harlow should not be discounted at this Step.  
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4.41 On the basis of this guidance, and reflecting that there is strong demand for 
employment land across the District, it was judged that all sites in all 
settlements should progress for site specific assessment.  

Step 2: Assessing Site Suitability 

4.42 In accordance with paragraph 4.73, this Step considered in more detail the 
suitability of each of the 16 remaining employment sites. When undertaking 
the more detailed consideration of sites regard was had to paragraph 4.25 of 
the SSM, which states that: “in general…those sites with the most dark 
green (++) and least red scores (--) are likely to be the most suitable [sites] 
for allocation”. Paragraph 4.25 then goes on to say: “however, in common 
with all site selection/allocation processes, the identification of candidate 
Preferred Site will involve an element of planning judgement, the effect of 
which on outcomes cannot be prejudged. It should also be noted that in 
exercising planning judgement different weight may be given to each of the 
criteria reflecting the characteristics of the sites being assessed under the 
SSM. Where this is the case, the rationale for applying different weight to 
the criteria in relation to a particular site will be documented.” 

4.43 Therefore, for each site a judgement was made as to whether it was 
considered suitable or not suitable for employment uses. In reaching this 
judgement, regard was had to all relevant material considerations including 
the findings of the Stage 2/6.2 assessment, the outcomes of the transport, 
infrastructure and HRA modelling of the Draft Local Plan sites, local 
knowledge and feedback from the Draft Local Plan consultation. A 
justification for the judgements made was documented with reference to the 
particular material considerations considered relevant to the site. The tables 
at Appendix F1.497 provides a justification on a site by site basis for the 
judgement made. 

Step 3: Assigning Sites to the Land Preference Hierarchy  

4.44 Prior to the Local Plan Officer Working Group workshop sites were 
assigned to the supplemented land preference hierarchy. In accordance with 
paragraph 4.75 of the SSM, the sites were ranked against the considerations 
set out in paragraph 4.26 of the SSM98 as well as an additional 
consideration which identified whether a site comprised an extension to an 
existing employment site or a new employment site.    

Step 4: Identifying Sites for Further Testing  

4.45 Table 4.3 identifies, by settlement, the number of sites (containing Tranche 
1 and Tranche 2) and capacity of those sites located within each of the 
categories, which are judged to be suitable for employment uses. It should 
be noted that Table 4.3 only displays those six categories into which sites 

                                                 
97 This appendix is being finalised and will be published once the detailed write-up has been 
completed. 

98 In accordance with the methodology set out in Appendix B1.5.1. This appendix is being 
finalised and will be published once the detailed write-up has been completed. 
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fall. In total, five sites comprising 63.6 ha were judged as being suitable for 
employment uses. In order to provide flexibility to meet the office and 
industrial employment requirements and provide a sufficient buffer pending 
the results of the deliverability assessment at Stage 6.4 it was determined 
that all sites judged to be suitable should be put forward for further testing. 

4.46 At the workshop, there was also consideration of whether sites should 
comprise mixed use development (in accordance with paragraph 4.76 of the 
SSM). Where such sites were identified for mixed use development, this is 
identified in the capacity assessment, the output of which is reported in 
Appendix F1.5.299. This included identifying the potential for residential-
led schemes to accommodate employment provision for small and medium 
enterprises (SMEs).  

Table 4.3: Summary of site categorisation by settlement 

Settlement 
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Harlow Sites 1  1     

Land (ha) 0.9  0.9     

Loughton Sites 1  1     

Land (ha) 5.0  5.0     

North Weald Bassett Sites 1 1      

Land (ha) 30.8 30.8      

Waltham Abbey Sites 2  1  1   

Land (ha) 26.9  1.3  25.6   

TOTAL Sites 5 1 3  1   

Land (ha) 63.6 30.8 7.2  25.6   

4.6.2 More Detailed Assessment for Employment Sites  

4.47 Paragraph 4.78 of the SSM states that: “for each site taken forward for 
further testing, more detailed capacity testing may be undertaken in 
accordance with paragraphs 4.35 and 4.36.” Paragraph 4.35 of the SSM 
relates to ensuring employment sites provide flexibility of use (in 
accordance with national policy) and paragraph 4.36 of the SSM notes that 
the needs of SMEs should be met through the proposed site allocations.  

4.48 With regards to the type of B Use Class uses, which sites might be allocated 
for, the Employment Land Supply Assessment provided an indication of the 
preferred primary and secondary employment uses for sites based on an 
appraisal existing/previous site uses and the sensitivity of surrounding land 

                                                 
99 This appendix is being finalised and will be published once the detailed write-up has been 
completed. 
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uses. Such uses were therefore identified in a policy neutral context and 
indicated a strong offer of sites suited to B8 Use Class uses. To ensure that 
the final portfolio of sites would be capable of meeting the requirement of 
the District (which comprises limited B1a office floorspace along with B1c 
and B8 industrial uses) the ability of the sites to accommodate a more 
flexible mix of employment uses was considered. Table 4.4 summarises the 
employment uses identified in the Employment Land Supply Assessment 
and the further assessment undertaken as part of the site selection process. 
Where appropriate, this review of employment uses also considered 
opportunities to provide space for SMEs.  

Table 4.4: Assessment of employment uses for each site 

Site Employment Land 
Supply Assessment 

Site Selection Assessment 

Primary 
Use 

Secondary 
Use 

SR-0006-N 

Dorrington Farm, 
Rye Hill Road, 
Harlow, Essex, 
CM18 7JF 

B8 B1c/B2 This site is located within the wider Latton 
Priory site (SR-0046A-N), which was 
identified for allocation in the Draft Local 
Plan. Therefore, any expansion of this site 
should contribute to achieving the 
aspirations for this Garden Town 
community and wider Harlow and Gilston 
Garden Town. Since SR-0046A-N would be 
a residential-led development, it was judged 
that B1a/b would be the most suitable type 
of employment use and would support 
Garden Town principles by enabling small 
scale employment provision, which could 
comprise start-up or grow-on space.  

EMP-0002b 

Land to rear of 
Langston Road 
Industrial Estate and 
West of M25, 
Loughton, IG10 3DQ 

B8 B1a/b The site comprises an extension to an 
existing Industrial Estate with good public 
transport connectivity. This site therefore 
represents an appropriate location to meet 
demand for start-up and grow-on space for 
high tech and other niche sectors, which 
generally comprise B2 uses.   

SR-0940 

North Weald 
Airfield, North 
Weald, CM16 6HR 

B8 B1a/b North Weald Airfield represents a strategic 
employment site within the District. To 
provide maximum flexibility to enable it to 
respond to market requirements it was 
judged that the site would be suitable for 
B1/B2/B8 uses.  

SR-0375-N 

Galley Hill Road 
Industrial Estate, 
Waltham Abbey, 
EN9 2AG 

B8 N/A The existing industrial estate is in B8 use. In 
order to provide flexibility for the site in the 
future it was judged that the site would be 
suitable for B2/B8 uses.  
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Site Employment Land 
Supply Assessment 

Site Selection Assessment 

Primary 
Use 

Secondary 
Use 

SR-1034-Z 

Land adjacent to the 
north of A121, south 
of Waltham Abbey, 
EN9 3AA 

SR-0939, which is a 
smaller land parcel 
within SR-1034-Z was 
assessed in the 
Employment Land 
Supply Assessment. It 
was assessed for B8 as 
the primary use and 
B1a/b as the secondary 
use. 

A key objective of the Local Plan is to 
support the regeneration and revitalisation of 
Waltham Abbey’s town centre. It was 
considered that B1a office uses in this 
location would detract from achieving this 
aspiration. Given the sites access to the 
strategic road network (M25 Motorway) it 
was judged that the site would be suitable 
for B1c/B2/B8 uses.  

4.49 In addition, some checks were undertaken the site boundary of each of the 
employment sites. Where a change was made this is recorded in the site 
proformas (with the deliverability assessment) presented in Appendix 
F1.5.2100. The assessments are presented by settlement. For each settlement 
there is an overview map which identifies the sites within the settlement 
that were assessed, followed by proformas for each site which are presented 
in ascending order by site reference number. 

4.7 Stage 6.4: Deliverability Assessment 

4.7.1 Developer Survey 

4.50 Paragraph 4.81 of the SSM confirms that: “Information collected from 
promoters Call for Sites forms will be supplemented by updated 
information from promoters/developers/landowners and further technical 
studies. As a minimum, a proforma will be sent to all Tranche 2 site 
promoters/developers/landowners (as appropriate), which proceed to Stage 
6.2 to validate the information provided in the Call for Sites form and to 
seek further, more detailed information on proposals.” 

4.51 To maintain consistency with the SSM, in 2016 a similar online survey to 
that sent to land promoters/developers of residential sites was sent to 
landowners of proposed traveller sites (these were sent to the owners of the 
sites who indicated potential availability at Stage 2 and the owners of 
existing traveller sites identified for potential 
intensification/regularisation)101. Amendments to the survey questions were 
developed in coordination with the Council and in response to the Council’s 
information requirements including those topics identified for assessment at 
Stage 4 of the SSM. 

                                                 
100 This appendix is being finalised and will be published once the detailed write-up has been 
completed. 

101 Respondents were asked additional questions on proposed land use and end users for the sites 
(versus the 2016 survey). 
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4.52 A series of questions were posed through the survey, a copy of which is 
provided at Appendix F1.5.1102, which can be broadly grouped as follows: 

 Contact information; 

 Ownership and availability;  

 Achievability; 

 On-going engagement. 

4.53 Respondents were also provided with the opportunity to submit additional 
information to support their responses, including drawings, plans and any 
other relevant technical work undertaken to date. 

4.54 Invitations to complete the survey were issued electronically in a series of 
tranches to promoters, developers and/or landowners for all sites that 
proceeded to Stage 6.2, where contact information was available. In total, 
10 proformas were issued at this stage (26 June 2017). Respondents were 
provided a minimum of two weeks to respond to the survey. In total, seven 
survey responses were received. 

4.7.2 Availability and Achievability Assessment  

4.55 Paragraph 4.80 of the SSM states that: “the purpose of this stage [Stage 
6.4] is to consider the deliverability of the candidate Preferred Sites to 
inform…. the Plan. Stage 6.1, 6.2 and 6. 3 considered the suitability of the 
site and, therefore, this stage focuses on whether a site is deliverable, 
specifically: 

 Whether the site is available now, or is it likely to become available 
during the Local Plan period? 

 Whether there is a reasonable prospect that development will be 
achievable within the appropriate timescales?” 

4.56 Appendix B to the SSM sets out the matters which will be subject to the 
availability and achievability assessment. Employment sites were therefore 
assessed against the following criteria: 

 Availability: site ownership, existing uses, on-site restrictions and site 
availability.  

 Achievability103: site marketability, on-site physical and infrastructure 
constraints and impact on mineral deposits.  

 Overview assessment of constraints: insurmountable constraints.  

                                                 
102 This appendix is being finalised and will be published once the detailed write-up has been 
completed. 

103 Appendix B to the SSM states that employment sites will be assessed for site viability. At the 
time the SSM was drafted it was anticipated that information on site viability for employment sites 
would be forthcoming through other evidence base studies. However, this information was not 
available at the time the assessment was undertaken.  
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4.57 Further details on each criteria including how the assessment was 
undertaken are provided at Appendix B1.6.2104. For each criteria a RAG 
rating system was utilised using a scale of three scores. The assessment of 
the five sites was completed using a combination of GIS analysis, 
information from the land promoter/developer survey or other information 
held by the Council and planning judgement. Where a planning judgement 
was made, an explanation for this judgement is provided in the 
deliverability proforma presented in Appendix F1.5.2105.  

4.58 Moderation of the deliverability assessment was undertaken as part of the 
allocation workshop on 18/19 October 2017. Generally there was 
agreement on the way the SSM had been applied and resulting assessment. 
Minor comments were made which were incorporated into the assessment.     

4.59 Generally the five sites scored positively against the Stage 6.4 assessment; 
all sites will be available within the first five years of the Plan period and 
are subject to none or limited constraints which are not judged to affect the 
deliverability of the site.  

4.7.3 Identifying Sites for Allocation   

4.60 Following completion of the availability and achievability assessment a 
Local Plan Officer Working Group meeting was held on 18/19 October 
2017 to identify which sites should be allocated in the Submission Local 
Plan. In accordance with paragraph 4.86 of the SSM this meeting was held 
in parallel for employment, residential and traveller sites. At the meeting a 
decision was made for each employment site as to whether it should be 
allocated or not in the Submission Local Plan. This decision was informed 
by all relevant material considerations. In accordance with paragraph 4.86 
this included: 

 the findings of the availability and achievability assessment;

 the findings of the transport, education and HRA technical
assessments106; and

 accordance with the updated settlement visions107.

4.61 The following additional considerations were also taken into account: 

 accordance with the Local Plan Strategy and associated hierarchy
(which reflects the site selection hierarchy set out at paragraphs 4.26

104 This appendix is being finalised and will be published once the detailed write-up has been 
completed. 

105 This appendix is being finalised and will be published once the detailed write-up has been 
completed. 

106 Details of the technical assessments and results will be presented in Appendix B1.6.5. This 
appendix is being finalised and will be published once the detailed write-up has been completed. 

107 These will be presented in Appendix C. This appendix is being finalised and will be published 
once the detailed write-up has been completed. 
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and 4.75 of the SSM) in terms of expansion of existing sites before 
identifying new sites and maximising the sites allocated in each 
category before moving onto the next; 

 feedback from the Draft Local Plan consultation;

 emerging Neighbourhood Plans which include proposed site
allocations; and

 local knowledge.

4.62 A justification for the decisions made at the workshop on 18/19 October 
was documented; this write-up is presented in Appendix F1.5.3108. 

4.63 Following completion of the availability and achievability assessment, a 
review of insurmountable constraints was undertaken. Each site was 
assessed ‘in the round’ to identify whether any restrictions or constraints, 
either individually or collectively, could be deemed insurmountable. The 
assessment took into account all achievability criteria in the Stage 6 
assessment.  The assessment was undertaken qualitatively and utilised 
professional judgement to determine whether restrictions or constraints 
would be likely to be insurmountable. The assessment of insurmountable 
constraints is documented in Appendix F1.5.3109. On the basis of this 
further assessment no amendments were made to the proposed site 
allocations. 

4.64 Further details on whether specific sites have been identified for allocation 
along with the associated justification is presented at Appendix F1.5.3110. 
Maps are presented by settlement, which confirm whether a site has been 
identified for allocation or not. The accompanying table provides a 
justification on a site by site basis for the judgement made. Details of the 
Council’s employment land trajectory is presented in the Submission Local 
Plan. 

4.65 In summary, the Council has selected a portfolio of sites which will achieve 
the Local Plan Strategy. The sites proposed for allocation comprise five 
locations distributed across the District which will support delivery of 
approximately 23 hectares of employment land. This is in excess of the 17-
21 hectares needed to meet the employment requirement in the District and 
ensures sufficient flexibility to respond to unforeseen demands and to 
provide for a range and choice of sites in terms of typology, location, mix 
and phasing.  

4.66 Table 4.5 identifies the estimated likely amount of employment land in 
each settlement that the Council will make provision for through the 

108 This appendix is being finalised and will be published once the detailed write-up has been 
completed. 

109 This appendix is being finalised and will be published once the detailed write-up has been 
completed. 

110 This appendix is being finalised and will be published once the detailed write-up has been 
completed. 
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Submission Local Plan and confirms the number of sites identified for 
allocation in each settlement.  

Table 4.5: Estimated likely amount of employment land and floorspace by 
settlement 

Settlement Estimated likely 
amount of 

employment land 
(ha) 

Proposed B 
Use Class 

use(s) 

Estimated likely 
amount of 

employment 
floorspace (sqm) 

Number of 
sites identified 
for allocation 

Harlow 1 B1a/b 5,640 1

Loughton 10 B1c/B2/B8 4,000 1

North Weald 
Bassett 

0.94 B1a/B1b 40,000 1

Waltham 
Abbey 

11.28 B1c/B2/B8 45,120 2

4.67 In addition to identifying sites for allocation which provide new 
employment land and in accordance with the findings of the Employment 
Review and the Employment Land Supply Assessment, the Council has 
concluded that the majority of existing employment sites should be 
designated for on-going employment use within the Local Plan (a total of 
57 sites are designated for employment use).  These sites are well used and 
their on-going protection will provide an important contribution to the 
future supply of employment land in the District. However, taking into 
account the quality of sites, as well as their planning history, the Council 
has concluded that the following existing sites should not be designated for 
employment use within the Local Plan: 

 E-111 - The Chimes Centre, Old Nazeing Road, EN10 6QU

 E-117 - Patches Farm, Galley Hill Road, Waltham Abbey, EN9 2AG

 ELR-0096 - Chase Farm, Off Vicarage Lane, North Weald Bassett,
CM16 6AL

 ELR-0100 - Stoneshot Farm, Hoe Lane, Nazeing

 SR-0173 - Fyfield Research and Business Park, Fyfield Road, Chipping
Ongar, CM5 0GZ

 SR-0943 - Stationbridge House, Blake Hall Road, Chipping Ongar,
Essex, CM5 9LW

 SR-0946 - Broxlea Nursery, Nursery Road, Nazeing, Essex, EN9 2JE

 SR-0951 - Garden Centre, Crown Hill, Waltham Abbey, Essex, EN9
3TF

4.68 These sites are not considered to have ‘a reasonable prospect’ of being used 
for employment purposes over the course of the Plan period, and are 
therefore not being afforded long-term protection, in accordance with 
national policy. 
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4.7.4 Exceptional Circumstances 

4.69 In order to support the proposed site allocations alterations may be required 
to the District’s Green Belt boundary. The NPPF requires that exceptional 
circumstances are demonstrated to justify any alteration to the Green Belt 
boundary, whether this is to remove or create areas of Green Belt. There is 
no clear definition of what amounts to exceptional circumstances, but case 
law is clear that any justification must be responsive to local conditions and 
take into account a range of factors. 

4.70 As indicated in Section 4.1, the FEMA authorities jointly commissioned 
and are signed-up to the West Essex and East Hertfordshire Assessment of 
Employment Needs (Hardisty Jones Associates, October 2017), which 
provides an informed basis for future plan making across the Area. The 
study included a proposed distribution of employment land across the 
FEMA which takes into account local circumstances including constraints 
and land availability. It is intended that the support for the findings of the 
study is reflected in a further MoU.  

4.71 The SSM sets out a clear strategy to minimise the use of Green Belt land 
for development. Paragraph 4.26 of the SSM sets out a sequential approach 
in which non-Green Belt land is prioritised for development over land 
within the Green Belt; within this Green Belt sites on land of least value are 
preferred over sites on land of most value to the Green Belt.  

4.72 Table 4.3 shows that there is insufficient suitable land located within 
settlements and outside the Green Belt to meet the employment requirement 
of the District within the Plan period. In order to meet the development 
requirement identified, and achieve sustainable forms of development in 
and around existing settlements, alterations to the Green Belt boundaries 
are necessary. 

4.73 The site allocations proposed in the Submission Local Plan will require 
alterations to the Green Belt boundary in North Weald Bassett and 
Waltham Abbey. In addition, since SR-0006-N is located within the area 
identified for release to support the Latton Priory garden community, this 
site will also benefit from removal from the Green Belt.  

4.74 In arriving at the proposed site allocations consideration has been given to 
where there is likely to be demand for employment land in the future, the 
suitability of individual sites to accommodate development and their 
deliverability over the Plan period. The sites proposed for allocation 
therefore represent the minimum land take required from the Green Belt to 
enable the Council to meet the District’s employment requirement through 
a strategy that is both sustainable and deliverable. Such an approach 
accords with the requirements of national policy. 
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Site Selection Methodology 

1 Introduction 

1.1 This note explains the proposed methodology for identifying suitable sites for 
residential and employment development to meet identified needs, the most 
suitable of which will be selected and included as proposed site allocations in the 
Epping Forest District Local Plan ("the Local Plan") – Draft Local Plan 
Consultation. A separate note addresses the methodology to be followed for 
identifying and selecting preferred sites allocations for traveller site development 
in the Local Plan. Stage 6 of this note has been updated following the Regulation 
18 consultation and associated analysis of representations to outline the process 
that will be followed to identify proposed residential and employment site 
allocations in the Regulation 19 Pre-submission Local Plan. Sections 2 and 3 of 
this note along with Stages 1 to 5 of Section 4 remain unchanged from the version 
published in October 2016 as part of the Draft Local Plan consultation.   

1.2 The site selection methodology (SSM) takes account of relevant government 
policy and practice guidance contained within the National Planning Policy 
Framework (NPPF) and Planning Practice Guidance (PPG), respectively; together 
with the work undertaken by a number of other planning authorities at varying 
stages of plan making, including from adopted plans. The review of the 
methodology in February 2017 also took into account the proposed amendments 
to the NPPF identified in the Housing White Paper Fixing our broken housing 
market.  

1.3 The evidence base informing the preparation of the Local Plan must include 
"adequate, up-to-date and relevant evidence about the economic, social and 
environmental characteristics and prospects of the area. …" (NPPF, paragraph 
158). 

1.4 To be adequate, the evidence base must be robust, assessments should be founded 
upon a cogent methodology, undertaken in a transparent manner and fully 
documented at key stages. Professional judgements require justification and site 
selection decisions must be clearly explained.   
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2 Planning Policy and Guidance 

National Planning Policy Framework  

2.1 The Local Plan must allocate sufficient land in appropriate locations to ensure 
supply for the 15-year plan period. The core planning principles identified in 
paragraph 17 of the NPPF note that local plans “… should take account of market 
signals, such as land prices and housing affordability, and set out a clear strategy 
for allocating sufficient land which is suitable for development in their area, 
taking account of the needs of residential and business communities...".  The core 
planning principles also state that "Allocations of land for development should 
prefer land of lesser environmental value, where consistent with other policies in 
this Framework..." and "encourage the effective use of land by reusing land that 
has been previously developed (brownfield land), provided that it is not of high 
environmental value...".  In respect of plan-making, paragraph 157 states that 
"Crucially, Local Plans should ... allocate sites to promote development and 
flexible use of land, bringing forward new land where necessary, and provide 
detail on form, scale, access and quantum of development where appropriate" and 
"identify land where development would be inappropriate, for instance because 
of its environmental or historic significance".  

2.2 The portfolio of site allocations and/or broad locations to be included in the Local 
Plan for housing must meet the policy requirement within paragraph 47 of the 
NPPF, by which the Council should: "identify… a supply of specific deliverable 
... sites sufficient to provide five years [sic] worth of housing against their housing 
requirements with an additional buffer of 5% (moved forward from later in the 
plan period) to ensure choice and competition in the market for land..." and 
"identify a supply of specific, developable ...  sites or broad locations for growth, 
for years 6-10 and, where possible, for years 11-15". 

2.3 The terms "deliverable" and "developable" are defined in the NPPF (at footnotes 
11 and 12, respectively), in the following terms:  

"11 To be considered deliverable, sites should be available now, offer a 
suitable location for development now, and be achievable with a realistic 
prospect that housing will be delivered on the site within five years and in 
particular that development of the site is viable. Sites with planning 
permission should be considered deliverable until permission expires, 
unless there is clear evidence that schemes will not be implemented within 
five years, for example they will not be viable, there is no longer a demand 
for the type of units or sites have long term phasing plans.  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12 To be considered developable, sites should be in a suitable location for 
housing development and there should be a reasonable prospect that the 
site is available and could be viably developed at the point envisaged." 

2.4 National planning policy specifically addresses the topic "using a proportionate 
evidence base" advising local planning authorities (NPPF, paragraph 158) to 
ensure "... that their assessment of and strategies for housing, employment and 
other land uses are integrated, and they take full account of market and other 
economic signals".  Recent experience of the independent examination of other 
local plans has demonstrated the crucial importance of this aspect of government 
policy and the risks of failing to provide robust evidence to demonstrate 
adequately that the housing strategy and economic strategy are sufficiently 
'aligned' and/or satisfactorily integrated. 

2.5 The Local Plan must be justified as "... the most appropriate strategy, when 
considered against the reasonable alternatives, based on proportionate evidence” 
(see paragraph 182).  This is a key test of soundness and is fundamental to the site 
selection process. 

2.6 Finally, paragraph 152 includes the following overarching policy advice: "Local 
planning authorities should seek opportunities to achieve each of the economic, 
social and environmental dimensions of sustainable development and net gains 
across all three. Significant adverse impacts on any of these dimensions should 
be avoided and, wherever possible, alternative options which reduce or eliminate 
such impacts should be pursued. Where adverse impacts are unavoidable, 
measures to mitigate the impact should be considered. Where adequate mitigation 
measures are not possible, compensatory measures may be appropriate".  
Accordingly, the process of site selection must adhere to these principles and 
avoid significant social, environmental, or economic harm, within the context of 
other policies within the NPPF.  

2.7 These key factors and a range of other important considerations identified in the 
NPPF must be taken into account when formulating a robust and transparent site 
selection methodology, the application of which will produce the evidence 
necessary to justify the land allocations within the Local Plan.   

Planning Practice Guidance  

2.8 PPG on 'Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment' (HELAA) 
[Reference ID: 3] is silent on the issue of site selection methodologies for 
development plans. PPG recommends a staged approach to the HELAA, which is 
identified as an important evidence source to inform plan making that does not, 
of itself, determine whether a site should be allocated for development.  PPG notes 
that the HELAA provides information on the range of sites available to meet 
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identified need, but the development plan itself determines which sites are most 
suitable to meet those needs [Reference ID: 3-003-20140306].  

2.9 The guidance specifies the characteristics which should be recorded during the 
site survey as: "site size, boundaries, and location; current land use and 
character; land uses and character of surrounding area; physical constraints (e.g. 
access, contamination, steep slopes, flooding, natural features of significance, 
location of infrastructure/ utilities); potential environmental constraints; where 
relevant, development progress (e.g. ground works completed, number of units 
started, number of units completed); initial assessment of  whether the site is 
suitable for a particular type of use or as part of a mixed-use development" 
[Reference ID 3-016-20140306].  It goes on to note factors for the consideration 
of suitability, availability and achievability, all of which are accounted for in the 
Council's Strategic Land Availability Assessment (SLAA) (update 2016).  

3 Evidence available for site selection purposes 

3.1 A range of evidential sources will inform the site selection process (as detailed 
below).  The process must also be informed by the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) 
and the Habitats Regulation Assessment (HRA).  The SSM identifies the stages at 
which SA and HRA will be required.  

The relationship between the SLAA, SA, HRA, Strategic 
Sites for the Housing Market Area and the SSM  

3.2 Any SLAA acts as a conveyor belt for sites (see Figure 1). The SSM is used to 
develop a snapshot for the Local Plan of sites suitable for allocation and/or broad 
locations.  In general terms, the SLAA does not involve the assessment of sites 
against local policy priorities; whereas, the process of site selection is undertaken 
in the planning strategy context and involves making professional and planning 
judgements to produce a portfolio of sites and broad locations suitable for 
allocation and designation in the Local Plan.  Critically, the SLAA represents a 
very broad brush assessment of land; it relies heavily on data provided by 
owners/developers which may not be complete, or sufficiently rigorous and 
consistent. The SLAA provides the starting point for the site selection process and 
represents one of the inputs into the process.  

3.3 The Council has identified three key stages during the plan making process where 
reasonable alternatives should be subject to SA. These key stages are: (1) District-
wide spatial distribution alternatives (which is outside of the scope of the site 
selection process); (2) settlement-specific spatial distribution options; and (3) site 
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options, which will be integrated into the SSM. (Further detail is provided in 
Section 4 (below)).   

3.4 In relation to HRA, the SSM will need to consider the impact on European 
protected sites. The HRA will broadly mirror the key stages for the SA. In 
addition, an initial assessment of sites will be undertaken to understand the 
likelihood of any significant environmental effects arising from the potential 
allocation of individual sites so that the impact on European protected sites can be 
taken into account as part of the assessing the relative suitability of sites. The SSM 
identifies the stages at which HRA will be required.  

3.5 An assessment of strategic spatial options across the Housing Market Area is 
being undertaken concurrently to determine the most sustainable pattern of 
development across the Districts of Harlow, East Hertfordshire, Uttlesford and 
Epping Forest.  The Co-operation for Sustainable Development Board agreed to 
evaluate five spatial options through strategic transport modelling, sustainability 
appraisal, deliverability appraisal (including the infrastructure necessary to 
deliver the different options) and Habitat Regulations Assessment.  In addition, 
the Strategic Housing Market Area authorities have commissioned an assessment 
of the strategic sites in and around Harlow, including those sites in East 
Hertfordshire and Epping Forest Districts.  The Council has worked with 
AECOM, the consultants appointed to undertake the strategic sites assessment, to 
align, where possible, the methodology, criteria and data sources for these two 
pieces of work.  Section 4 (below) identifies the stages at which the Council will 
either cross-check its assessment with, or rely upon the assessment undertaken by 
AECOM.  

 

Figure 1: Purpose of the SLAA 
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Recommendations from studies relevant to site selection 

3.6 A number of the evidence base studies that have been produced for the Council, 
which contain reference to and recommendations about how data should inform 
later stages of the plan making process, including site selection.  The relevant 
evidence base studies are outlined below.  

3.7 Level 1 Strategic Flood Risk Assessment Update – (2015) ("SFRAU") – the output 
from the SFRAU should be used to direct development to Flood Zone 1. Where 
development cannot be located in Flood Zone 1, the Council should use the 
Environment Agency’s Flood Maps to apply the Sequential Test to their 
remaining land allocations. Where the need to apply the Exception Test is 
identified due to there being insufficient number of suitable sites for development 
within zones of lower flood risk, the scope of the SFRA may need to be widened 
to a Level 2 assessment. The need for a Level 2 assessment cannot be fully 
determined until the Council has applied the Sequential Test.  It is recommended 
that as soon as the need for the Exception Test is established, a Level 2 SFRA 
should be undertaken by a suitably qualified expert to provide timely input to the 
overall plan making process.  The SFRAU does not currently include the new 
Climate Change Allowances introduced by the Environment Agency on 19 
February 2016 and, at present therefore their likely impact is not clear.  At present, 
it is understood that the flood risk mapping contained in the SFRAU will not 
change.  For the purposes of identifying preferred sites to support the Draft Local 
Plan Consultation, it is proposed that the data contained in the SFRAU be used.  
Following consultation with the retained consultants and the Environment Agency 
on the SFRA, issues around Climate Change Allowances will be accounted for as 
part of a Level 2 SFRA. 

3.8 Landscape Character Assessment (2010) – does not specifically reference site 
allocation but does highlight components of policy that are of relevance, namely:  

• Landscape character and local distinctiveness to be protected, conserved and, 
where possible, enhanced; 

• Proposals for development to take into account the key characteristics, local 
distinctiveness and sensitivities to change; 

• Development to be permitted where it can protect, conserve and enhance: 

o Landscape character and local distinctiveness of the area; 

o The distinctive setting of, and relationship between, settlement buildings 
and the landscape, including important views; 

o The function of watercourses, woodland, trees, field boundaries, 
vegetation and other landscape features such as ecological corridors; 
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o The special qualities of rivers, waterways, wetlands and their 
surroundings; 

o The topography of the area including sensitive skylines, hillsides and 
geological features. 

3.9 Settlement Edge Landscape Sensitivity Study (2010) – the report will inform 
options for settlement growth in landscape terms and inform site allocations.  

3.10 Employment Land Review (2010) contains assessments of sites in use for 
employment purposes. During the spring/summer 2016 this report is being 
selectively updated to ensure that the information is up-to-date.  

3.11 Settlement Capacity Study (2016) – identified a series of sites within the existing 
settlements that have been included in the SLAA 2016 Update.  In addition, there 
are ‘brown belt’ sites identified by the Settlement Capacity Study that duplicate 
parts of sites already identified through the SLAA.  

4 Stages of the Methodology 

Approach to site selection  

4.1 The NPPF indicates a range of criteria pertinent to site selection in the breadth of 
factors it addresses. A critical factor for the Council is to establish the principal 
criteria that will inform appropriate site selection in the context that there will be 
a need for some of the land supply - assuming the objectively assessed housing 
need and objectively assessed employment need is identified for Epping Forest 
District in the Strategic Housing Market Area is met in full within the District – 
to arise from a review of Green Belt boundaries. Consideration will also need to 
be given to safeguarding land for the future in order to ensure the long term 
security of any new Green Belt boundary. Account will be taken of any future 
changes to the NPPF; in particular, the use of previously developed land in the 
Green Belt – in the event of that foreshadowed change being made during 2016.  

4.2 The consideration of sites needs to demonstrate that all reasonable alternatives 
have been assessed consistently and thoroughly. It is common for this issue to be 
the subject of detailed scrutiny during the examination of local plans.  The SSM 
will take the form of a staged process, reflecting good practice amongst other local 
authorities at more advanced stages of plan making.  The staged approach 
comprises the application of a series of more detailed assessments to identify the 
most suitable sites for allocation, by which sites are sifted out at each stage of the 
process. Further detail on each of the proposed stages is set out in the following 
sub-sections.  
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4.3 It is clear from an examination of other site selection methodologies that the 
criteria used in site selection are all very similar.1  However, in some instances, 
individual methodologies include local assessment criteria, that may impact 
significantly on local results.  The inclusion of such criteria appears to be justified 
by reference to local circumstance and policy priorities.  

4.4 For the sake of comprehensiveness, sites identified in the SLAA Update (2016) 
and potentially suitable traveller sites will be included in the site selection process.  
A separate note explains the methodology proposed for identifying traveller sites. 
Where these two selection processes overlap this is indicated in the following sub-
sections.  

Stage 1: Major policy constraints  

4.5 The purpose of Stage 1 will be to identify any sites that are subject to major policy 
constraints identified in the NPPF, or by reference to local considerations, such 
that development of the candidate site would likely cause significant social, 
environmental or economic harm in accordance with paragraph 152 of the NPPF.  

4.6 The starting point for identifying sites that will be subject to the SSM is the SLAA. 
Before sites were assessed through the SLAA, a filtering process was undertaken 
to sift out sites that had been identified through various sources but were 
considered unsuitable. The SLAA methodology was developed in 2012, before 
PPG for HELAA’s was first published on 6 March 2014 and updated on 1 April 
2016.  The approach adopted in the SLAA in respect of filtering sites has therefore 
been reviewed for the SSM to ensure that all potentially suitable sites are 
considered. The review of SLAA sites, to determine which sites should be subject 
to the SSM, will include consideration of the following: 

• Sites filtered out in the SLAA because they are: a duplicate site; subject to 
extant planning permission; being promoted for non-housing or employment 
uses; subject to an existing continuing use; and/or located outside the 
boundary of Epping Forest District will not be assessed through the SSM; 

• Sites discounted at Stage A (strategic constraints)2 of the SLAA process will 
be re-assessed through the SSM; 

• Sites greater than 0.2 hectares in area, or capable of delivering six or more 
dwellings will be assessed through the SSM. (Sites proposed for residential 

                                                 

1  Selby DC's 'PLAN Selby Site Allocations: A Framework for Site Selection' (Stakeholder 
Engagement Draft, 24 June 2015), which includes (at Section 5 and Appendix B) the results of a 
peer review of SSMs undertaken by other LPAs. 

2  Further details of the strategic constraints are provided in the SLAA Update (2016).  
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use will only need to meet one of these criteria in order to be assessed through 
the SSM.)  

4.7 With regard to the site size/capacity threshold, the PPG advises for HELAA’s that: 
“The assessment should consider all sites and broad locations capable of 
delivering five or more dwellings or economic development on sites of 0.25ha (or 
500m2 of floor space) and above. Where appropriate, plan makers may wish to 
consider alternative site size thresholds.” [Reference ID: 3-011-20140306]. The 
proposed thresholds for the SSM differ slightly from those set out in the PPG as 
follows: 

• For employment sites, the threshold is smaller than that stated in the PPG. For 
continuity with the SLAA and completeness the smaller site size threshold 
will be used. Such an approach is considered to be broadly consistent with the 
PPG.  

• For residential sites the proposed approach for site selection is considered to 
align closely with the PPG since it enables all sites capable of accommodating 
six or more dwellings to be assessed. With regard to the number dwellings, 
the approach in the SLAA (which established the six-unit threshold) is 
considered appropriate given the large number of sites identified in the District 
and that sites capable of accommodating five dwellings or fewer will be 
accounted for in the Council’s calculations regarding future likely housing 
windfall.  

4.8 Sites identified for assessment through the SSM will be considered either for 
housing or employment (Use Class B).  It is to be noted that planned growth of 
other employment uses, including glasshouses and visitor accommodation, will 
require land within the District over the Plan period. However, the Council 
considers that adopting a criteria-based policy approach to identifying sites for 
such uses provides the most appropriate way to positively plan for economic 
growth in the District and provides maximum flexibility for these sectors to 
respond to market conditions and signals.  Such an approach is consistent with 
NPPF, paragraph 21 (second bullet point), which requires local planning 
authorities in their Local Plans to "set criteria or identify strategic sites, for local 
and inward investment to match the strategy and to meet anticipated needs over 
the plan period”.  Sites identified in the SLAA for non-Class B uses have been 
removed from the pool of candidate sites that will be subject to the site selection 
process unless the secondary use identified in the SLAA was either for residential 
or Class B employment uses.  

4.9 It is understood that a number of very large sites have been identified through the 
SLAA for which there are no detailed proposals and which cannot meaningfully 
be assessed as currently defined. Such sites will be identified by officers who will 
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use existing natural features and boundaries to sub-divide sites. Should officers 
identify any large sites potentially for sub-division which have been promoted by 
a third party, sites will only be sub-divided where there is agreement with the site 
promoter.   

4.10 Each site will be screened against the criteria set out in Table 1 (below) using a 
Geographic Information Systems (GIS) database. The site boundary for each site 
will be taken from the SLAA.   

4.11 The SLAA identifies the primary and secondary use for the sites. The assessment 
will first assess the suitability of the site for the primary use identified; it is this 
use which will be considered at Stages 2 and 3.  Where a site is not selected as a 
preferred site for the primary use and insufficient sites have been identified for 
the secondary use, the site will be re-assessed to consider its suitability for the 
secondary use.  Sites will not be re-assessed in other circumstances.   

4.12 The scoring will comprise a ‘yes’ or ‘no’ score against the criteria indicating 
whether a site should be removed from the sift. If a site scores ‘yes’ on one or 
more criteria it will be removed from the sift and will not be taken forward to 
Stage 2.  

4.13 Sites which score ‘no’ for all criteria will be taken forward to Stage 2.  

No. Major policy constraint Justification for major policy constraint 

1 Remove sites where no part of 
the site is located within the 
settlement buffer zones.  

The NPPF contains a presumption in favour of sustainable 
development (paragraph 14). The core planning principles 
identify as part of this that planning should “take account of the 
different roles and character of different areas promoting the 
vitality of our main urban areas, protecting Green Belts around 
them, recognising the intrinsic character and beauty of the 
countryside…” and “actively manage patterns of growth to 
make the fullest possible use of public transport, walking and 
cycling, and focus significant development in locations which 
are or can be made sustainable”.  

The NPPF therefore indicates a preference for development to 
be located in areas which can access services and facilities. 
Reflecting this, as part of the Green Belt Review Stage 1 (2015) 
the Council identified buffers for towns, large villages and 
small villages (as determined through the Settlement Hierarchy 
Topic Paper (2015)). The buffers identify the areas outside 
existing towns, large villages and small villages which could 
access key services and therefore might theoretically be 

suitable for development 3 . These buffers will be used to 

                                                 

3 Further detail on the methodology used to calculate the buffers is contained in the Green Belt 
Review - Stage 1 Report. 
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No. Major policy constraint Justification for major policy constraint 

determine whether sites comprise a sustainable location within 
the District.  

2 Remove sites entirely within 
Flood Risk Zone 3b. 

Paragraph 100 of the NPPF states that “inappropriate 
development in areas of risk of flooding should be avoided by 
directing development away from areas of highest risk…” and 
then sets out that the Sequential Test and if necessary the 
Exceptions Test should be applied. Table 3 (flood risk 
vulnerability and flood zone ‘compatibility') in the PPG 
provides further guidance on flood zones including where 
development may be appropriate. It confirms that with the 
exception of essential infrastructure (where the Exception Test 
would need to be applied) and water compatible uses, other 
uses should not be permitted in Zone 3b [Reference ID: 7-067-
20140306].   

3 Remove sites which are fully 
within internationally 
designated sites of importance 
for biodiversity.  

Paragraph 109, bullet 3, of the NPPF confirms that the planning 
system should contribute to “minimising impacts on 
biodiversity and providing net gains in biodiversity where 
possible…”. Paragraph 110 goes on to confirm that “Plans 
should allocate land with the least environmental or amenity 
value, where consistent with other polices in this Framework.” 

Circular 06/2005 provides further guidance on the 
Government’s statutory obligations in relation to 
internationally designated sites. Paragraph 55 states “… If a 
proposal for a particular type of development on a particular 
location would be likely to adversely affect the integrity of a 
such a site, or the effects of the proposal on such a site are 
uncertain, planning authorities should not allocate the site for 
that type of development unless: 
a) they are satisfied that any subsequent or current planning 
application for that proposal would be likely to pass the tests 
for derogations in regulation 49; and 
b) there is a reasonable prospect that compensatory measures 
that may be required by regulation 53 can be secured such as 
to protect the coherence of the Natura 2000 network and meet 
the requirements of the Ramsar Convention where relevant.”  

It is considered that if a site is wholly located within an 
internationally designated site that it is unlikely that the 
proposals would not affect the integrity of the site and therefore 
on that basis they should not be considered further.  

4 Remove site if fully within a 
County owned or managed 
wildlife site or Council owned 
or managed Local Nature 
Reserve. 

Where wildlife sites are owned and/or managed by Essex 
County Council or where Local Nature Reserves are owned and 
managed by EFDC – there is absolutely no intent to develop 
such sites and they are to remain in perpetuity for the purpose 
of nature conservation. 

5 Remove site if fully in City of 
London Corporation Epping 
Forest and its Buffer Land.  

Epping Forest and the Epping Forest Buffer Land (which is 
intended to relieve pressure on the Forest from outdoor 
recreation and provide alternative habitat) are to be retained in 
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No. Major policy constraint Justification for major policy constraint 

perpetuity and are therefore considered unsuitable for the 
purposes of the type of development for which sites are being 
selected.  

6 Remove site if promoted for 
residential use and the site is 
fully located within the Health 
and Safety Executive 
Consultation Zones Inner Zone. 

 

Paragraph 172 states that planning policies should be based on 
up-to-date information on the location of major hazards. The 
Glossary to the NPPF defines major hazards as: “installations 
and pipelines, licensed explosive sites and nuclear 
installations, around which Health and Safety Executive (and 
Office for Nuclear Regulation) consultation distances to 
mitigate the consequences to public safety of major accidents 
may apply.”  

The HSE’s Land Use Planning Methodology4 sets out a matrix 

for deciding whether development of a site should be advised 
against, or not. This is based on a sites location within the 
Consultation Zones (Inner, Middle, Outer), and the Level of 
Sensitivity (1 to 4) based on the use of the site. Development 
within the Inner Zone is only permissible for Level 1 uses, 
which may include employment sites, and therefore 
employment sites will not be excluded at this stage.  All 
residential sites are classified as Level 2 or above sensitivity 
(other than the smallest residential sites which fall under the 
SSM threshold). Therefore, where an entire site is promoted for 
residential use and wholly located within the Inner Zone it will 
be removed from the sift.  

Table 1: Major policy constraints 

4.14 OUTPUT for STAGE 1: Confirmation for each site subject to the SSM as to 
whether it should proceed to Stage 2 (provided as a list and in map format).  

Stage 2: Quantitative and qualitative assessment  

4.15 The purpose of Stage 2 will be to undertake more detailed quantitative and 
qualitative assessment of sites to identify the relative suitability of sites for 
housing or employment development. The assessment criteria are included at 
Appendix A, which applies a 'Red-Amber-Green' (RAG) rating system utilising a 
scale of three to five scores.  

4.16 The criteria are grouped into the following categories: 

• Impact on environmental and heritage designations and biodiversity;  

                                                 

4  Health and Safety Executive Land Use Planning Methodology, [available online] 
http://www.hse.gov.uk/landuseplanning/methodology.pdf   
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• Value to Green Belt; 

• Accessibility by public transport and to services; 

• Efficient use of land; 

• Landscape and townscape impact; 

• Physical site constraints and site conditions.  

4.17 The quantitative criteria will primarily be scored against GIS information drawn 
from the GIS database. Where qualitative criteria are utilised, a narrative on the 
planning judgements will be provided, including the need for any mitigation 
measures.  To ensure consistency in assessment across the candidate sites, Quality 
Assurance (QA) processes will be incorporated into the Stage 2 assessment 
process.  

4.18 The development of the SSM has involved consideration of criteria for other 
topics, which were discounted.  For example, consideration was given to including 
a criterion to assess climate change/opportunities for sustainable energy, however, 
the Council concluded that all sites were likely to offer similar opportunities for 
sustainable energy, and therefore this criterion is not included in Stage 2 
assessment. Other criteria considered included assessment of noise impacts and 
surface water flooding. The Council does not consider noise to be a critical 
constraint which would affect the allocation of a site; Local Plan policies will set 
out how such impacts can be mitigated. For surface water flooding, the Council 
only holds information on this matter for a limited area of the District and 
therefore it would not be possible to consistently assess sites against this matter. 
The Council also considers that surface water flooding is not a critical constraint, 
which can be addressed through Local Plan policies. Any effects on the capacity 
of a site arising from noise or surface water flooding will be determined on a site 
by site basis.   

4.19 For the Housing Market Area strategic sites, the outcomes of the Stage 2 
assessment will be cross-checked against AECOM’s work.  

4.20 The scoring for some of the criteria will be different depending on whether the 
use for the site being assessed is housing or employment; further detail is provided 
in Appendix A.  

Moderation workshop 

4.21 During the Stage 2 assessment, a workshop will be held with attendees invited 
from Council officers, Highways England, Environment Agency and Natural 
England, to moderate the results, check that there is a level of agreement on 
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judgements and regularise any apparently significant inconsistencies. Following 
the moderation workshop the site assessments will be updated.  

4.22 OUTPUT for STAGE 2: Assessment Proforma for each site considered at Stage 
2.   

Stage 3: Identify candidate Preferred Sites  

4.23 The purpose of Stage 3 is to identify the candidate Preferred Sites, which best 
meet the Council's preferred growth strategy. This will be undertaken in parallel 
for employment, residential and traveller sites and will bring together the 
assessment under this SSM and the Traveller Site Selection Methodology 
(TSSM).  

4.24 The identification of candidate Preferred Sites will involve consideration of the 
'best' fit sites for the particular settlement; and not by reference to any assessment 
of what may be 'best' for the District overall.  Therefore, in order to identify the 
most appropriate candidate Preferred Sites, at Stage 3 reasonable alternatives to 
accommodate growth in each settlement will be assessed and a decision made on 
which alternative or alternatives represent the most appropriate approach. Those 
sites located within the more suitable settlement alternatives will then be assessed 
in order to identify the ‘best’ fit sites in that settlement.   

4.25 In general, applying the RAG rating system in Appendix A, those sites with the 
most dark green (++) and least red scores (--) are likely to be the most suitable for 
allocation. However, in common with all site selection/allocation processes, the 
identification of candidate Preferred Site will involve an element of planning 
judgement, the effect of which on outcomes cannot be prejudged. It should also 
be noted that in exercising planning judgement different weight may be given to 
each of the criteria reflecting the characteristics of the sites being assessed under 
the SSM. Where this is the case, the rationale for applying different weight to the 
criteria in relation to a particular site will be documented.  

4.26 To guide the identification of the most suitable candidate Preferred Sites, each 
settlement will be considered in turn. The assessment will consider the relative 
merits of the sites and combinations thereof and then identify the more appropriate 
sites. A sequential approach to site selection will be applied, in accordance with 
the following:  

• The sequential flood risk assessment – proposing land in Flood Zone 2 and 3 
only where need cannot be met in Flood Zone 1;  

• Sites located on previously developed land within settlements (the Green Belt 
boundaries will be used as a proxy if more detailed settlement boundaries have 
not been designated);  
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• Sites located on open space within settlements where such selection would not 
adversely affect open space provision within the settlement.   

• Previously developed land within the Green Belt (in anticipation of the NPPF 
being updated to take account of the proposed changes published in December 
2015).  

• Greenfield/Green Belt land on the edge of settlements:  

o Of least value to the Green Belt if the land meets other suitable criteria 
for development.  

o Of greater value to the Green Belt if the land meets other suitable 
criteria for development. 

o Of most value to the Green Belt if the land meets other suitable criteria 
for development. 

• Agricultural land: 

o Of Grade 4-5 if the land meets other suitable criteria for development.  

o Of Grade 1-3 if the land meets other suitable criteria for development. 

4.27 In applying the hierarchy, it is noted that: 

• The settlement hierarchy will only be used as a sense check on the results 
given that the land available does not tally with the places most likely to 
provide growth in line with the existing hierarchy.  

• Since it is likely that any development will impact on traffic and hence air 
quality in the Epping Forest Special Area of Conservation, in the early parts 
of the sifting process it will not be possible to narrow the choices for the 
District based on this critical factor, which will be subject to more robust 
assessment at Stage 5 as part of assessing the cumulative impacts.  

4.28 A workshop will be held with the Local Plan Officer Working Group to identify 
candidate Preferred Sites. The workshop will consider sites on a settlement by 
settlement basis. In addition to using the hierarchy outlined above and planning 
judgement other qualitative factors will be considered including consultation 
responses received to the Issues and Options Consultation, previous feedback 
from Councillors and initial officer evaluation of sites.  

4.29 Through the workshop the rationale for release of Green Belt and demonstrating 
exceptional circumstances will be discussed. Should this review of sites not result 
in sufficient suitable sites being identified, sites with secondary uses will be re-
assessed against the Stage 2 (and if necessary Stage 1) criteria. The need to re-
visit Green Belt Stage 2 sites of greater value to the Green Belt will also be agreed 
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along with whether broad locations should be identified to deliver planned 
development in the latter stages of the plan period.  

Workshop with Members  

4.30 Once the candidate preferred sites have been identified, Members will take part in 
a workshop to discuss the emerging findings. The purpose of the workshop will 
be to brief Members on the work completed and to check for factual inaccuracies 
in the technical assessment. It will also provide an opportunity for Members to 
‘check and challenge’ the initial conclusions reached by officers. Following the 
workshop, the feedback received will be reviewed and an assessment made as to 
whether there are clear planning reasons for amending any site assessments or the 
selection of candidate preferred sites.    

More detailed assessment for housing sites  

4.31 The SLAA provides an indicative capacity for each site. This comprises a gross 
density taking account of any major site constraints. For larger sites in particular, 
there is a concern that using gross density may result in the capacity of the site 
being overstated once the need for internal roads and other infrastructure is taken 
into account.  

4.32 The Council is also progressing work which may result in amended car parking 
standards to those currently adopted by Essex County Council, which could 
increase the potential capacity of sites as assessed in the SLAA. The densities 
would also benefit from a check in anticipation of the NPPF being updated to take 
account of the proposed changes published in December 2015 regarding support 
for higher densities at transport and commuter hubs.   

4.33 The density assumptions will be reviewed for all preferred sites and updated as 
necessary to reflect the factors outlined above and any new information. Should 
this exercise substantially reduce the predicted housing capacity, additional 
appropriate sites will be identified in accordance with the methodology outlined 
at the beginning of this sub-section.  

4.34 At this stage, further consideration will also be given as to the potential mix/types 
of homes on a site to demonstrate how the needs outlined in the Strategic Housing 
Market Area plus Starter Homes will be met so that any revised mixes can be 
subject to further viability assessment. The appropriateness or ability of sites to 
accommodate mixed use development will also be considered at this stage.    
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More detailed assessment for employment sites  

4.35 A qualitative judgement reviewing current employment allocations will be needed 
to meet the Government's requirements regarding flexibility of use. The candidate 
Preferred Sites will therefore be assessed to confirm that they can comply with 
this policy requirement.  

4.36 Additionally, it is noted from the Employment Land Review (2010) that, in 
Epping Forest District, there is a critical need for future policy to cater sufficiently 
for the needs of SMEs (including incubators), which provide a sustainable option 
for economic diversification and growth.  An assessment will be made to 
determine whether the candidate preferred sites are suitable to meet this need. 

4.37 OUTPUT for STAGE 3: List and associated mapping of candidate Preferred 
Sites that will be taken forward for more detailed deliverability assessment. More 
detailed housing and employment site assessment.  

Stage 4: Deliverability  

4.38 The purpose of Stage 4 is to consider the deliverability of the candidate Preferred 
Sites to inform the housing trajectory for the Plan. Stage 1, 2 and 3 considered the 
suitability of the site and, therefore, this stage focuses on whether a site is 
deliverable, specifically: 

• Whether the site is available now, or is it likely to become available during 
the Local Plan period? 

• Whether there is a reasonable prospect that development will be achievable 
within the appropriate timescales?   

4.39 Information collected as part of the SLAA will be supplemented by updated 
information from promoters/developers/landowners, findings from the strategic 
sites assessment and further technical studies. As a minimum, a Proforma will be 
sent to all sites promoters/developers/landowners (as appropriate), which proceed 
to Stage 2 to validate the information contained in the SLAA and to seek further, 
more detailed information on proposals. This exercise will commence during 
Stage 2 to provide sufficient time for promoters/developers/landowners to 
respond. Where up-to-date landownership information is not currently held by the 
Council, landownership searches will be undertaken at HM Land Registry.  More 
detailed discussions may be held with promoters/developers/landowners of sites 
to inform this stage of the site selection process.   
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Availability 

4.40 The availability assessment will draw on the information collected as part of the 
SLAA assessment, promoter/developer/landowner Proforma and findings from 
strategic sites assessment. The assessment will consider the implications of the 
following factors for the availability of each candidate preferred site:  

• Willingness to release or sell the site within the plan period; 

• Whether the site has a sole owner or multiple owners, and the terms of 
ownership; 

• Where multiple owners, who owns the remainder of the site; 

• Whether adjacent owners are promoting their own sites for development 
collaboratively or independently; 

• If multiple owners whether there are any land /ownership constraints including 
restrictive development covenants, easements and legal agreements, public 
rights of way which may require variation; and ‘ransom strips’ or other land 
which the development is dependent on; 

• Existing on-site use(s) which would need to be relocated; 

• When the site will be brought forward for development within the plan period; 

• Phasing of development.  

Achievability 

4.41 The assessment of achievability of candidate Preferred Sites will focus on the 
following elements: 

• Viability and marketability of the sites based on information provided through 
the promoter/developer/landowner Proforma and findings from strategic sites 
assessment.  

• Confirmation that there are no insurmountable constraints to a site.  Primarily, 
this will be drawn from the Stage 1 and Stage 2 assessments but will also 
include consideration of infrastructure requirements/constraints including 
inputs from statutory undertakers and infrastructure providers as identified 
through the preparation of the Infrastructure Delivery Plan.   

Housing trajectory 

4.42 Taking into account all information submitted under the previous headings, a 
judgement will be made on the likely timescales for the development proceeding.  
Sites that are deemed to be available and suitable, which are not subject to any 
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constraints, will be considered as potential allocations within the first five years. 
For those sites that are considered suitable but have constraints, an assessment 
will be made to determine whether or not the site falls within five years, 6 to 10 
years or 11 to 15 years depending upon the nature of the constraint. Some 
constraints are likely to take longer than five years to overcome and in these cases 
the site will be considered as a potential allocation in the 6 to 10 years and 11 to 
15 years categories.  Through the Proformas, developers/agents will be asked to 
indicate the assumed timescale for development of the site, including the rate of 
unit completion over time, but a final decision on how to allocate the site will be 
based on professional judgement, taking into account the wider range of factors 
considered.  As part of this stage, the exceptional circumstances for sites located 
within the Green Belt will be re-confirmed and decision taken regarding the need 
for identifying Safeguarded Land for potential release from the Green Belt, 
beyond the end of the Local Plan period, including the appropriate duration of any 
period of safeguarding.  

Workshop with Members  

4.43 Following the more detailed assessment of the candidate preferred sites, a second 
workshop will be held with Members. The purpose of the workshop will be to 
brief Members on the further work undertaken and provide a further opportunity 
to ‘check and challenge’ the identified sites. Following the workshop, the 
feedback received will be reviewed and an assessment made as to whether there 
are clear planning reasons for amending the selection of candidate Preferred Sites. 

4.44 Once a decision has been reached on the proposed site allocations the Council will 
seek to reach written agreement with those individuals/parties promoting the 
proposed site allocations. Such documents will form part of the Council’s 
evidence base and will be used to support the proposed site allocations. It is 
envisaged that documenting and reaching written agreement with site promoters 
will be an on-going process which may commence during Stage 4 but will 
continue in parallel with Stages 5 and 6.  

4.45 OUTPUT for STAGE 4: Portfolio of proposed site allocations for the Draft Local 
Plan Consultation.  Confirmation of housing and employment land trajectory.   

Stage 5: Sustainability Appraisal/Habitats Regulation 
Assessment of candidate Preferred Sites  

4.46 The SA assessment, undertaken by AECOM, will establish the impact of the 
candidate Preferred Sites alone and in combination. AECOM will also undertake 
an HRA of the candidate Preferred Sites as well as any more detailed assessment 
required for individual sites (as identified at Stage 2).   
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Stage 6: Review of candidate Preferred Sites Following 
Draft Local Plan Consultation 

4.47 The SSM published at Appendix A of the Report on Site Selection (September 
2016) confirmed that for Stage 6: "The approach set out above is predicated on 
the assumption that further information on site suitability will be received in 
response to the Draft Local Plan consultation. Therefore, the assessment made in 
advance of the Draft Local Plan consultation will be based on the available 
information. It is not unusual for site proposals to change through the process of 
plan making as sites fall away when consulted upon and others are put forward.  

4.48 Following the Draft Local Plan consultation, the candidate Preferred Sites will 
be reviewed against any consultation responses and updated technical 
information, which is likely to include: 

• Findings from the Stage 2 Viability Study;  

• Detailed assessment of transport impacts; 

• Updated information on infrastructure requirements/constraints;  

• Level 2 SFRA.  

4.49 Where there are clear planning reasons for altering the assessment (e.g. a change 
in planning circumstances, late identification of an error or new information 
arising from updated technical information), candidate Preferred Sites may be 
discounted and new sites identified for allocation in the Local Plan.” 

4.50 To provide clarity on which sites will be assessed and how they will be assessed, 
the text for Stage 6 has been supplemented to confirm the process that will be 
followed by the Council as it develops its Regulation 19 Pre-submission Local 
Plan.  

4.51 It should be noted that in advance of the Draft Local Plan consultation, Stages 1 
to 5 of the SSM were completed for residential sites, with Stages 1 and 2 
completed for employment sites. The intention is that for the Regulation 19 Pre-
submission Local Plan proposed site allocations are identified for both residential 
and employment sites.  

Stage 6.0: Identifying Sites for Assessment  

4.52 For those sites subject to the site selection process prior to the Draft Local Plan 
consultation (which will be referred to as Tranche 1 sites hereafter), the starting 
point for their identification was the SLAA. The Council completed an update to 
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the SLAA in 2016 which included sites identified up to 31 March 20165. The 
Council has decided not to update the SLAA at this time, since the site selection 
process provides a more comprehensive assessment of site suitability, availability 
and achievability. In addition, the Council has identified the need to update its 
employment related evidence base and has commissioned an Employment 
Review, which includes updating information held on existing employment sites 
within the District as well as those sites which may have the potential to 
accommodate employment uses in the future. 

4.53 The sources of information for identifying additional sites to be subject to the 
SSM post-Draft Local Plan consultation (referred to hereafter at Tranche 2 sites) 
are different to that used for the Tranche 1 sites. In order to identify Tranche 2 
sites the following sources will be used: 

• Employment Review.  

• Call for Sites submissions received between 18 May 2016 and 31 March 2017.  

• Refused and withdrawn planning applications, live planning applications and 
pre-application enquiries received between 1 April 2016 and 31 March 2017. 

• Representations from site promoters received in response to the Draft Local 
Plan consultation which identify new sites and/or proposals for Tranche 1 sites 
which are materially different from that previously assessed. 

• Updates to the strategic sites around Harlow to align the Housing Market Area 
and District level site assessment processes to reflect up-to-date information 
available. 

4.54 Before sites are assessed through the SSM they will be reviewed to check they 
accord with the relevant criteria identified at paragraph 4.6 and the approach set 
out in paragraph 4.11.  

Stage 6.1A: Major Policy Constraints  

4.55 The purpose of this stage is to identify any sites that are subject to major policy 
constraints identified in the NPPF, or by reference to local considerations, such 
that development of the candidate site would likely cause significant social, 
environmental or economic harm in accordance with paragraph 152 of the NPPF.  

4.56 This stage will only be undertaken for Tranche 2 sites. Tranche 1 sites will not be 
re-assessed as the major policy constraints and the data supporting each constraint 
remains unchanged from that used in 2016.  

                                                 

5 As documented in the Report on Site Selection (2016), the sites subject to the site selection 
process also included Call for Sites submissions received by the Council by 17 May 2016. 
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4.57 Each site will be screened against the criteria set out in Table 1 (above) using a 
GIS database. The site boundary for each site will be taken from the relevant 
information source identified in paragraph 4.53 (above).  As for Tranche 1 sites, 
the scoring will comprise a ‘yes’ or ‘no’ score against the criteria indicating 
whether a site should be removed from the sift. If a site scores ‘yes’ on one or 
more criteria it will be removed from the sift and will not be taken forward to 
Stage 6.2. Where employment sites score ‘no’ for all critiera they will be taken 
forward to Stage 6.2. Where residential sites score ‘no’ for all criteria, a further 
sift will be undertaken prior to Stage 6.2 commencing, further details of which are 
set out in Stage 6.1B (below).  

4.58 Since the Council will not be undertaking an update of the SLAA prior to the site 
selection process continuing, the promoted site capacity for Tranche 2 sites will 
not have been checked for constraints and where appropriate the site capacity 
reduced. For any sites which score ‘no’ for all criteria and which the Council 
determines should proceed to Stage 6.2 in accordance with paragraph 4.57, a 
check will be undertaken to see whether any part(s) of the site are subject to the 
major policy constraints (excluding settlement buffers)6.  Where this is the case 
the site capacity will be discounted; where this occurs it will be recorded in the 
Stage 6.2 proforma. 

4.59 OUTPUT for STAGE 6.1A: Confirmation for each Tranche 2 employment site 
subject to the SSM as to whether it should proceed to Stage 6.2 (provided as a list 
and in map format). Confirmation for each Tranche 2 residential site subject to 
the SSM as to whether it should process to Stage 6.1B (provided as a list and in 
map format).  

Stage 6.1B: Sifting Residential Sites against the Local Plan 
Strategy  

4.60 The Council set out its Local Plan Strategy for residential sites in the Draft Local 
Plan. This was informed by the site selection work undertaken for Tranche 1 sites 
and reflects the hierarchy set out in paragraph 4.26 (above). The Local Plan 
Strategy is also supported by the strategic options identified through Stage 3 of 
the site selection process, which identified more or less suitable strategic options 
for each settlement. Following a review of the representations received to the 
Draft Local Plan consultation, the Council continues to believe that the Local Plan 

                                                 

6 It is acknowledged that the major policy constraints differ from the constraints used in the SLAA 
to amend the site capacity. However, given that the SLAA is not being updated, checking the site 
capacity against the major policy constraints (excluding settlement buffers) is considered to be 
represent a proportionate approach.  
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Strategy it consulted upon remains the most appropriate strategy for 
accommodating growth in the District over the Plan period7. Therefore, given that 
the context in which the site selection process is being undertaken has changed, 
and that the NPPF indicates that local planning authorities should take a 
proportionate approach to evidence collection, the Council considers that sites 
which do not accord with the Local Plan Strategy should not be assessed at Stage 
6.2. This is because the Stage 6.2 assessment is only used at Stage 6.3 if a site is 
located within a more suitable strategic option.  

4.61 In order to determine whether a site proposed for residential development accords 
with the Local Plan Strategy and therefore should progress to Stage 6.2, the 
following decision rules will be followed: 

• Sites located entirely within a less suitable strategic option will not progress 
to Stage 6.2.  

• Sites located entirely or partially within a more suitable strategic option will 
progress to Stage 6.2. 

• Sites located around Harlow which do not fall within any other settlement 
specific strategic options will progress to Stage 6.2.  

• Where sites are: partially located within a less suitable strategic option; or are 
not within an existing strategic option a judgement will be made taking into 
account adjacent/surrounding strategic options and their suitability. Where a 
site is located partially within or near a less suitable strategic  option, the 
applicability of the constraints identified for that strategic option to the 
particular site will be taken into account.   

4.62 OUTPUT for STAGE 6.1B: Confirmation for each Tranche 2 residential site 
subject to the SSM as to whether it should process to Stage 6.2 (provided as a list 
and in map format).  

Stage 6.2: Quantitative and qualitative assessment  

4.63 The purpose of this stage is to undertake more detailed quantitative and qualitative 
assessment of sites to identify the relative suitability of sites for residential or 
employment development. The assessment criteria are included at Appendix A, 
which applies a RAG rating system utilising a scale of three to five scores.  

                                                 

7 It should be noted that in response to representations received to the Draft Local Plan consultation, the 
Council has reviewed the strategic options identified at Stage 3 of the site selection process. Where 
necessary, the strategic options have been amended to more closely align with the evidence base for the 
Local Plan and any new information received. Further justification has also been developed to set out why 
a strategic option is considered to be more or less suitable. In a limited number of instances this work has 
resulted in strategic options changing from more suitable to less suitable or vice versa.  
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4.64 This stage will only be undertaken for Tranche 2 sites. Tranche 1 sites will not be 
re-assessed as the criteria and the data supporting each criteria remains unchanged 
from that used in 2016. 

4.65 Site assessments for Tranche 1 sites will be reviewed against the comments raised 
in site promoter’s representations to the Draft Local Plan consultation. A table 
will be included in the Report on Site Selection which identifies those sites for 
which representations from site promoters were made and where a change has 
been made in response to the representation.  

4.66 To ensure consistency in assessment across the candidate sites and between the 
two tranches of sites, QA processes will be incorporated into the Stage 6.2 
assessment process. This will include moderation of the assessment by Council 
officers (as part of the Stage 6.3 workshops), which will include checking that 
there is a level of agreement on judgements and regularise any apparently 
significant inconsistencies.  

4.67 OUTPUT for STAGE 6.2: Assessment Proforma for each Tranche 2 site 
considered at Stage 6.2.   

Stage 6.3: Identify candidate Preferred Sites  

4.68 The purpose of this stage is to identify the candidate Preferred Sites, which best 
meet the Council's preferred growth strategy. This stage will consider Tranche 18 
and Tranche 2 sites assessed at Stages 2 and 6.2, respectively, and will be 
undertaken in parallel for employment and residential sites. Traveller sites 
assessed under the TSSM will also be considered in parallel.  

4.69 The process for identifying candidate Preferred Sites will be different for 
residential and employment sites as detailed in the following sub-sections. 

Assessment of residential sites 

4.70 For residential sites the process will be consistent with that described in 
paragraphs 4.24 and 4.25 (above). For Tranche 1 sites, consideration will also be 
given to representations from site promoters received in response to the Draft 
Local Plan and a decision made on whether it affects the conclusions previously 
drawn.  

                                                 

8 Unless a Tranche 1 site has been re-assessed as part of Tranche 2 or has site has been withdrawn 
for consideration through the site selection process. Where a Tranche 1 site has been re-assessed 
as part of Tranche 2, the site proposal assessed through Tranche 2 will be subject to Stage 8.3.  
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4.71 To inform which sites are taken forward for further testing (at Stage 6.4), the 
hierarchy set out in paragraph 4.26 will be followed, which the Council considers 
to be consistent with the principles outlined the Government’s Housing White 
Paper (2017). The following additional factors will also be taken into account and 
where appropriate may result in additional sites being taken forward for further 
testing including:  

• The outcomes of the transport, infrastructure and HRA modelling of the Draft 
Local Plan sites should this indicate constraints to delivering growth in 
particular settlement(s). 

• The Council’s latest housing trajectory should this indicate that a particular 
size or type of site may be required in order for the Council to demonstrate a 
five year land supply.  

• Refined settlement visions and work on placemaking taking account of 
consultation comments and further evidence based work.  

• The size of the sites taken forward including whether there are sufficient small 
sites identified to comply with the emerging policy requirement set out in 
Housing White Paper where at least 10% of the sites allocated for residential 
development should be sites of half a hectare or less.  

• Progress with emerging and made Neighbourhood Plans which include site 
allocations.   

4.72 A workshop will be held with the Local Plan Officer Working Group to identify 
candidate Preferred Sites. This will include consideration of whether sites should 
comprise mixed use development to meet the District’s residential and 
employment needs. 

Assessment of employment sites 

4.73 The Employment Review will provide guidance on the locations within the 
District which are likely to be most desirable for the different types of B Class 
Use. This stage will therefore look at (a) which settlements are the preferred 
locations for the different B Class Uses; and (b) within those preferred locations 
which sites are considered to be most suitable in accordance with the approach set 
out at paragraph 4.25.  

4.74 In addition, the Council with its Functional Economic Market Area (FEMA) 
partners (East Herts, Uttlesford and Harlow District Councils) is undertaking 
some joint economic needs assessment work. This work may provide guidance on 
the quantum of employment land required across the FEMA and how such needs 
should be distributed across the authorites. The findings from this work, if 
available, will inform the Employment Review and this stage of the site selection 
process.    
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4.75 To inform which sites are taken forward for further testing (at Stage 6.4), a 
supplemented hierarchy will be followed, which reflects the Council’s strategy 
for meeting its employment needs as set out in Draft Policy E1 in the Draft Local 
Plan. In addition to those considerations identified in paragraph 4.26 the extension 
of existing employment sites will be preferred ahead of new employment sites.  

4.76 A workshop will be held with the Local Plan Officer Working Group to identify 
candidate Preferred Sites. This will include consideration of whether sites should 
comprise mixed use development to meet the District’s housing and employment 
needs.  

More detailed assessment for housing sites  

4.77 For each site taken forward for further testing, more detailed capacity testing will 
be undertaken in accordance with the methodology set out in the Report on Site 
Selection (2016).  Where the Council’s emerging Infrastructure Delivery Plan 
identifies the need for on-site infrastructure provision the capacity assessment will 
be reviewed and updated accordingly. The Council may also need to adjust the 
site capacity after the site selection process has concluded to reflect other 
evidence.  

More detailed assessment for employment sites  

4.78 For each site taken forward for further testing, more detailed capacity testing may 
be undertaken in accordance with paragraphs 4.35 and 4.36.  

4.79 OUTPUT for STAGE 6.3: List and associated mapping of candidate Preferred 
Sites that will be taken forward for more detailed deliverability assessment. More 
detailed housing and employment capacity assessment.  

Stage 6.4: Deliverability  

4.80 The purpose of this stage is to consider the deliverability of the candidate 
Preferred Sites to inform the housing trajectory for the Local Plan. Stages 6.1, 6.2 
and 6.3 considered the suitability of the site and, therefore, this stage will focus 
on whether a site is deliverable, specifically: 

• Whether the site is available now, or is it likely to become available during 
the Local Plan period? 

• Whether there is a reasonable prospect that development will be achievable 
within the appropriate timescales?   

4.81 Information collected from promoters Call for Sites forms will be supplemented 
by updated information from promoters/developers/landowners and further 
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technical studies. As a minimum, a Proforma will be sent to all Tranche 2 site 
promoters/developers/landowners (as appropriate), which proceed to Stage 6.2 to 
validate the information provided in the Call for Sites form and to seek further, 
more detailed information on proposals. This exercise will commence during 
Stage 6.2 to provide sufficient time for promoters/developers/landowners to 
respond.  

4.82 More detailed discussions may be held with promoters/developers/landowners 
through the Developer Forum. 

Availability and Achievability Assessment 

4.83 The availability and achievability assessment criteria are included at Appendix B, 
which applies a RAG rating system utilising a scale of three scores. For Tranche 
2 sites (both residential and employment) the availability and achievability 
assessment will draw on the information collected through the Call for Sites form, 
promoter/developer/landowner Proforma and other technical studies.  

4.84 For Tranche 1 sites, the availability and achievability assessment will be updated 
where relevant comments are received from site promoters through their 
representations to the Draft Local Plan; where the Council has received updated 
information through the Developer Forum or other mechanisms; and where 
updated or new technical studies are available.  

4.85 To ensure consistency in assessment across the candidate sites, QA processes will 
be incorporated into the Stage 6.4 assessment process. This will include 
moderation of the assessment by Council officers, which will include checking 
that there is a level of agreement on judgements and regularise any apparently 
significant inconsistencies.  

Identifying Sites for Allocation  

4.86 This element of Stage 6.4 will consider all Tranche 1 and Tranche 2 sites and will 
be undertaken in parallel for residential including traveller and employment sites. 
A workshop will be held with officers to identify sites for allocation. In identifying 
sites for allocation the following considerations will be taken into account: 

• The findings of the availability and achievability assessment including the 
likely timescale for sites coming forward in accordance with those matters 
identified in paragraph 4.42 and the need to provide flexibility in supply in 
accordance with paragraph 47 of the NPPF.  

• The Council’s existing housing trajectory including five year land supply and 
the scale of the residual land demand.  

• The size of the sites taken forward including whether there are sufficient small 
sites identified to comply with the emerging policy requirement set out in 
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DCLG’s Housing White Paper where at least 10% of the sites allocated for 
residential development should be sites of half a hectare or less. 

• Those sites in each settlement which are considered most appropriate to 
achieve settlement visions.  

• The findings of any transport, infrastructure or HRA sensitivity testing.  

4.87 Following the workshop with officers, a cumulative achievability assessment of 
the residential including traveller sites identified for allocation will be undertaken. 
The criteria for the cumulative achievability assessment are set out in Appendix 
B.   

4.88 Upon completion of the cumulative achievability assessment, a workshop will be 
held with Members. The purpose of the workshop will be to brief Members on the 
further work undertaken for Stages 6.1 to 6.4 and provide an opportunity for 
Members to ‘check and challenge’ the conclusions reached by officers. Following 
the workshop, the feedback received will be reviewed and an assessment made as 
to whether there are clear planning reasons for amending the selection of sites for 
allocation. 

4.89 Following the completion of the achievability assessment, consideration would be 
given as to whether there are any insurmountable constraints, which would 
preclude the site from allocation.   

4.90 OUTPUT for STAGE 6.4: Portfolio of proposed site allocations.  Confirmation 
of housing land trajectory. 

Site Selection Work – Post Completion Work  

4.91 Following conclusions of the site selection process, the Council will undertake 
further work to inform the Local Plan including: 

• A review of Green Belt boundaries to identify proposed amendments to the 
Green Belt boundary to accommodate the proposed site allocations; 

• SA and HRA, which will include, as necessary, assessment of the Tranche 2 
sites in accordance with the relevant regulations; 

• Infrastructure Delivery Plan; and 

• Transport modelling.  
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Appendix A Stages 2 and 6.2 Criteria 

Ref. Criteria 
Land use 
applicable 

Score 

(++) (+) 0 (-) (--) 

1.1 Impact on 
Internationally 
Protected Sites  

Housing and 
Employment (B 
class uses) 

  Site is necessary 
for the 
management of 
internationally 
protected sites 

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

Effects of 
allocating the site 
for the proposed 
use are not likely 
to be significant 
alone but should 
be checked for 
in-combination 
effects 

Effects of 
allocating the site 
for the proposed 
use is likely to 
have a significant 
effect  

1.2 Impact on 
Nationally 
Protected sites  

Housing and 
Employment (B 
class uses) 

    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 SSSIs.  

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

Site falls within an 
Impact Risk Zone 
and due to the 
nature and scale of 
development 
proposed it is 
unlikely to be 
possible to mitigate 
the effects of the 
proposed 
development. 
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Ref. Criteria 
Land use 
applicable 

Score 

(++) (+) 0 (-) (--) 

1.3a Impact on 
Ancient 
Woodland 

Housing and 
Employment (B 
class uses) 

    Site is not 
located within or 
adjacent to 
Ancient 
Woodland.  

Site is adjacent to 
or contains 
Ancient 
Woodland but 
possible effects 
can be mitigated. 

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

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

Housing and 
Employment (B 
class uses) 

    No Ancient or 
Veteran trees are 
located within 
the site.  

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

Site contains a 
higher density of 
Ancient and/or 
Veteran trees, or 
are configured in 
such a way that 
direct loss or harm 
is likely.  

1.4 Impact on 
Epping Forest 
Buffer Land 

Housing and 
Employment (B 
class uses) 

  Site may assist in 
extending the 
Epping Forest 
Buffer Lands  

Site is unlikely 
to impact on 
Epping Forest 
Buffer Lands 

The effects of the 
site on Epping 
Forest Buffer 
Lands can be 
mitigated. 

Site is likely to 
result in harm to 
Epping Forest 
Buffer Lands 
which cannot be 
mitigated. 
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Ref. Criteria 
Land use 
applicable 

Score 

(++) (+) 0 (-) (--) 

1.5 Impact on BAP 
priority species 
or Habitats 

Housing and 
Employment (B 
class uses) 

  Features and 
species in the 
site are retained 
and there are 
opportunities to 
enhance existing 
features.  

Site has no effect 
as features and 
species could be 
retained or due 
to distance of 
BAP priority 
habitats from 
site. 

Features and 
species in the site 
may not be 
retained in their 
entirety but 
effects can be 
mitigated. 

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

1.6 Impact on Local 
Wildlife Sites 

Housing and 
Employment (B 
class uses) 

  Features and 
species in the 
site are retained 
and there are 
opportunities to 
enhance existing 
features.  

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

Features and 
species in the site 
may not be 
retained in their 
entirety but 
effects can be 
mitigated. 

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

1.7a Flood Risk  Housing Site within Flood 
Zone 1 

Site within Flood 
Zone 2 and 
exception test 
not required 

  Site within Flood 
Zone 3a where 
exception test 
required 

Site within Flood 
Zone 3b and not 
likely to be suitable 
for development 

1.7b Flood Risk  Employment (B 
class uses) 

Site within Flood 
Zone 1 

Site within Flood 
Zone 2 and 
exception test 
not required 

Site within Flood 
Zone 3a and 
exception test 
not likely to be 
required 

  Site within Flood 
Zone 3b and not 
likely to be suitable 
for development 
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Ref. Criteria 
Land use 
applicable 

Score 

(++) (+) 0 (-) (--) 

1.8a Impact on 
Scheduled 
Ancient 
Monument / 
Listed Building / 
Conservation 
Area/ Historic 
Park or Garden 

Housing and 
Employment (B 
class uses) 

Opportunity for 
the site to 
enhance the 
significance of 
the heritage asset 
/ further reveal 
its significance / 
enhance the 
setting. 

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

Site is located 
within the setting 
of an heritage 
asset and effects 
can be mitigated. 

Site is located 
within a 
Conservation 
Area or adjacent 
to a Listed 
Building or other 
heritage asset 
and effects can 
be mitigated. 

Site would likely 
result in the loss of 
a heritage asset or 
result in a 
significant impact 
that cannot be 
mitigated. 

1.8b Impact on 
Archaeology 

Housing and 
Employment (B 
class uses) 

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

There is a 
medium 
likelihood that 
further 
archaeological 
assets may be 
discovered on 
the site, but 
potential is 
unknown as a 
result of 
previous lack of 
investigation 

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

Score 

(++) (+) 0 (-) (--) 

1.9 Impact of Air 
Quality 

Housing and 
Employment (B 
class uses) 

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

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

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

2.1 Level of harm to 
Green Belt9 

Housing and 
Employment (B 
class uses) 

Site provides 
opportunities to 
assist in the 
active use of 
Green Belt 
without any loss. 

Site is not 
located in the 
Green Belt. 

Site is within 
Green Belt, but 
the level of harm 
caused by 
release of the 
land for 
development 
would be none10. 

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

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

                                                 

9 Paragraph 80 of the NPPF sets out the five purposes of Green Belt. In undertaking its Stage 2 Green Belt Review the Council has considered the extent to which these 
criteria apply to the District and the areas designated as Green Belt. For the Stage 2 Green Belt Assessment a decision was made that individual Green Belt parcels 
should not be assessed against purpose 5 (to assist in urban regeneration) as it was not possible to distinguish the extent to which individual Green Belt parcels deliver 
against this purpose and therefore could not be applied in the context of the District which is predominantly rural in character and with limited derelict or other urban 
land in need of recycling. The Council has also considered how to treat purpose 3 in its Stage 2 Green Belt Assessment, which relates to safeguarding the countryside 
from encroachment. Given the rural nature of the District the majority of the District's Green Belt performs strongly against this purpose. Therefore, the Council has 
undertaken some sensitivity testing in its Stage 2 Green Belt Review to look at how Green Belt performs if purpose 3 is removed from the assessment (and therefore 
parcels are assessed against purposes 1, 2 and 4). The results of this assessment provide a more nuanced picture of how Green Belt performs across the District. As 
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Ref. Criteria 
Land use 
applicable 

Score 

(++) (+) 0 (-) (--) 

3.1 Distance to the 
nearest rail/tube 
station 

Housing and 
Employment (B 
class uses) 

  Site is less than 
1000m from the 
nearest rail or 
tube station 

Site is between 
1000m and 
4000m from the 
nearest rail or 
tube station 

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

  

3.2 Walking distance 
to nearest bus 
stop (with at 
least peak hourly 
day service) 

Housing and 
Employment (B 
class uses) 

  Site is within 
400m of a bus 
stop. 

Site between 
400m and 
1000m of a bus 
stop. 

Site more than a 
1000m from a 
bus stop. 

  

3.3 Access to 
employment 

Housing   Site is within 
1600m of an 
employment 
site/location.  

Site is more than 
1600m and less 
than 2400m of 
an employment 
site/location.  

Site is more than 
2400m from an 
employment 
site/location.  

  

3.4 Distance to local 
amenities 

Housing and 
Employment (B 
class uses) 

  Site is less than 
1000m from 
nearest town, 
large village or 
small village. 

Site is between 
1000m and 
4000m from 
nearest town, 
large village or 
small village. 

Site is more than 
4000m from the 
nearest town, 
large village or 
small village. 

  

                                                 

acknowledged in preceding sections of the SSM, if the Council is to meet its objectively assessed housing and employment needs the case for Green Belt release will 
need to be considered. It is the Council's view that using the Green Belt assessment which considers the 3 purposes (rather than 4) will provide the Council will a better 
tool and evidence base upon which to make decisions about the performance of Green Belt across the District and those locations where Green Belt release may be 
more appropriate. It is on this basis that the Council proposes to use the results of the sensitivity testing for site selection. Further justification for adopting this approach 
is contained in the Stage 2 Green Belt Assessment.  

10 It is noted that all releases of designated Green Belt land will result, at least to some extent, in harm due to the loss of land from the Green Belt. This phrasing reflects 
that based on the draft Stage 2 Green Belt Assessment that some parcels of the District’s existing Green Belt do not meet the purposes as set out in paragraph 80 of 
the NPPF.  
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Drafted April 2016 and finalised in August 2016 following Counsel advice. Updated February 2017 and finalised in June 2017 following Regulation 18 consultation and Counsel advice. 

Ref. Criteria 
Land use 
applicable 

Score 

(++) (+) 0 (-) (--) 

3.5 Distance to 
nearest 
infant/primary 
school 

Housing   Site is less than 
1000m from the 
nearest 
infant/primary 
school 

Site is between 
1000m and 
4000m from the 
nearest 
infant/primary 
school 

Site is more than 
4000m from the 
nearest 
infant/primary 
school 

  

3.6 Distance to 
nearest 
secondary school 

Housing   Site is less than 
1000m from the 
nearest 
secondary school 

Site is between 
1000m and 
4000m from the 
nearest 
secondary school 

Site is more than 
4000m from the 
nearest 
secondary school 

  

3.7 Distance to 
nearest GP 
surgery 

Housing   Site is less than 
1000m from the 
nearest GP 
surgery 

Site is between 
1000m and 
4000m from the 
nearest GP 
surgery 

Site is more than 
4000m from the 
nearest GP 
surgery 

  

3.8 Access to 
Strategic Road 
Network 

Employment (B 
class uses) 

The site is 
immediately 
adjacent to the 
Strategic Road 
Network 

The site is within 
1km of the 
Strategic Road 
Network 

The site is 1-3km 
from the 
Strategic Road 
Network 

The site is 3-
10km from the 
Strategic Road 
Network 

The site is more 
than 10km from 
the Strategic Road 
Network 

4.1 Brownfield and 
Greenfield Land 

Housing and 
Employment (B 
class uses) 

Majority of the 
site is previously 
developed land 
within or 
adjacent to a 
settlement 

Majority of the 
site is greenfield 
land within a 
settlement  

Majority of the 
site is previously 
developed land 
that is neither 
within nor 
adjacent to a 
settlement 

Majority of the 
site is greenfield 
land adjacent to a 
settlement 

Majority of the site 
is greenfield land 
that is neither 
within nor adjacent 
to a settlement 
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Ref. Criteria 
Land use 
applicable 

Score 

(++) (+) 0 (-) (--) 

4.2 Impact on 
agricultural land  

Housing and 
Employment (B 
class uses) 

    Development of 
the site would 
not result in the 
loss of 
agricultural land 

Development of 
the site would 
result in the loss 
of poorer quality 
agricultural land 
(grade 4-5) 

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

4.3 Capacity to 
improve access 
to open space 

Housing and 
Employment (B 
class uses) 

  Development 
could provide an 
opportunity to 
improve links to 
adjacent existing 
public open 
space or provide 
access to open 
space which is 
currently private. 

Development 
unlikely to 
involve the loss 
of public open 
space. 

Development 
may involve the 
loss of public 
open space but 
there are 
opportunities for 
on-site off-
setting or 
mitigation. 

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

5.1 Landscape 
sensitivity  

Housing and 
Employment (B 
class uses) 

    Site falls within 
an area of low 
landscape 
sensitivity - 
characteristics of 
the landscape are 
able to 
accommodate 
development 
without 
significant 
character 
change. 

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

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

Score 

(++) (+) 0 (-) (--) 

5.2 Settlement 
character 
sensitivity 

Housing and 
Employment (B 
class uses) 

  Development 
may improve 
settlement 
character 
through 
redevelopment 
of a run-down 
site or 
improvement in 
townscape. 

Development is 
unlikely to have 
an effect on 
settlement 
character. 

Development 
could detract 
from the existing 
settlement 
character. 

Development is 
likely to 
substantially harm 
the existing 
settlement 
character. 

6.1 Topography 
constraints11 

Housing and 
Employment (B 
class uses) 

    No topography 
constraints are 
identified in the 
site. 

Topographical 
constraints exist 
in the site but 
there is potential 
for mitigation. 

Topographical 
constraints in the 
site may preclude 
development. 

                                                 

11 It is noted that topographical constraints will not be a relevant consideration for all residential and employment (Use Class B) sites. Nevertheless, given the large 
number of sites which will be subject to the SSM and the undulating land form in parts of the District, the inclusion of this criterion is considered to provide additional 
information which can assist in understanding the characteristics of each site. Also, where appropriate, the Council has sought to align the approach taken in the SSM 
and TSSM. Discussions with the traveller community have indicated that the topography of a site does materially alter the suitability of a site for stationing caravans; 
undulating sites are considered less suitable by the traveller community due the constraints this poses in situating caravans on the site. In light of these considerations, 
the Council considers it is appropriate to assess sites for their topographical constraints but acknowledges that this criterion should not be given undue weight when 
deciding which sites proceed to Stage 3. Accordingly, sites will not be discounted from consideration in the site selection process solely on the basis of how they score 
on this criterion.  
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Drafted April 2016 and finalised in August 2016 following Counsel advice. Updated February 2017 and finalised in June 2017 following Regulation 18 consultation and Counsel advice. 

Ref. Criteria 
Land use 
applicable 

Score 

(++) (+) 0 (-) (--) 

6.2a Distance to gas 
and oil pipelines 

Housing and 
Employment (B 
class uses) 

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

Gas or oil 
pipelines may 
constrain part of 
the site but there 
is potential for 
mitigation. 

Gas or oil pipelines 
pose a major 
constraint to 
development. They 
will be difficult to 
overcome and 
affect a large part 
of the site 

6.2b Distance to 
constraining 
power lines 

Housing and 
Employment (B 
class uses) 

    Power lines do 
not pose a 
constraint to the 
site. 

Power lines may 
constrain part of 
the site but there 
is potential for 
mitigation.   

Power lines pose a 
major constraint to 
development.  
They will be 
difficult to 
overcome and 
affect a large part 
of the site 

6.3 Impact on Tree 
Preservation 
Order (TPO) 
trees 

Housing and 
Employment (B 
class uses) 

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

The intensity of 
site development 
would be 
constrained by 
the presence of 
protected trees 
either on or 
adjacent to the 
site 

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

Score 

(++) (+) 0 (-) (--) 

6.4 Access to site Housing and 
Employment (B 
class uses) 

  Suitable access 
to the site 
already exists. 

Access to the site 
can be created 
within 
landholding to 
adjacent to the 
highway. 

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

There is no means 
of access to the site 
and no likely 
prospect of 
achieving access. 

6.5 Contamination 
constraints 

Housing and 
Employment (B 
class uses) 

   No 
contamination 
issues identified 
on site to date. 

Potential 
contamination on 
site, which could 
be mitigated.  

Potential severe 
contamination on 
site, where 
assurances would 
have to be sought 
from the developer 
that remediation 
would not harm 
site viability. 

6.6 Traffic impact Housing      Area around the 
site expected to 
be uncongested 
at peak time, or 
site below the 
site size 
threshold where 
it would be 
expected to 
significantly 
affect 
congestion. 

Low level 
congestion 
expected at peak 
times within the 
vicinity of the 
site. 

Moderate peak 
time congestion 
expected within the 
vicinity of the site. 

 

Appendix B Stages 4 and 6.4 Criteria 
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Drafted April 2016 and finalised in August 2016 following Counsel advice. Updated February 2017 and finalised in June 2017 following Regulation 18 consultation and Counsel advice. 

Ref Criteria Land use applicable 
Score 

(+) 0 (-) 

1 Availability 

1.1 Site ownership Housing and 
Employment (B class 
uses) 

Site is in single ownership Site is in multiple ownership 
where landowners are 
promoting independent 
schemes that are not in 
conflict, or working 
collaboratively on a scheme, 
and there is an agreement in 
place between the parties 

Site ownership is unknown 
or is in multiple ownership 
and the other owners are 
either unknown, oppose the 
development or are 
promoting another 
conflicting scheme 

1.2 Existing uses Housing and 
Employment (B class 
uses) 

There are no existing uses on-
site or existing uses could 
cease in less than two years 

Existing uses on-site which 
could cease between two and 
10 years 

Existing uses on-site where 
the use could cease in more 
than 10 years or the 
timescale for on-site uses 
ceasing is unknown 

1.3 On-site restrictions Housing and 
Employment (B class 
uses) 

Site is not subject to any 
known restrictions 

Site is subject to restrictions 
but agreement in place or 
being negotiated to overcome 
them, or not judged to be a 
constraint 

Site subject to restrictions 
and there is limited prospect 
of the restriction being 
overcome 

1.4 Availability Housing and 
Employment (B class 
uses) 

Site expected to be available 
between 2016 and 2020 

Site expected to be available 
between 2021 and 2025 

Site not expected to be 
available until at least 2026 
or site availability is 
unknown 

2 Achievability 
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Ref Criteria Land use applicable 
Score 

(+) 0 (-) 

2.1 Marketability  Housing and 
Employment (B class 
uses) 

Site is under option to a 
developer 

Site is being actively marketed 
for development or enquiries 
have been received from a 
developer 

Site is not being actively 
marketed 

2.2 Site viability Housing and 
Employment (B class 
uses) 

No viability issues identified Site viability is marginal or 
weaker demand for 
development 

Viability and the market for 
development is poor 

2.3 On-site physical and 
infrastructure 
constraints 

Housing and 
Employment (B class 
uses) 

There are no known on-site 
constraints which would 
impact upon deliverability 

On-site constraints have been 
identified but mitigation or 
design solutions mean that 
there would be no impact upon 
deliverability 

Identified on-site constraints 
may impact upon 
deliverability 

2.3a Primary Schools 
(Planning Area) 

Housing Site is located within a 
Primary Forecast Planning 
Group that has existing and 
future capacity 

Site is located within a 
Primary Forecast Planning 
Group that does not have 
capacity, however has the 
potential to expand in the 
future 

Site is located within a 
Primary Forecast Planning 
Group with no capacity, and 
limited scope to expand in 
the future 

2.4b Primary Schools 
(Individual) 

Housing Site is located within 1km of a 
primary school with existing 
and future capacity 

Site is located within 1km of a 
primary school with either a 
current or forecast capacity 
deficit 

Site is not located within 
1km of a primary school 

2.5a Secondary Schools 
(Planning Area) 

Housing Site is located within a 
Secondary Forecast Planning 

Site is located within a 
Secondary Forecast Planning 
Group that does not have 

Site is located within a 
Secondary Forecast Planning 
Group with no capacity, and 
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Ref Criteria Land use applicable 
Score 

(+) 0 (-) 

Group that has existing and 
future capacity 

capacity, however has the 
potential to expand in the 
future, either through the 
expansion of existing schools 
or the provision of a new 
school site 

limited scope to expand in 
the future 

2.5b Secondary Schools 
(Individual) 

Housing The site is located within 1km 
of a secondary school with 
current capacity and no 
forecast deficit 

Site is located within 1km of a 
secondary school with either a 
current or forecast capacity 
deficit 

Site is not located within 
1km of a secondary school 

2.6 Access to open space Housing Site is located within 400m of 
existing publicly accessible 
open space, or there are 
proposals for new on-site open 
space provision as part of the 
development 

Site is located 400-600m from 
existing publicly accessible 
open space 

Site is more than 600m from 
existing publicly accessible 
open space 

2.7 Health Housing Site is located within 1km of a 
GP surgery with capacity 

Site is located within 1km of a 
doctors surgery with no 
capacity 

Site is not located within 
1km of doctors surgery 

2.8 Impact on Minerals 
Deposits 

Housing, Employment 
(B class uses) 

None of the site is located 
within a minerals safeguarding 
area 

Part of the site is located 
within a minerals safeguarding 
area, but possible impacts 
could be mitigated 

Part of the site is located 
within a minerals 
safeguarding area and 
impacts could not be 
mitigated, or the whole of 
the site is within a minerals 
safeguarding area 
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Ref Criteria Land use applicable 
Score 

(+) 0 (-) 

3 Cumulative achievability 

3.1 Impact on open space Housing There are no identified current 
deficiencies in the quantum of 
open space within the 
settlement. No open space is 
lost as a result of the proposed 
allocations in the settlement. 

There are no identified current 
deficiencies in the quantum of 
open space within the 
settlement, however the 
cumulative impact of the 
proposed allocations would 
result in a reduction in land for 
open space. 

There is a current deficiency 
in the quantum of open 
space within this settlement. 
The cumulative impact of 
the proposed allocations 
would result in a reduction 
in land for open space. 

3.2 Impact on primary 
schools 

Housing The proposed allocations in 
the settlement can be 
accommodated within the 
current primary school places 
in the Schools Planning Area. 
There is potential to 
accommodate growth by either 
expanding schools or 
identifying a new site 

The proposed allocations in 
the settlement would lead to a 
shortage of current primary 
school places in the Schools 
Planning Area. There is 
potential to accommodate 
growth by either expanding 
schools or identifying a new 
site 

The proposed allocations in 
the settlement would lead to 
a shortage of current primary 
school places in the Schools 
Planning Area. There is 
limited scope to further 
expand school provision due 
to site constraints 

3.3 Impact on secondary 
schools 

Housing The proposed allocations in 
the settlement can be 
accommodated within the 
current secondary school 
places in the Schools Planning 
Area. There is potential to 
accommodate growth by either 
expanding schools or 
identifying a new site 

The proposed allocations in 
the settlement would lead to a 
shortage of current secondary 
school places in the Schools 
Planning Area. There is 
potential to accommodate 
growth by either expanding 
schools or identifying a new 
site 

The proposed allocations in 
the settlement would lead to 
a shortage of current 
secondary school places in 
the Schools Planning Area. 
There is limited scope to 
further expand school 
provision due to site 
constraints 
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Ref Criteria Land use applicable 
Score 

(+) 0 (-) 

3.4 Impact on Green 
Infrastructure (GI) 

Housing The proposed site allocations 
provide opportunities to 
enhance Green Infrastructure 

The proposed site allocations 
generally provide 
opportunities to enhance GI; 
on some sites there is likely to 
be some loss of GI 

The proposed site allocations 
do not provide opportunities 
to enhance Green 
Infrastructure 

3.5 Impact on Sewage 
Treatment 

Housing Settlement is served by a 
Sewage Treatment Works 
which has known spare 
capacity or planned additional 
capacity 

No known capacity issues, 
with further engagement with 
Thames Water to take place as 
part of the Infrastructure 
Delivery Plan 

Settlement is served by a 
Sewage Treatment Works 
with known limited capacity 

3.6 Impact on Central Line 
Capacity 

Housing The proposed allocations in 
this settlement do not have a 
material impact on the current 
or expected forecast peak use 
of the Central Line stations 
within Epping Forest District 

The proposed allocations in 
this settlement are expected to 
result in a minor increase in 
the expected forecast peak use 
of the Central Line stations 
within Epping Forest District, 
which will not affect the 
capacity of these stations 

The proposed allocations in 
this settlement are expected 
to result in a moderate or 
major increase in the 
expected forecast peak use 
of the Central Line stations 
within Epping Forest 
District, which will affect 
the capacity of these stations 

3.7 Impact on Water 
Networks 

Housing Settlement is served by water 
and network with no known 
capacity issues 

- Settlement is served by 
water network which is 
unlikely to be able to meet 
additional demand - 
upgrades to the existing 
infrastructure expected to be 
required 
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Ref Criteria Land use applicable 
Score 

(+) 0 (-) 

3.8 Impact on Wastewater 
Networks 

Housing Settlement is served by 
wastewater network 
with  capacity to meet 
additional demand 

Settlement is served by 
wastewater network which 
may be unable to meet 
additional demand – local 
upgrades to the existing 
infrastructure expected to be 
required 

Settlement is served by 
wastewater network which is 
unlikely to be able to meet 
additional demand – 
strategic infrastructure 
expected to be required 
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B1 Assessment of Residential Sites  

This appendix was being finalised at the time of publication. A final, updated 
version of the Report on Site Selection will be published once the detailed write-
up has been completed.   
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C1 Settlement Proformas 

This appendix was being finalised at the time of publication. A final, updated 
version of the Report on Site Selection will be published once the detailed write-
up has been completed.  
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Traveller Site Selection Methodology  

 

D1 

Drafted May 2016 and finalised August 2016 following Counsel advice. Updated February 2017 and finalised in June 2017 following 

Regulation 18 consultation and Counsel advice. 

Introduction  

1. Epping Forest District Council ("the Council") is required to make provision for traveller 
sites within the Local Plan.  This note explains the proposed process for site selection 
for traveller site allocations (TSSM) within the Epping Forest District Local Plan ("the 
Local Plan") – Draft Local Plan consultation.  It should be read alongside the Site 
Selection Methodology (SSM) for residential and employment uses and sets out the 
points at which the TSSM will interact with the SSM. Stage 8 of the TSSM has been 
updated following the Regulation 18 consultation and associated analysis of 
representations to outline the process that will be followed to identify proposed traveller 
site allocations in the Regulation 19 Pre-submission Local Plan. With the exception of 
the introduction and Stage 8, the rest of the TSSM remains unchanged from the 
version published in October 2016 as part of the Draft Local Plan consultation.   

2. It is essential that the site selection process is undertaken having full regard to, and be 
consistent with, current Government policy on traveller sites. The proposed 
methodology therefore takes careful account of DCLG’s Planning Policy for Traveller 
Sites (PPTS) (revised, August 2015) in conjunction with the National Planning Policy 
Framework (NPPF). The review of the methodology in February 2017 also took into 
account the proposed amendments to the NPPF identified in the Housing White Paper 
Fixing our broken housing market.   

Government Planning Policy and Guidance - Planning policy for traveller sites 

3. PPTS sets out current Government planning policy and should be read in conjunction 
with the NPPF. It distinguishes between plan making and decision taking on planning 
applications. Local plans must be prepared with the objective of contributing to the 
achievement of sustainable development.  

 
4. PPTS (paragraph 3) states that “the Government’s overarching aim is to ensure fair 

and equal treatment for travellers, in a way that facilitates the traditional and nomadic 
way of life of travellers while respecting the interests of the settled community”. To help 
achieve this, the PPTS sets out in paragraph 4 the aims in respect of traveller sites 
which are:   

"a.  that local planning authorities should make their own assessment of need for 
the purposes of planning 

b.  to ensure that local planning authorities, working collaboratively, develop fair 
and effective strategies to meet need through the identification of land for sites 

c.  to encourage local planning authorities to plan for sites over a reasonable 
timescale  

d. that plan-making and decision-taking should protect Green Belt from 
inappropriate development 

EB802B



Traveller Site Selection Methodology  

 

D2 

Drafted May 2016 and finalised August 2016 following Counsel advice. Updated February 2017 and finalised in June 2017 following 
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e. to promote more private traveller site provision while recognising that there will 
always be those travellers who cannot provide their own sites  

f.  that plan-making and decision-taking should aim to reduce the number of 
unauthorised developments and encampments and make enforcement more 
effective 

g.  for local planning authorities to ensure that their Local Plan includes fair, 
realistic and inclusive policies  

h.  to increase the number of traveller sites in appropriate locations with planning 
permission, to address under provision and maintain an appropriate level of 
supply 

i.  to reduce tensions between settled and traveller communities in plan-making 
and planning decisions  

j.  to enable provision of suitable accommodation from which travellers can 
access education, health, welfare and employment infrastructure  

k.  for local planning authorities to have due regard to the protection of local 
amenity and local environment.” 

5. Specifically, in relation to producing local plans, PPTS (paragraph 10) advises that 
local planning authorities (LPAs) should in producing their Local Plan: 

"a) identify (and update annually) specific deliverable sites sufficient to provide 5 
years’ supply against locally set targets; 

b) identify a supply of specific developable sites, or broad locations of growth, for 
years 6 to 10, and where possible, years 11 to 15;  

c)  consider production of joint development plans on a cross-authority basis, to 
provide more flexibility in identifying sites, particularly if a local planning 
authority has special or strict planning constraints across its area;  

d)  relate the number of pitches or plots to the circumstances of the specific size 
and location of the site and the surrounding population’s size and density 

e)  protect local amenity and environment." 

 
6. PPTS also notes (at paragraph 11), that criteria should be set to guide land supply 

allocations where there is identified need.  This TSSM applies such criteria in its sieving 
process.  
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7. Paragraph 13 of PPTS stipulates that LPAs “should ensure that traveller sites are 
sustainable economically, socially and environmentally and ensure that plan policies: 

"a) promote peaceful and integrated co-existence between the site and the local 
community; 

b)  promote access to appropriate health services; 

c)  ensure that children can attend school on a regular basis; 

d)  reduce the need for long-distance travelling and possible environmental 
damage caused by unauthorised development; 

e)  provide for proper consideration of local environmental quality (such as noise 
and air quality) on the health and well-being of any travellers that may locate 
there; 

f)  avoid placing undue pressure on local infrastructure and services; 

g)  not locate sites in areas at high risk of flooding, including functional floodplains; 
and 

h)  reflect the extent to which traditional lifestyles, (whereby some travellers live 
and work from the same location thereby omitting many travel to work 
journeys), can contribute to sustainability”  

8. When assessing the suitability of rural or semi-rural sites, paragraph 14 of PPTS notes 
that LPAs “should ensure that the scale of sites in rural or semi-rural settings does not 
dominate the nearest settled community”.  In addition, paragraph 15 goes on to note 
that where - as is the case in Epping Forest District - there is a lack of affordable land 
to meet local traveller needs, LPAs in rural areas "where viable and practical, should 
consider allocating and releasing sites solely for affordable traveller sites. This may 
include using a rural exception site policy for traveller sites.... A rural exception site 
policy enables small sites to be used, specifically for affordable traveller sites, in small 
rural communities, that would not normally be used for traveller sites.  Rural exception 
sites should only be used for affordable traveller sites in perpetuity. A rural exception 
site policy should seek to address the needs of the local community by accommodating 
households who are either current residents or have an existing family or employment 
connection, whilst also ensuring that rural areas continue to develop as sustainable, 
mixed, inclusive communities”.  

 
9. Paragraph 16 of the PPTS states that “Traveller sites (temporary or permanent) in the 

Green Belt are inappropriate development. Subject to the best interests of the child, 
personal circumstances and unmet need are unlikely to clearly outweigh harm to the 
Green Belt and any other harm so as to establish very special circumstances.”  
Paragraph 17 states that “…If a local planning authority wishes to make an exceptional, 
limited alteration to the defined Green Belt boundary … to meet a specific, identified 
need for a traveller site, it should do so only through the plan making process … If land 
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is removed from the Green Belt in this way, it should be specifically allocated in the 
development plan as a traveller site only”.   

 
10. Paragraph 18 advises “that local planning authorities should consider, wherever 

possible including traveller sites for mixed residential and business uses, having regard 
to the safety and amenity of the occupants and neighbouring residents.   Local planning 
authorities should consider the scope for identifying separate sites for residential and 
for business purposes in close proximity to one another if mixed sites are not practical”.  

 
11. Sites identified for traveller use should not be in locations that are considered to be 

inappropriate for ordinary residential dwellings.  PPTS paragraph 25 states that “LPAs 
should very strictly limit new traveller site development in open countryside that is away 
from existing settlements or outside areas allocated in the development plan. Local 
planning authorities should ensure that sites in rural areas respect the scale of, and do 
not dominate, the nearest settled community, and avoid placing an undue pressure on 
the local infrastructure”.   

Assumptions  
 
12. There is no official definition as to what constitutes a single traveller residential pitch. 

Travellers require various sizes of accommodation, depending on the numbers of 
caravans per pitch which varies with different families living at different densities. 
However, the caravan to pitch ratio is usually considered to be one mobile home and 
one touring caravan per pitch. Sites of various sizes, layouts and pitch numbers 
operate successfully and often work best when they take account of the size, needs 
and demographics of the families that are resident on-site. The convention used in this 
method statement is that a pitch is the place on a traveller site accommodating a single 
household and typically contains enough space for one or two caravans.1  The site 
size will be used to guide the search for potential new sites based on a broad 
assumption that a traveller pitch has an average size of 0.1ha.  Both the 2012 and 
current Government Guidance2 are silent on site sizes; previous Government 
guidance3 stated that it was not appropriate to set a national maximum size for sites 
but suggested that cases should be considered in context and in relation to local 
infrastructure, population size and density.  Having regard to these factors and the size 
of existing traveller sites in the District, it is considered that the maximum size of any 
site should be around 15 pitches with the size of a single pitch site 0.1ha – hence the 
initial search for sites across the District will range in size between 0.1ha and 1.5ha.  
Travelling Showpeople are likely to require a larger area, (often referred to as a “plot” 
or “yard”), as they are likely to need space for the storage of equipment.  The Council 
will use the average yard size (0.13ha) of the existing Travelling Showpeople site within 
the District to identify future provision. 

                                                            
1  Essex Gypsy and Traveller and Travelling Showpeople Accommodation Assessment on behalf of Essex 

Planning Officers Association ORS July 2014 – page 40  
2 Planning policy for traveller sites DCLG March 2012 and Planning policy for traveller sites DCLG August 

2015 
3  ODPM Circular 01/2006 – Annex C paragraph 6 
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13. The Council will continue with the approach of regularising pitches. The approach 

outlined in this method statement will be taken in respect of consideration of 
unauthorised caravans and pitches currently with temporary permission. In order to 
determine whether such an approach will be appropriate in planning policy terms, and 
in accordance with the requirements of paragraph 17 of the PPTS, sites identified with 
temporary permissions or unauthorised sites that may potentially be suitable for 
regularisation will be considered through the application of the stages set out in this 
TSSM.   

 

Site Selection Methodology 

14. The TSSM seeks to take careful account of all the above factors, in accordance with 
national policy and guidance and, in particular the considerations outlined in the PPTS.  
The consideration of sites needs to ensure that they have all been assessed 
consistently and, given the identified need, criteria set to guide land supply allocations 
in accordance with the PPTS.  A staged process is therefore proposed.  It comprises 
a sieving approach whereby sites are identified and then sifted out at different stages 
of the process following more detailed scrutiny and assessment.  In order to comply 
with the matters outlined in sections a) and b) of paragraph 10 in PPTS, the Council 
will assess sites against their suitability, availability and achievability. Further detail on 
each of the proposed stages is set out in the following sub-sections.  

Suitability  

 
Stage 1: Identifying Sites for Consideration   

15. Selecting the right location for a traveller site is key to supporting good community 
relations and maximising its success. As with housing for the settled community, poorly 
located sites that lack easy access to major roads or public transport will have a 
detrimental effect on the ability of residents to access health services, shopping 
facilities, attend school or other education / training and seek or retain employment. 
Therefore, the Council must demonstrate by evidence that the search for traveller sites 
within the District is exhaustive and includes consideration of both public and privately-
owned land.  

16. The Council has identified the following potential sources of sites; in identifying these 
sources of sites the Council has had regard to paragraph 011 of the Planning Practice 
Guidance (Reference ID: 3-011-20140306): 

(a) Extant planning permissions or pitches/yards under construction; 

(b) Planning applications that have been refused or withdrawn or are subject to 
pre-application discussions; 
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(c) Sites identified with temporary permissions or unauthorised sites that may 
potentially be suitable for regularisation; 

(d) Intensification and/or extension of existing permanent authorised sites and 
sites with temporary permissions or unauthorised sites that may potentially be 
suitable for regularisation and also have the potential for intensification and/or 
expansion; 

(e) Privately owned sites being promoted for traveller sites identified through the 
Council’s Call for Sites; 

(f) Council and other publicly owned land within the District; 

(g) Potential sites identified and consulted on by the Council in 2008;4 

(h) Other appropriate locations identified through desk-based analysis; 

(i) Working with Registered Providers of social housing to develop and manage a 
site or sites for the travelling community; and 

(j) If insufficient potential suitable traveller sites are promoted by developers / 
identified from the sources identified in (a) to (i) above an allocation within a 
strategic site allocation will be considered. 

17. Further details on how sites falling within 16(d) and 16(h) will be identified is provided 
in the following sub-sections.  

Stage 1a: Narrowing Broad Locations to Sites  

18. In relation to sites to be identified through paragraph 16(h), the following approach will 
be undertaken to identify broad locations and then within these identify potentially 
suitable sites, which will be subject to further assessment.  

19. The whole District will comprise the area of search. To identify broad locations, the 
following criteria will be applied:  

(a) Remove parts of the District which are not proximate to the public highway. This 
is to ensure that travellers can access services and facilities and to facilitate 
ease of movement of mobile homes/caravans onto any sites that may 
subsequently be chosen. Those areas of the District which are not within 100 
metres of the edge of classified and other metalled roads will be discounted at 
this stage.  

(b) Locating new traveller sites in immediate or very close proximity to existing 
developments in settlements is less likely to promote peaceful and integrated 
co-existence between the traveller and settled communities (PPTS, paragraph 
13a) and to ensure that the location of sites respects the scale of and does not 

                                                            
4 Consultation on Options: Development Plan Provision for Gypsies and Travellers in Epping 

Forest District (2008/2009) 
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dominate the nearest settled community (PPTS, paragraph 25).  This takes 
account of feedback received from the local traveller community.  Therefore, 
locations which are already developed and outside the Green Belt will be 
discounted from this search for suitable sites.  

20. The remaining areas will comprise broad locations, which will be refined further by 
screening the locations against major policy constraints. These have been identified 
based on the requirements of PPTS, the NPPF, or local considerations and means 
that the use of the location for a traveller site would likely cause significant adverse 
economic, social and environment impacts.   

21.  Each broad location will be screened against the criteria set out below using 
Geographic Information Systems (GIS).  If any part of the broad location is subject to 
one or more of the following major policy constraints that portion of land will be 
removed from further consideration: 

(a) European protected sites: Special Protection Areas, Special Areas of 
Conservation, Ramsar sites; 

(b) Nationally protected sites: Sites of Special Scientific Interest;  

(c) Ancient Woodland;  

(d) Local Nature Reserves; 

(e) Registered Parks and Gardens;  

(f) Scheduled Monuments;  

(g) Flood Zone 3a and 3b; 

(h) Locations within High Pressure Gas Pipeline Safeguarding Zones; 

(i) Locations within 150m of a high voltage power line;  

(j) Locations adjacent to, or at the ends of, airfield runways.  

22. The justification for each of the major policy constraints identified in paragraph 21 is 
set out in Table 1 (below). Where applicable, the justification for the major policy 
constraints aligns with that justification provided for the major policy constraints 
identified at Stage 1 of the SSM (and has been re-provided in the table below for ease 
of reference and sake of completeness). Where the TSSM does not include the SSM 
major policy constraints at this stage, or additional major policy constraints have been 
identified beyond those set out in the SSM, justification for their inclusion in the TSSM 
is provided in Table 1. 
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No. Major policy constraint Justification for major policy constraint 

1 Remove land identified in 
locations in relatively isolated 
and remote rural parts of the 
District.  

The NPPF contains a presumption in favour of sustainable 
development (paragraph 14). The core planning principles 
identify as part of this that planning should “take account of 
the different roles and character of different areas promoting 
the vitality of our main urban areas, protecting Green Belts 
around them, recognising the intrinsic character and beauty 
of the countryside…” and “actively manage patterns of 
growth to make the fullest possible use of public transport, 
walking and cycling, and focus significant development in 
locations which are or can be made sustainable”. 

The NPPF therefore indicates a preference for development 
to be located in areas which can access services and 
facilities. This is echoed in the PPTS (paragraph 4j), which 
advises on the need “to enable provision of suitable 
accommodation from which travellers can access 
education, health, welfare and employment infrastructure.” 

Reflecting this, as part of the Green Belt Review Stage 1 
(2015) the Council identified buffers for towns, large villages 
and small villages (as determined through the Settlement 
Hierarchy Topic Paper (2015)). The buffers identify the 
areas outside existing towns, large villages and small 
villages which could access key services and therefore 
might theoretically be suitable for development.5 

These buffers will be used at Stage 2 of the methodology to 
determine whether sites identified following Stage 1 
comprise a sustainable location within the District. 

2 Remove land in locations 
which are fully within 
internationally designated 
sites of importance for 
biodiversity.  

Paragraph 109, bullet 3, of the NPPF confirms that the 
planning system should contribute to “minimising impacts 
on biodiversity and providing net gains in biodiversity where 
possible…”. Paragraph 110 goes on to confirm that “Plans 
should allocate land with the least environmental or amenity 
value, where consistent with other polices in this 
Framework.” 

Circular 06/2005 provides further guidance on the 
Government’s statutory obligations in relation to 
internationally designated sites. Paragraph 55 states “… If a 
proposal for a particular type of development on a particular 
location would be likely to adversely affect the integrity of a 
such a site, or the effects of the proposal on such a site are 
uncertain, planning authorities should not allocate the site 
for that type of development unless: 

                                                            
5 Further detail on the methodology used to calculate the buffers is contained in the Green Belt Review - 

Stage 1 Report. 
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No. Major policy constraint Justification for major policy constraint 

a) they are satisfied that any subsequent or current planning 
application for that proposal would be likely to pass the tests 
for derogations in regulation 49; and 

b) there is a reasonable prospect that compensatory 
measures that may be required by regulation 53 can be 
secured such as to protect the coherence of the Natura 
2000 network and meet the requirements of the Ramsar 
Convention where relevant.” 

It is considered that if land is wholly located within an 
internationally designated site that it is unlikely that 
development of that land would not affect the integrity of the 
European site and therefore on that basis land located 
within them will be removed from further consideration. 

3 Remove land in locations 
within nationally protected 
sites: Sites of Special 
Scientific Interest. 

The NPPF (paragraph 110) states that in preparing plans to 
meet development needs, the aim should be to minimise 
adverse effects on the local and natural environment. Plans 
should allocate land with the least environmental or amenity 
value, where consistent with other policies in the NPPF. 
Paragraph 4k of the PPTS states that local planning 
authorities should, in producing their Local Plan, protect 
local amenity and the local environment. For the purposes 
of the TSSM, it is considered that development directly 
within a Site of Special Scientific Interest would hinder the 
Council’s ability to protect the local environment and 
therefore land located within Sites of Special Scientific 
Interest will be removed from further consideration. 

4 Remove land in locations 
within designated Ancient 
Woodland. 

 

 

The NPPF (paragraph 110) states that in preparing plans to 
meet development needs, the aim should be to minimise 
adverse effects on the local and natural environment. Plans 
should allocate land with the least environmental or amenity 
value, where consistent with other policies in the NPPF. 

Paragraph 4k of the PPTS states that local planning 
authorities should, in producing their Local Plan, protect 
local amenity and the local environment. For the purposes 
of the TSSM, it is considered that development directly 
within Ancient Woodland would hinder the Council’s ability 
to protect the local environment and therefore land located 
within Ancient Woodland will be removed from further 
consideration. 

5 Epping Forest Buffer Land  Epping Forest Buffer Land (which is intended to relieve 
pressure on the Forest from outdoor recreation and provide 
alternative habitat) is to be retained in perpetuity for the 
purpose of nature conservation. This land is therefore 
considered unsuitable for traveller accommodation. Since 
land will be removed from within settlement limits during an 
earlier part of Stage 1a it is unlikely that any potential 
locations will contain Epping Forest Buffer Land. Therefore, 
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No. Major policy constraint Justification for major policy constraint 

all sites which proceed to Stage 2 will be sifted against this 
constraint to check they are not wholly located within the 
Epping Forest Buffer Land and if they are they will be 
removed from further consideration. 

6 Remove land in locations if 
fully within a Council owned or 
managed Local Nature 
Reserve. 

Where Local Nature Reserves are owned and managed by 
the Council there is absolutely no intent to develop such 
sites; they are to remain in perpetuity for the purpose of 
nature conservation. At the time this stage of the TSSM was 
undertaken, the Council did not have access to data 
covering Essex County Council owned sites wildlife sites. 
Therefore all sites subject to Stage 2 of the TSSM will be 
sifted against this constraint and if they are wholly located 
within a County owned or managed wildlife site they will be 
removed from further consideration. 

7 Remove land in locations 
within designated Registered 
Parks and Gardens 

The NPPF (paragraph 126) states that local plans should 
set out a positive strategy for the conservation and 
enjoyment of the historic environment and “in doing so 
recognise that heritage assets are an irreplaceable resource 
and conserve them in a manner appropriate to their 
significance.” This paragraph continues that LPAs should 
take into account “the desirability of new development 
making a positive contribution to local character and 
distinctiveness.” 

PPTS (paragraph 4k) states that LPAs should in producing 
their Local Plan protect local amenity and environment. For 
the purposes of the TSSM, it is considered that 
development directly within designated Registered Parks 
and Gardens would hinder the Council’s ability to protect 
the local environment and therefore land located within 
designated Registered Parks and Gardens will be removed 
from further consideration. 

8 Remove land in locations 
within designated Ancient 
Monuments 

The NPPF (paragraph 126) states that local plans should 
set out a positive strategy for the conservation and 
enjoyment of the historic environment and “in doing so 
recognise that heritage assets are an irreplaceable resource 
and conserve them in a manner appropriate to their 
significance.” This paragraph continues that LPAs should 
take into account “the desirability of new development 
making a positive contribution to local character and 
distinctiveness.” 

PPTS (paragraph 4k) states that LPAs should in producing 
their Local Plan protect local amenity and environment. For 
the purposes of the TSSM, it is considered that 
development directly on Scheduled Ancient Monuments 
would hinder the Council’s ability to protect the local 
environment and therefore land located on Scheduled 
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No. Major policy constraint Justification for major policy constraint 

Ancient Monuments will be removed from further 
consideration. 

9 Remove land in locations 
entirely within Flood Risk 
Zone 3a and 3b. 

Paragraph 100 of the NPPF states that “inappropriate 
development in areas of risk of flooding should be avoided 
by directing development away from areas of highest risk…” 
and then sets out that the Sequential Test and if necessary 
the Exceptions Test should be applied. Table 3 (flood risk 
vulnerability and flood zone ‘compatibility') in the PPG 
provides further guidance on flood zones including where 
development may be appropriate. It confirms that with the 
exception of essential infrastructure (where the Exception 
Test would need to be applied) and water compatible uses, 
other uses should not be permitted in Zone 3b [Reference 
ID: 7-067-20140306]. 

The PPG also advises that “only where there are no 
reasonably available sites in Flood Zones 1 or 2 should the 
suitability of sites in Flood Zone 3 (areas with a high 
probability of river or sea flooding) be considered, taking 
into account the flood risk vulnerability of land uses.” 
[Reference ID: 7-019-20140306]. 

PPTS (paragraph 13g) states that LPAs should “not locate 
sites in areas at high risk of flooding, including functional 
floodplains, given the particular vulnerability of caravans.” 

Table 3 of the PPG indicates that 'Highly Vulnerable' 
development (including "Caravans, mobile homes and park 
homes intended for permanent residential use") should not 
be permitted (Reference ID: 7-025-20140306) in Zone 3a. 

Therefore, it is not considered appropriate to allocate sites 
for traveller site provision on land which is within Flood 
Zones 3a and 3b. 

10 Remove land if located within 
high pressure gas pipeline 
safeguarding zones or 150m 
of a high voltage power line. 

 

Paragraph 172 states that planning policies should be 
based on up-to-date information on the location of major 
hazards. The Glossary to the NPPF defines major hazards 
as: “installations and pipelines, licensed explosive sites and 
nuclear installations, around which Health and Safety 
Executive (and Office for Nuclear Regulation) consultation 
distances to mitigate the consequences to public safety of 
major accidents may apply.” 

The SSM identifies the HSE’s Land Use Planning 
Methodology6 sets out a matrix for deciding whether 
development of a site should be advised against, or not. 
This is based on a site’s location within the Consultation 
Zones (Inner, Middle, Outer), and the Level of Sensitivity (1 

                                                            
6  Health and Safety Executive Land Use Planning Methodology, [available online] 

http://www.hse.gov.uk/landuseplanning/methodology.pdf   
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No. Major policy constraint Justification for major policy constraint 

to 4) based on the use of the site. Development within the 
Inner Zone is only permissible for Level 1 uses, which does 
not include traveller uses. This more detailed data was not 
available to use at the time that the Stage 1 of the TSSM 
was undertaken. Therefore, for the site selection of traveller 
sites for this TSSM land was removed if it fell within 
identified high pressure gas safeguarding zones or 150m of 
a high voltage power line. 

At Stage 2 of the TSSM sites will be considered against the 
more recent Health and Safety Executive Consultation 
Zones Inner Zone and sites located fully within it removed 
from the sift. 

11 Remove land in locations 
adjacent to or at the end of 
airfield runways 

The NPPF stipulates that “Local Plans should identify land 
where development would be inappropriate” (paragraph 
157); and that “planning policies and decisions should aim 
to avoid noise from giving rise to significant adverse impacts 
on health and quality of life” (paragraph 123). Specifically in 
relation to travellers, PPTS (paragraph 13e) states that 
proper consideration be given to “the effect of local 
environmental quality (such as noise and air quality) on the 
health and well-being of any travellers that may locate there 
or on others as a result of new development.” Given the 
noise generated from aircraft it is considered appropriate to 
remove land subject to highest levels of noise exposure. 

Table 1: Major policy constraints 

23. At the end of this process, a series of broad locations which may be potentially suitable 
for traveller sites will have been identified.  

24. Further assessment will then be undertaken to identify potentially suitable sites within 
the broad locations.  This will involve desktop analysis and mapping applying existing 
field boundaries to ensure that potential sites identified have some existing physical 
boundaries on the ground. In seeking to identify sites of between 0.1ha and 1.5ha in 
size, remaining areas of land that are either greater than 1.5 hectares or less than 0.1 
of a hectare will be removed.  In accordance with the advice given in the Government’s 
Planning Practice Guidance7 when identifying individual site boundaries account will 
be taken of:  

(a)    likely compatibility with neighbouring uses; 

(b) the practicality of the size and shape of the site to accommodate at least one 
pitch; and 

                                                            
7 Paragraph 012, Reference ID: 3-012-20140306 
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(c) the ability to identify clearly defined boundary/perimeter to the site and where 
possible to use existing natural features.    

25. In respect of the consideration of likely compatibility with neighbouring uses access to 
services and facilities is important and therefore in ensuring sustainable locations are 
chosen the provision of additional traveller pitches should avoid locations that are too 
remote from settlements (in accordance with paragraph 13b and 13c of the PPTS). 
However, it is acknowledged from responses the Council received to potential traveller 
sites and location consultations undertaken in 2008 and 2012 that locating sites too 
near existing settlements is likely to be unpopular with both the traveller and the settled 
communities and therefore reduces the prospects for promoting the peaceful and 
integrated co-existence that paragraph 13a of the PPTS advises local planning 
authorities should seek. On this basis, sites considered to result in incompatibility with 
neighbouring uses will be removed from the sift. 

26. With regard to the size and shape of potential sites, areas which are below 0.1ha will 
be rejected together with sites with an area larger than 0.1ha but where the shape and 
configuration of the site renders it impractical to accommodate a single pitch.   

27. In relation to boundaries, areas with the potential to accommodate sites will be rejected 
where there are no existing clearly defined natural or man-made feature that might be 
used to demarcate a site boundary.  

28.  Each potentially suitable site will be given a unique reference number and the following 
information will be recorded: 

(a) site address /description of the location; 

(b) Parish; 

(c) site area in hectares; and  

(d) the extent to which the site has identified physical boundaries. 

29. OUTPUT for STAGE 1a: List of sites and map which identify sites which will be subject 
to more detailed suitability assessment.  

Stage 1b: Intensification and/or extension of existing sites 

30. More intensive use of, or extensions to, existing permanent authorised sites or sites 
with temporary permissions or unauthorised sites that may potentially be suitable for 
regularisation and also have the potential for intensification and/or expansion will be 
explored. This is considered appropriate given that: (i) over half of the need projected 
in the Council’s Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Assessment comes from 
household formation; and (ii) most of the District’s travelling community is made up of 
small discrete family units.  It is a recognition that a significant portion of future demand 
is more likely to come from the already established travelling community.  
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31. There is no single ideal size of site or number of pitches although experience of EFDC 
officers, site managers and residents alike suggest that a maximum of 15 pitches in 
capacity is conducive to providing a comfortable environment which is easy to manage.  
However, smaller sites of 3-4 pitches can also be successful, particularly where 
designed for one extended family.  Larger site sizes are not recommended unless there 
is clear evidence to suggest that a larger site is preferred by the traveller community.8  

32. In considering the scope to intensify the density of pitches on an existing site it will be 
essential to ensure that an appropriately sized clear gap is maintained as a fire 
prevention measure. Working within existing site boundaries, favourable consideration 
to intensifying existing pitch densities is more likely on sites that currently include 
poorly defined communal areas that lack a clear usage.  

33. To identify sites a review will be undertaken of existing sites to understand where there 
may be scope for intensification and/or adjacent land suitable for extension. In such 
cases the total number of pitches proposed on the site will not exceed 15 pitches.  

34. OUTPUT for STAGE 1b: Defined areas within or adjacent to existing traveller sites or 
unauthorised sites or sites with temporary permission which may be suitable for 
regularisation and which are at least 0.1ha and may be potentially suitable as 
additional traveller pitches.  

Stage 2: Site availability  

35. At the end of Stage 1, the Council will have a list of sites that may be potentially suitable 
for traveller accommodation identified from the sources listed in paragraph 16(b) to 
16(i). Given limitations in the Council’s resourcing, the identification of sites through 
these sources will be undertaken in two Tranches. Tranche 1 will comprise those sites 
identified through the Council’s Call for Sites (paragraph 16(e)) and other appropriate 
locations (paragraph 16(h)) with Tranche 2 comprising any sites from the sources 
identified at sub-paragraphs 16(b) to 16(d), 16(f), 16(g) and 16(i).   

36. The application of the TSSM commenced in May 2016 for Tranche 1 sites. In August 
2016, following the identification of Tranche 2 sites, the Council reviewed the draft 
TSSM. It concluded that an additional stage should be added to the TSSM, which 
involved collecting information on whether a landowner would be willing for a site to be 
considered for traveller accommodation. This difference in approach to the SSM is 
considered appropriate since it will: enable the traveller community to participate more 
fully in the identification of sites; and provides a more proportionate approach to 
assessing sites by ensuring they are not assessed unless there is a realistic prospect 
of them coming forward. For other residential and employment sites the Council 
already holds information on likely availability of sites through the preparation of the 
Strategic Land Availability Assessment; this additional step is therefore not considered 
necessary.  

                                                            
8  Designing Gypsy and Traveller Sites DCLG May 2008 – paras 4.7 and 4.8 
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37. At the point at which the decision was made to add this stage into the TSSM the 
Tranche 1 sites have been subject to Stages 3 and 4 of the TSSM. Therefore, some of 
the Tranche 1 sites had already been discounted from the site selection process. 
Landowners will therefore only be contacted for Tranche 1 sites where the sites have 
not yet been discounted from the site selection process. For Tranche 2 sites, all sites 
identified will be subject to Stage 2.  

38. Where landowners have not directly promoted their sites for consideration for traveller 
accommodation letters will be sent (based on searches of the Land Registry) seeking 
to elicit their interest in either selling or leasing land for this purpose.  If a negative 
response is received from a landowner in response to such an approach, then this will 
be documented and the site will not progress further through the site selection process.    

39. OUTPUT for STAGE 2: Confirmation for each site as to whether it should proceed to 
Stage 3 (provided as a list and in map format).   

Stage 3: Major policy constraints  

40. The purpose of Stage 3 is to consider all sites from the sources identified in paragraph 
16(b) to 16(i) (above) consistently and to align the traveller site search with that being 
undertaken for residential and employment sites.  Therefore, all sites will be assessed 
against the major policy constraints identified in Table 1 (above) so that any sites which 
would likely cause significant social, environmental or economic harm in accordance 
with paragraph 152 of the NPPF, or would not be economically, socially or 
environmentally sustainable in accordance with paragraph 13 of PPTS be removed. 

41. Each site will be screened against the criteria set out in Table 1 using a GIS database.  
The scoring will comprise a ‘yes’ or ‘no’ score against the criteria indicating whether a 
site should be removed from the sift.  If a site scores ‘yes’ on one or more criteria it will 
be removed from the sift and will not be taken forward to Stage 4. Sites which score 
‘no’ for all criteria will be taken forward to Stage 4.  

42. OUTPUT for STAGE 3: Confirmation for each site as to whether it should proceed to 
Stage 4 (provided as a list and in map format).   

Stage 4: Quantitative and qualitative assessment  

43.  The purpose of Stage 4 will be to undertake more detailed quantitative and qualitative 
assessment of sites to identify the relative suitability of sites for traveller development. 
The assessment criteria are included at Appendix A, which applies a ‘Red-Amber-
Green’ (RAG) rating system utilising a scale of three to five scores) and are the same 
criteria as those to be used at Stage 2 of the SSM except where identified in Appendix 
A.  

44.  The criteria are grouped into the following categories: 

 Impact on environmental and heritage designations and biodiversity; 
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 Value to Green Belt; 

 Accessibility by public transport and to services; 

 Efficient use of land; 

 Landscape and townscape impact; 

 Physical site constraints and site conditions.  

45. The quantitative criteria will primarily be scored against GIS information drawn from 
the GIS database. Where qualitative criteria are utilised a narrative on the planning 
judgements will be provided including the need for any mitigation measures. To ensure 
consistency in assessment across the candidate sites, Quality Assurance (QA) 
processes will be incorporated into the Stage 4 assessment process.  

Moderation Workshop 

46. During the Stage 4 assessment, a workshop will be held with attendees invited from 
Council officers, Highways England, Environment Agency and Natural England to 
moderate the results, check that there is a level of agreement on judgements and 
regularise any apparently significant inconsistencies. Following the moderation 
workshop the site assessments will be updated. This workshop will consider sites 
subject to the SSM and Tranche 1 sites subject to the TSSM together. A separate 
workshop will be held for Tranche 2 traveller sites.  

47. OUTPUT for STAGE 4: Assessment Proforma for each site considered at Stage 4.  

Stage 5: Identify candidate Preferred Traveller Sites  

48. The purpose of Stage 5 is to identify the candidate Preferred Traveller Sites which best 
meet the Council's preferred approach to meeting traveller accommodation needs. The 
Council’s aspiration was for this to be undertaken in parallel for employment, residential 
and traveller sites and bring together the assessment under this TSSM and the SSM. 
Given the delayed timescale for Tranche 2 traveller sites a separate workshop will be 
held for where traveller sites are considered.   

49.   In identifying the candidate Preferred Traveller Sites consideration will be given to 
identifying reasonable alternatives to the location of traveller sites in the District. For 
the purposes of traveller sites it is considered that a different approach should be 
adopted to identify reasonable alternatives to the ‘best’ fit approach adopted in the 
SSM. Paragraph 13 of the PPTS defines sustainable development in relation to 
traveller sites; reasonable alternatives will therefore be identified on the basis of this 
definition having regard to the need to identify realistic alternatives which will support 
the Council identifying a five-year land supply (in accordance with paragraph 10(a) of 
the PPTS). Given that there are likely to be fewer options for accommodating traveller 
sites in the District in comparison to other types of residential development the 
reasonable alternatives will not consider ‘best’ fit for each settlement but will instead 
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consider strategically the different alternatives to locating traveller sites in the District 
such as traveller sites being distributed across the District or being clustered in 
locations within existing traveller sites. On the basis of the preferred alternative, the 
‘best’ fit sites will then be identified.    

50.   In general, applying the RAG rating system in Appendix A, those sites with the most 
dark green (++) and least red scores (--) are likely to be the most suitable for allocation.  
However, in common with all site selection/allocation processes, the identification of 
candidate Preferred Traveller Sites will involve an element of planning judgement, the 
effect of which on outcomes cannot be prejudged. It should also be noted that in 
exercising planning judgement different weight may be given to each of the criteria 
reflecting the specific criteria for identifying traveller sites outlined in PPTS and the 
characteristics of the sites being assessed under the TSSM. Where this is the case, 
the rationale for applying different weight to the criteria in relation to a particular site 
will be documented.  

51. To guide the identification of the most suitable candidate preferred Traveller Sites, a 
sequential approach to site selection will be applied, in accordance with the following: 

 The sequential flood risk assessment – proposing land in Flood Zone 2 where need 
cannot be met in Flood Zone 1.  

 Sites with temporary permissions or unauthorised sites that may potentially be 
suitable for regularisation; 

 Intensification of existing traveller sites/sites which could be regularised 
(unauthorised sites or sites with temporary permission); 

 Extension of existing traveller sites/sites which could be regularised (unauthorised 
sites or sites with temporary permission); 

 New Traveller sites in non-Green Belt areas; 

 New Traveller sites in Green Belt areas;  

 Where sufficient provision to meet identified need for additional pitches cannot 
found from the above sources, to consider provision for allocating traveller pitches 
within strategic housing site allocations. (See para 48 below).   

52.  A workshop (as explained in paragraph 48 above) will be held with the Local Plan 
Working Group to identify candidate Preferred Sites, including those identified for 
traveller accommodation.  Where a site has been proposed which exceeds 1.5ha 
officers will identify the preferred location of any additional pitches. Where 
consideration is being given to both regularising / permanent authorisation of an 
existing site in addition to intensifying use and / or extending the site boundary, these 
matters will be considered sequentially. Consideration will initially be given to 
regularising / permanent authorisation; if this is satisfied then intensification will be 
considered and finally extension of the existing site where the scope has been 
identified. In addition to using the hierarchy outlined below and planning judgement 
other qualitative factors will be considered including relevant consultation responses 
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received to the Issues and Options Consultation, previous feedback from Councillors 
and initial officer evaluation of sites.  

53. If, having followed the sequential approach outlined above, there remains a shortage 
of sites consideration will be given to the feasibility and scope for providing a traveller 
site in a strategic site.   

54.  Through the workshop the rationale for release of Green Belt and demonstrating 
exceptional circumstances will be discussed. Should this review of sites not result in 
sufficient suitable sites being identified the need to re-visit Green Belt Stage 2 sites of 
greater value to the Green Belt will also be agreed along with whether broad locations 
should be identified to deliver planned development in the latter stages of the plan 
period.  

Workshop with Members  

55.  The Council’ aspiration was once the candidate preferred sites had been identified 
Members would take part in a workshop to discuss the emerging findings. The purpose 
of the workshop will be to brief Members on the work completed and to check for factual 
inaccuracies in the technical assessment. It will also provide an opportunity for 
Members to ‘check and challenge’ the initial conclusions reached by officers. The 
delayed timescale for consideration of the traveller sites meant that the ‘check and 
challenge’ of traveller sites will occur through the Council’s Regulation 18 consultation 
in Autumn 2016.   

56. OUTPUT for STAGE 5: List and associated mapping of candidate Preferred Sites that 
will be taken forward for more detailed deliverability assessment.  

Stage 6: Deliverability  

57.  The purpose of Stage 6 is to consider the deliverability of the candidate Preferred 
Traveller Sites to inform the identified need for traveller accommodation.  Stages 1, 
and 3 to 5 will have already considered the suitability of the site. Therefore, the focus 
of this stage is whether a site is deliverable and specifically: 

 To better understand site availability including whether the site is available now, or 
is it likely to become available during the Local Plan period? 

 Whether there is a reasonable prospect that development will be achievable within 
the appropriate timescales?   

Availability 

58. Where a positive response was received from landowners in response to the Council’s 
request to sell or lease the land for traveller accommodation (see paragraph 38) 
additional information on availability will be sought from landowners. Where 
appropriate this will refine and augment information received through the Council’s 
Strategic Land Availability Assessment and information held on any previously 
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withdrawn or refused applications or pre-applications that included provision for 
traveller accommodation.  

59. The availability assessment will predominantly focus on landownership, whether are 
existing uses on site, which would need to be relocated and when the site will be 
brought forward for development within the plan period.  

Achievability 

60. The assessment of achievability of candidate Preferred Traveller Sites will focus on 
the following elements: 

 Viability and marketability of the sites.  

 Confirmation that there are no insurmountable constraints to a site.  Primarily, this 
will be drawn from the Stages 1 and 3 to 5 assessments but will also include 
consideration of infrastructure requirements/constraints including inputs from 
statutory undertakers and infrastructure providers as identified through the 
preparation of the Infrastructure Delivery Plan.   

61. A further ‘check and challenge’ of candidate Preferred Traveller Sites by Members will 
occur through the Council’s Regulation 18 consultation in Autumn 2016.   

Traveller site provision trajectory 

62. Taking into account all information submitted under the previous headings, a 
judgement will be made on the likely timescales for the development proceeding.  Sites 
that are deemed to be available and suitable, which are not subject to any constraints, 
will be considered as potential allocations within the first five years.  For those sites 
that are considered suitable but have constraints, an assessment will be made to 
determine whether or not the site falls within five years, 6 to 10 years or 11 to 15 years, 
depending upon the nature of the constraint.  Some constraints are likely to take longer 
than five years to overcome and in these cases the site will be considered as a potential 
allocation in the 6 to 10-year and 11 to 15-year categories.   

63. Site owners who respond positively to the expression of interest letters sent will be 
asked to indicate the assumed timescale for development of the site but a final decision 
on how to allocate the site will be based on professional judgement, taking into account 
the wider range of factors considered. As part of this stage the exceptional 
circumstances for traveller sites located within the Green Belt will be re-confirmed and 
a decision taken regarding the need for identifying Safeguarded Land for potential 
release from the Green Belt, beyond the end of the Local Plan period, including the 
appropriate duration of any period of safeguarding.   

64.  Once a decision has been reached on the proposed site allocations the Council will 
seek to reach written agreement with those individuals/parties promoting the proposed 
site allocations. Such documents will form part of the Council’s evidence base and will 
be used to support the proposed site allocations. It is envisaged that documenting and 
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reaching written agreement with site promoters will be an on-going process which may 
commence during Stage 6 but will continue in parallel with Stages 7 and 8.  

65. OUTPUT for STAGE 6: Portfolio of proposed traveller site allocations for the Draft 
Local Plan consultation.  Confirmation of traveller pitch provision trajectory.   

Stage 7: Sustainability Appraisal/Habitats Regulation Assessment (HRA) of candidate 
Preferred Traveller Sites  

66. The Sustainability Appraisal assessment, undertaken by AECOM, will establish the 
impact of the candidate Preferred Traveller Sites alone and in combination.  AECOM 
will also undertake an HRA of the candidate Preferred Traveller Sites as well as any 
more detailed assessment required for individual sites (as identified at Stage 4).   

Stage 8: Review of candidate Preferred Traveller Sites following Draft Local Plan 
Consultation 

67. The TSSM published at Appendix D of the Report on Site Selection (September 2016) 
confirmed that for Stage 8: “The approach set out above is predicated on the 
assumption that further information on site suitability will be received in response to 
the Draft Local Plan consultation.  Therefore, the assessment made in advance of the 
Draft Local Plan consultation will be based on the available information.  It is not 
unusual for site proposals to change through the process of plan making as sites fall 
away when consulted upon and others are put forward.  

68. Following the Draft Local Plan consultation, the candidate Preferred Traveller Sites will 
be reviewed against any consultation responses and updated technical information, 
which is likely to include: 

 Findings from the Stage 2 Economic Viability Study.  

 Detailed assessment of transport impacts. 

 Updated information on infrastructure requirements/constraints.  

 Level 2 SFRA.   

69. Where there are clear planning reasons for altering the assessment (e.g. a change in 
planning circumstances, late identification of an error or new information arising from 
updated technical information), candidate Preferred Traveller Sites may be discounted 
and new sites identified for allocation in the Local Plan.” 

70. To provide clarity on which sites will be assessed and how they will be assessed, the 
text for Stage 8 has been supplemented to confirm the process that will be followed by 
the Council as it develops its Regulation 19 Pre-submission Local Plan.  

Stage 8.1: Identifying Sites for Consideration  

71. For those sites subject to the traveller site selection process prior to the Draft Local 
Plan consultation (comprising Tranche 1 and 2 sites), the starting point for their 
identification was the site sources identified in paragraph 16 (above). The sources of 
information for identifying additional sites to be subject to the TSSM post-Draft Local 
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Plan consultation (referred to hereafter at Tranche 3 sites) comprises a sub-set of the 
sites sources identified in paragraph 16. In order to identify Tranche 3 sites the 
following sources will be used: 

 Refused and withdrawn planning applications, live planning applications and pre-
application enquiries received between 1 April 2016 and 31 March 2017; 

 Call for Sites submissions received between 18 May 2016 and 31 March 2017;  

 Additional sites identified with temporary permissions or unauthorised sites that 
may potentially be suitable for regularisation; 

 Intensification and/or extension of the additional sites identified with temporary 
permissions or unauthorised sites that may potentially be suitable for regularisation 
and also have the potential for intensification and/or expansion in accordance with 
the requirements set out in Stage 1b above; and 

 Representations from site promoters received in response to the Draft Local Plan 
consultation which identify new sites and/or proposals for Tranche 1 & 2 sites which 
are materially different from that previously assessed. 

72. Before sites are assessed through the TSSM they will be reviewed to check they 
accord with the approach set out in paragraph 12.  

73. Tranche 3 sites will be subject to site availability assessment (Stage 2 above) as part 
of the deliverability assessment (Stage 8.6) to enable all stages of the TSSM and SSM 
to run in parallel.   

Stage 8.3: Major policy constraints  

74. The purpose of this stage is to identify any sites that are subject to major policy 
constraints identified in the NPPF, or by reference to local considerations, such that 
development of the candidate site would likely cause significant social, environmental 
or economic harm in accordance with paragraph 152 of the NPPF.  

75. Tranche 1 and 2 sites were subject to the following major policy constraints:  

 Remove sites where no part of the site is located within the settlement buffer zones; 

 Remove sites entirely within Flood Risk Zones 3a and 3b;9 

 Remove sites which are fully within internationally designated sites of importance 
for biodiversity; 

 Remove sites which are fully within a County owned or managed wildlife site or 
Council owned or managed Local Nature Reserve; 

                                                            
9  It should be noted that for major policy constraint 2 ‘Remove sites entirely within Flood Risk 

Zone 3b’, for traveller sites only this will be extended to be ‘Remove sites entirely within Flood 
Risk Zone 3a and 3b’ to reflect the guidance set out in the Planning Practice Guidance, which 
seeks to restrict vulnerable uses such as caravans within Flood Risk Zone 3a.  
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 Remove sites which are fully in City of London Corporation Epping Forest and its 
Buffer Land; and 

 Remove sites which are fully located within the Health and Safety Executive 
Consultation Zones Inner Zone. 

76. It is considered that sites located outside of the settlement buffer zone should not be 
excluded at this stage of the TSSM. Therefore, this stage will be undertaken for 
Tranche 3 sites and any Tranche 1 & 2 sites which were filtered out at Stage 3 due to 
being entirely located outside of the settlement buffer zones. Other Tranche 1 & 2 sites 
will not be re-assessed as the other major policy constraints and the data supporting 
each constraint remains unchanged from that used in 2016.  

77. Each site will be screened against the criteria set out in bullets 2 to 6 above using a 
GIS database. The site boundary for each site will be taken from the relevant 
information source identified in paragraph 71 (above).  As for Tranche 1 & 2 sites, the 
scoring will comprise a ‘yes’ or ‘no’ score against the criteria indicating whether a site 
should be removed from the sift. If a site scores ‘yes’ on one or more criteria it will be 
removed from the sift and will not be taken forward to Stage 8.4. Sites which score ‘no’ 
for all criteria will be taken forward to Stage 8.4.  

78. OUTPUT for STAGE 8.3: Confirmation for each Tranche 3 site and Tranche 1 & 2 site 
which was previously sifted out due to being located outside the settlement buffer 
zones as to whether it should proceed to Stage 8.4 (provided as a list and in map 
format).  

Stage 8.4: Quantitative and qualitative assessment  

79. The purpose of this stage is to undertake more detailed quantitative and qualitative 
assessment of sites to identify the relative suitability of sites for traveller development. 
The assessment criteria are included at Appendix A, which applies a RAG rating 
system utilising a scale of three to five scores.  

80. This stage will only be undertaken for Tranche 3 sites, and Tranche 1 & 2 sites which 
were previously not assessed at Stage 4 because they were located outside the 
settlement buffer zones. Other Tranche 1 & 2 sites will not be re-assessed as criteria 
and the data supporting each criterion remains unchanged from that used in 2016. 

81. Site assessments for Tranche 1 & 2 sites will be reviewed against the comments raised 
in site promoter’s representations to the Draft Local Plan consultation. A table will be 
included in the Report on Site Selection which identifies those sites for which 
representations from site promoters were made and where a change has been made 
in response to the representation.  

82. To ensure consistency in assessment across the candidate sites and between the 
three Tranches of sites, QA processes will be incorporated into the Stage 8.4 
assessment process. This will include moderation of the assessment by Council 
officers (as part of the Stage 8.5 workshops), which will include checking that there is 
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a level of agreement on judgements and regularise any apparently significant 
inconsistencies.  

83. OUTPUT for STAGE 8.4: Assessment Proforma for each Tranche 3 site and Tranche 
1 & 2 site which was previously sifted out due to being located outside the settlement 
buffer zones considered at Stage 8.4.   

Stage 8.5: Identify candidate Preferred Traveller Sites  

84. The purpose of this stage is to identify the candidate Preferred Traveller Sites, which 
best meet the Council's preferred approach to meeting traveller accommodation 
needs. This stage will consider Tranche 1 & 2 10 and Tranche 3 sites assessed at Stage 
8.4 and will be undertaken in parallel with employment and residential sites assessed 
under the SSM.  

85. The process will be consistent with that described in paragraphs 49 and 50 (above). 
For Tranche 1 & 2 sites, consideration will also be given to representations from site 
promoters received in response to the Draft Local Plan and a decision made on 
whether it affects the conclusions previously drawn.  

86. To inform which sites are taken forward for further testing (at Stage 8.6), the hierarchy 
set out in paragraph 51 and considerations set out in paragraphs 52 and 53 will be 
followed. The following additional factors will also be taken into account and where 
appropriate may result in additional sites being taken for further testing including:  

 The outcomes of the transport, infrastructure and HRA modelling of the Draft Local 
Plan sites should this indicate constraints to delivering growth in particular 
settlement(s). 

 The Council’s latest pitch trajectory should this indicate that a particular size or type 
of site may be required in order for the Council to demonstrate a five-year land 
supply.  

 Refined settlement visions and work on placemaking taking account of consultation 
comments and further evidence based work.  

 Progress with emerging and made Neighbourhood Plans which include site 
allocations.   

87. A workshop will be held with the Local Plan Officer Working Group to identify candidate 
Preferred Sites. This will include consideration of whether sites should comprise 
traveller accommodation and other uses in order to meet the District’s residential 
including traveller and employment needs. 

                                                            
10  Unless a Tranche 1 & 2 site has been re-assessed as part of Tranche 3 or has site has been 

withdrawn for consideration through the site selection process. Where a Tranche 1 & 2 site has 
been re-assessed as part of Tranche 3, the site proposal assessed through Tranche 3 will be 
subject to Stage 8.5.  
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88. OUTPUT for STAGE 8.5: List and associated mapping of candidate Preferred 
Traveller Sites that will be taken forward for more detailed deliverability assessment.  

Stage 8.6: Deliverability  

89. The purpose of this stage is to consider the deliverability of the candidate Preferred 
Sites to inform the housing trajectory for the Plan. Stages 8.3 to 8.5 considered the 
suitability of the site and, therefore, this stage will focus on whether a site is deliverable, 
specifically: 

 Whether the site is available now, or is it likely to become available during the Local 
Plan period?  

 Whether there is a reasonable prospect that development will be achievable within 
the appropriate timescales?   

90. Information collected from promoters Call for Sites forms will be supplemented by 
updated information from promoters/developers/landowners and further technical 
studies. As a minimum, a Proforma will be sent to all Tranche 3 site 
promoters/developers/landowners (as appropriate11), which proceed to Stage 8.4 to 
validate the information provided in the Call for Sites form and to seek further, more 
detailed information on proposals. This exercise will commence during Stage 8.4 to 
provide sufficient time for promoters/developers/landowners to respond.  

91. More detailed discussions may be held with promoters/developers/landowners through 
the Developer Forum. 

Availability and achievability assessment 

92. The availability and achievability assessment criteria are included at Appendix B, 
which applies a RAG rating system utilising a scale of three scores. For Tranche 3 
sites the availability and achievability assessment will draw on the information 
collected through the Call for Sites form, promoter/developer/landowner Proforma and 
other technical studies.  

93. For Tranche 1 & 2 sites, the availability and achievability assessment will be updated 
where relevant comments are received from site promoters through their 
representations to the Draft Local Plan; where the Council has received updated 
information through the Developer Forum or other mechanisms; and where updated 
or new technical studies are available.  

94. To ensure consistency in assessment across the candidate sites, QA processes will 
be incorporated into the Stage 8.6 assessment process. This will include moderation 
of the assessment by Council officers, which will include checking that there is a level 
of agreement on judgements and regularise any apparently significant inconsistencies.  

                                                            
11 Site promoters/developers/landowners of Tranche 1 & 2 site previously sifted out due to being located 
outside the settlement buffer zones but which now proceed to Stage 8.4 will also be sent a Proforma.  
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Identifying sites for allocation  

95. This element of Stage 8.6 will consider all Tranche 1, 2 and 3 sites and will be 
undertaken in parallel for residential including traveller and employment sites. A 
workshop will be held with officers to identify sites for allocation. In identifying sites for 
allocation the following considerations will be taken into account: 

 The findings of the availability and achievability assessment including the likely 
timescale for sites coming forward in accordance with those matters identified in 
paragraphs 62 and 63.  

 The Council’s existing pitch trajectory including five-year land supply and the scale 
of the residual land demand.  

 Those sites in each settlement which are considered most appropriate to achieve 
settlement visions.  

 The findings of any transport, infrastructure or HRA sensitivity testing.  

 Need arising from specific households and the extent to which such needs can be 
met on sites currently occupied by the household.   

96. Following the workshop with the Local Plan Officer Working Group, a cumulative 
achievability assessment of the residential including traveller sites identified for 
allocation will be undertaken. The criteria for the cumulative achievability assessment 
are set out in Appendix B.   

97. Upon completion of the cumulative achievability assessment, a workshop will be held 
with Members. The purpose of the workshop will be to brief Members on the further 
work undertaken for Stages 8.1 to 8.6 and provide an opportunity for Members to 
‘check and challenge’ the conclusions reached by officers. Following the workshop, 
the feedback received will be reviewed and an assessment made as to whether there 
are clear planning reasons for amending the selection of sites for allocation. 

98. Following the completion of the achievability assessment, consideration would be 
given as to whether there are any insurmountable constraints, which would preclude 
the site from allocation.   

99. OUTPUT for STAGE 8.6: Portfolio of proposed traveller site allocations.  Confirmation 
of the traveller pitch provision trajectory. 

Site selection work – Post completion work 

100. Following conclusions of the site selection process, the Council will undertake further 
work to inform the Local Plan including: 

 SA and HRA, which will include, as necessary, assessment of the Tranche 3 sites 
in accordance with the relevant regulations; 

 Infrastructure Delivery Plan; and 
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 Transport modelling. 
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Appendix A Stages 4 and 8.4 Criteria 

 

Ref. Criteria 
Land use 
applicable 

Score 

(++) (+) 0 (-) (--) 

1.1 Impact on 
Internationally 
Protected 
Sites  

Housing, 
Traveller and 
Employment (B 
class uses) 

  Site is 
necessary for 
the 
management 
of 
internationally 
protected sites 

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

Effects of 
allocating the 
site for the 
proposed use 
are not likely to 
be significant 
alone but 
should be 
checked for in-
combination 
effects 

Effects of 
allocating the site 
for the proposed 
use is likely to 
have a significant 
effect  
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Ref. Criteria 
Land use 
applicable 

Score 

(++) (+) 0 (-) (--) 

1.2 Impact on 
Nationally 
Protected 
sites  

Housing, 
Traveller and 
Employment (B 
class uses) 

    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 SSSIs.  

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

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

1.3a Impact on 
Ancient 
Woodland 

Housing, 
Traveller and 
Employment (B 
class uses) 

    Site is not 
located within 
or adjacent to 
Ancient 
Woodland.  

Site is adjacent 
to or contains 
Ancient 
Woodland but 
possible effects 
can be 
mitigated. 

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

Score 

(++) (+) 0 (-) (--) 

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

Housing, 
Traveller and 
Employment (B 
class uses) 

    No Ancient or 
Veteran trees 
are located 
within the site.  

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

Site contains a 
higher density of 
Ancient and/or 
Veteran trees, or 
are configured in 
such a way that 
direct loss or harm 
is likely.  

1.4 Impact on 
Epping Forest 
Buffer Land 

Housing, 
Traveller and 
Employment (B 
class uses) 

  Site may 
assist in 
extending the 
Epping Forest 
Buffer Lands  

Site is unlikely 
to impact on 
Epping Forest 
Buffer Lands 

The effects of 
the site on 
Epping Forest 
Buffer Lands 
can be 
mitigated. 

Site is likely to 
result in harm to 
Epping Forest 
Buffer Lands 
which cannot be 
mitigated. 

1.5 Impact on 
BAP priority 
species or 
Habitats 

Housing, 
Traveller and 
Employment (B 
class uses) 

  Features and 
species in the 
site are 
retained and 
there are 
opportunities 
to enhance 
existing 
features.  

Site has no 
effect as 
features and 
species could 
be retained or 
due to distance 
of BAP priority 
habitats from 
site. 

Features and 
species in the 
site may not be 
retained in their 
entirety but 
effects can be 
mitigated. 

Features and 
species in the site 
unlikely to be 
retained and 
effects cannot be 
mitigated. 
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Ref. Criteria 
Land use 
applicable 

Score 

(++) (+) 0 (-) (--) 

1.6 Impact on 
Local Wildlife 
Sites 

Housing, 
Traveller and 
Employment (B 
class uses) 

  Features and 
species in the 
site are 
retained and 
there are 
opportunities 
to enhance 
existing 
features.  

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

Features and 
species in the 
site may not be 
retained in their 
entirety but 
effects can be 
mitigated. 

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

1.7ai Flood Risk  Housing Site within 
Flood Zone 1 

Site within 
Flood Zone 2 
and exception 
test not 
required 

  Site within 
Flood Zone 3a 
where 
exception test 
required 

Site within Flood 
Zone 3b and not 
likely to be 
suitable for 
development 

1.7aii Flood Risk  Traveller  Site within 
Flood Zone 1 

Site within 
Flood Zone 2 
and exception 
test not 
required 

   Site within Flood 
Zone 3a or Flood 
Zone 3b and not 
likely to be 
suitable for 
development 

1.7b Flood Risk  Employment (B 
class uses) 

Site within 
Flood Zone 1 

Site within 
Flood Zone 2 
and exception 
test not 
required 

Site within 
Flood Zone 3a 
and exception 
test not likely to 
be required 

  Site within Flood 
Zone 3b and not 
likely to be 
suitable for 
development 
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Ref. Criteria 
Land use 
applicable 

Score 

(++) (+) 0 (-) (--) 

1.8a Impact on 
Scheduled 
Ancient 
Monument / 
Listed 
Building / 
Conservation 
Area/ Historic 
Park or 
Garden 

Housing, 
Traveller and 
Employment (B 
class uses) 

Opportunity for 
the site to 
enhance the 
significance of 
the heritage 
asset / further 
reveal its 
significance / 
enhance the 
setting. 

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

Site is located 
within the 
setting of an 
heritage asset 
and effects can 
be mitigated. 

Site is located 
within a 
Conservation 
Area or 
adjacent to a 
Listed Building 
or other 
heritage asset 
and effects can 
be mitigated. 

Site would likely 
result in the loss 
of a heritage 
asset or result in a 
significant impact 
that cannot be 
mitigated. 

1.8b Impact on 
Archaeology 

Housing, 
Traveller and 
Employment (B 
class uses) 

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

There is a 
medium 
likelihood that 
further 
archaeological 
assets may be 
discovered on 
the site, but 
potential is 
unknown as a 
result of 
previous lack of 
investigation 

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

Score 

(++) (+) 0 (-) (--) 

1.9 Impact of Air 
Quality 

Housing, 
Traveller and 
Employment (B 
class uses) 

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

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

Site lies within an 
area which has 
been identified as 
being at risk of 
poor air quality, 
and it is unlikely 
that the risk could 
be mitigated.  
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Ref. Criteria 
Land use 
applicable 

Score 

(++) (+) 0 (-) (--) 

2.1 Level of harm 
to Green 
Belt12 

Housing, 
Traveller and 
Employment (B 
class uses) 

Site provides 
opportunities to 
assist in the 
active use of 
Green Belt 
without any 
loss. 

Site is not 
located in the 
Green Belt. 

Site is within 
Green Belt, but 
the level of 
harm caused 
by release of 
the land for 
development 
would be 
none13. 

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

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

                                                            
12 Paragraph 80 of the NPPF sets out the five purposes of Green Belt. In undertaking its Stage 2 Green Belt Review the Council has considered the extent 

to which these criteria apply to the District and the areas designated as Green Belt. For the Stage 2 Green Belt Assessment a decision was made that 
individual Green Belt parcels should not be assessed against purpose 5 (to assist in urban regeneration) as it was not possible to distinguish the extent 
to which individual Green Belt parcels deliver against this purpose and therefore could not be applied in the context of the District which is predominantly 
rural in character and with limited derelict or other urban land in need of recycling. The Council has also considered how to treat purpose 3 in its Stage 
2 Green Belt Assessment, which relates to safeguarding the countryside from encroachment. Given the rural nature of the District the majority of the 
District's Green Belt performs strongly against this purpose. Therefore, the Council has undertaken some sensitivity testing in its Stage 2 Green Belt 
Review to look at how Green Belt performs if purpose 3 is removed from the assessment (and therefore parcels are assessed against purposes 1, 2 
and 4). The results of this assessment provide a more nuanced picture of how Green Belt performs across the District. As acknowledged in preceding 
sections of the SSM, if the Council is to meet its objectively assessed housing and employment needs the case for Green Belt release will need to be 
considered. It is the Council's view that using the Green Belt assessment which considers the 3 purposes (rather than 4) will provide the Council will a 
better tool and evidence base upon which to make decisions about the performance of Green Belt across the District and those locations where Green 
Belt release may be more appropriate. It is on this basis that the Council proposes to use the results of the sensitivity testing for site selection. Further 
justification for adopting this approach is contained in the Stage 2 Green Belt Assessment.  

13 It is noted that all releases of designated Green Belt land will result, at least to some extent, in harm due to the loss of land from the Green Belt. This 
phrasing reflects that based on the draft Stage 2 Green Belt Assessment that some parcels of the District’s existing Green Belt do not meet the purposes 
as set out in paragraph 80 of the NPPF.  
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Ref. Criteria 
Land use 
applicable 

Score 

(++) (+) 0 (-) (--) 

3.1 Distance to 
the nearest 
rail/tube 
station 

Housing, 
Traveller and 
Employment (B 
class uses) 

  Site is less 
than 1000m 
from the 
nearest rail or 
tube station 

Site is between 
1000m and 
4000m from 
the nearest rail 
or tube station 

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

  

3.2 Walking 
distance to 
nearest bus 
stop (with at 
least peak 
hourly day 
service) 

Housing, 
Traveller and 
Employment (B 
class uses) 

  Site is within 
400m of a bus 
stop. 

Site between 
400m and 
1000m of a bus 
stop. 

Site more than 
a 1000m from 
a bus stop. 

  

3.3 Access to 
employment 

Housing, 
Traveller 

  Site is within 
1600m of an 
employment 
site/location.  

Site is more 
than 1600m 
and less than 
2400m of an 
employment 
site/location.  

Site is more 
than 2400m 
from an 
employment 
site/location.  

  

3.4 Distance to 
local 
amenities 

Housing, 
Traveller and 
Employment (B 
class uses) 

  Site is less 
than 1000m 
from nearest 
town, large 
village or small 
village. 

Site is between 
1000m and 
4000m from 
nearest town, 
large village or 
small village. 

Site is more 
than 4000m 
from the 
nearest town, 
large village or 
small village. 
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Ref. Criteria 
Land use 
applicable 

Score 

(++) (+) 0 (-) (--) 

3.5 Distance to 
nearest 
infant/primary 
school 

Housing, 
Traveller 

  Site is less 
than 1000m 
from the 
nearest 
infant/primary 
school 

Site is between 
1000m and 
4000m from 
the nearest 
infant/primary 
school 

Site is more 
than 4000m 
from the 
nearest 
infant/primary 
school 

  

3.6 Distance to 
nearest 
secondary 
school 

Housing, 
Traveller 

  Site is less 
than 1000m 
from the 
nearest 
secondary 
school 

Site is between 
1000m and 
4000m from 
the nearest 
secondary 
school 

Site is more 
than 4000m 
from the 
nearest 
secondary 
school 

  

3.7 Distance to 
nearest GP 
surgery 

Housing, 
Traveller 

  Site is less 
than 1000m 
from the 
nearest GP 
surgery 

Site is between 
1000m and 
4000m from 
the nearest GP 
surgery 

Site is more 
than 4000m 
from the 
nearest GP 
surgery 

  

3.8 Access to 
Strategic 
Road Network 

Employment (B 
class uses) 

The site is 
immediately 
adjacent to the 
Strategic Road 
Network 

The site is 
within 1km of 
the Strategic 
Road Network 

The site is 1-
3km from the 
Strategic Road 
Network 

The site is 3-
10km from the 
Strategic Road 
Network 

The site is more 
than 10km from 
the Strategic 
Road Network 
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Ref. Criteria 
Land use 
applicable 

Score 

(++) (+) 0 (-) (--) 

4.1 Brownfield 
and 
Greenfield 
Land 

Housing, 
Traveller and 
Employment (B 
class uses) 

Majority of the 
site is 
previously 
developed land 
within or 
adjacent to a 
settlement 

Majority of the 
site is 
greenfield land 
within a 
settlement  

Majority of the 
site is 
previously 
developed land 
that is neither 
within nor 
adjacent to a 
settlement 

Majority of the 
site is 
greenfield land 
adjacent to a 
settlement 

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

4.2 Impact on 
agricultural 
land  

Housing, 
Traveller and 
Employment (B 
class uses) 

    Development 
of the site 
would not 
result in the 
loss of 
agricultural 
land 

Development 
of the site 
would result in 
the loss of 
poorer quality 
agricultural 
land (grade 4-
5) 

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

Score 

(++) (+) 0 (-) (--) 

4.3 Capacity to 
improve 
access to 
open space 

Housing, 
Traveller and 
Employment (B 
class uses) 

  Development 
could provide 
an opportunity 
to improve 
links to 
adjacent 
existing public 
open space or 
provide access 
to open space 
which is 
currently 
private. 

Development 
unlikely to 
involve the loss 
of public open 
space. 

Development 
may involve the 
loss of public 
open space but 
there are 
opportunities 
for on-site off-
setting or 
mitigation. 

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

Score 

(++) (+) 0 (-) (--) 

5.1 Landscape 
sensitivity  

Housing, 
Traveller and 
Employment (B 
class uses) 

    Site falls within 
an area of low 
landscape 
sensitivity - 
characteristics 
of the 
landscape are 
able to 
accommodate 
development 
without 
significant 
character 
change. 

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

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

5.2 Settlement 
character 
sensitivity 

Housing, 
Traveller and 
Employment (B 
class uses) 

  Development 
may improve 
settlement 
character 
through 
redevelopment 
of a run-down 
site or 
improvement 
in townscape. 

Development is 
unlikely to have 
an effect on 
settlement 
character. 

Development 
could detract 
from the 
existing 
settlement 
character. 

Development is 
likely to 
substantially harm 
the existing 
settlement 
character. 
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Ref. Criteria 
Land use 
applicable 

Score 

(++) (+) 0 (-) (--) 

6.1 Topography 
constraints14 

Housing, 
Traveller and 
Employment (B 
class uses) 

    No topography 
constraints are 
identified in the 
site. 

Topographical 
constraints 
exist in the site 
but there is 
potential for 
mitigation. 

Topographical 
constraints in the 
site may preclude 
development. 

6.2a Distance to 
gas and oil 
pipelines 

Housing, 
Traveller and 
Employment (B 
class uses) 

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

Gas or oil 
pipelines may 
constrain part 
of the site but 
there is 
potential for 
mitigation. 

Gas or oil 
pipelines pose a 
major constraint to 
development. 
They will be 
difficult to 
overcome and 
affect a large part 
of the site 

                                                            
14 It is noted that topographical constraints will not be a relevant consideration for all residential and employment (Use Class B) sites. Nevertheless, given 

the large number of sites which will be subject to the SSM and the undulating land form in parts of the District, the inclusion of this criterion is considered 
to provide additional information which can assist in understanding the characteristics of each site. Also, where appropriate, the Council has sought to 
align the approach taken in the SSM and TSSM. Discussions with the traveller community have indicated that the topography of a site does materially 
alter the suitability of a site for stationing caravans; undulating sites are considered less suitable by the traveller community due the constraints this 
poses in situating caravans on the site. In light of these considerations, the Council considers it is appropriate to assess sites for their topographical 
constraints but acknowledges that this criterion should not be given undue weight when deciding which sites proceed to Stage 3. Accordingly, sites will 
not be discounted from consideration in the site selection process solely on the basis of how they score on this criterion.  

EB802B



Traveller Site Selection Methodology  

 

D40 

Drafted May 2016 and finalised August 2016 following Counsel advice. Updated February 2017 and finalised in June 2017 following Regulation 18 consultation and Counsel advice. 

Ref. Criteria 
Land use 
applicable 

Score 

(++) (+) 0 (-) (--) 

6.2b Distance to 
constraining 
power lines 

Housing, 
Traveller and 
Employment (B 
class uses) 

    Power lines do 
not pose a 
constraint to 
the site. 

Power lines 
may constrain 
part of the site 
but there is 
potential for 
mitigation.   

Power lines pose 
a major constraint 
to development.  
They will be 
difficult to 
overcome and 
affect a large part 
of the site 

6.3 Impact on 
Tree 
Preservation 
Order (TPO) 
trees 

Housing, 
Traveller and 
Employment (B 
class uses) 

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

The intensity of 
site 
development 
would be 
constrained by 
the presence of 
protected trees 
either on or 
adjacent to the 
site 

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

Score 

(++) (+) 0 (-) (--) 

6.4 Access to site Housing, 
Traveller and 
Employment (B 
class uses) 

  Suitable 
access to the 
site already 
exists. 

Access to the 
site can be 
created within 
landholding to 
adjacent to the 
highway. 

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

There is no 
means of access 
to the site and no 
likely prospect of 
achieving access. 

6.5 Contaminatio
n constraints 

Housing, 
Traveller and 
Employment (B 
class uses) 

   No 
contamination 
issues 
identified on 
site to date. 

Potential 
contamination 
on site, which 
could be 
mitigated.  

Potential severe 
contamination on 
site, where 
assurances would 
have to be sought 
from the 
developer that 
remediation would 
not harm site 
viability. 
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Ref. Criteria 
Land use 
applicable 

Score 

(++) (+) 0 (-) (--) 

6.6 Traffic impact Housing, 
Traveller  

    Area around 
the site 
expected to be 
uncongested at 
peak time, or 
site below the 
site size 
threshold 
where it would 
be expected to 
significantly 
affect 
congestion. 

Low level 
congestion 
expected at 
peak times 
within the 
vicinity of the 
site. 

Moderate peak 
time congestion 
expected within 
the vicinity of the 
site. 
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Appendix B Stages 6 and 8.6 Criteria 

Ref Criteria 
Land use 
applicable 

Score 

(+) 0 (-) 

1 Availability 

1.1 Site ownership Housing, Traveller 
and Employment (B 
class uses) 

Site is in single ownership Site is in multiple ownership 
where landowners are 
promoting independent 
schemes that are not in 
conflict, or working 
collaboratively on a 
scheme, and there is an 
agreement in place 
between the parties 

Site ownership is 
unknown or is in multiple 
ownership and the other 
owners are either 
unknown, oppose the 
development or are 
promoting another 
conflicting scheme 

1.2 Existing uses Housing, Traveller 
and Employment (B 
class uses) 

There are no existing uses 
on-site or existing uses 
could cease in less than 
two years 

Existing uses on-site which 
could cease between two 
and 10 years 

Existing uses on-site 
where the use could 
cease in more than 10 
years or the timescale for 
on-site uses ceasing is 
unknown 

1.3 On-site restrictions Housing, Traveller 
and Employment (B 
class uses) 

Site is not subject to any 
known restrictions 

Site is subject to restrictions 
but agreement in place or 
being negotiated to 
overcome them, or not 
judged to be a constraint 

Site subject to restrictions 
and there is limited 
prospect of the restriction 
being overcome 

1.4 Availability Housing, Traveller 
and Employment (B 
class uses) 

Site expected to be 
available between 2016 
and 2020 

Site expected to be 
available between 2021 
and 2025 

Site not expected to be 
available until at least 
2026 or site availability is 
unknown 
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Ref Criteria 
Land use 
applicable 

Score 

(+) 0 (-) 

2 Achievability 

2.1 Marketability  Housing and 
Employment (B 
class uses) 

Site is under option to a 
developer 

Site is being actively 
marketed for development 
or enquiries have been 
received from a developer 

Site is not being actively 
marketed 

2.2 Site viability Housing and 
Employment (B 
class uses) 

No viability issues identified Site viability is marginal or 
weaker demand for 
development 

Viability and the market 
for development is poor 

2.3 On-site physical 
and infrastructure 
constraints 

Housing, Traveller 
and Employment (B 
class uses) 

There are no known on-site 
constraints which would 
impact upon deliverability 

On-site constraints have 
been identified but 
mitigation or design 
solutions mean that there 
would be no impact upon 
deliverability 

Identified on-site 
constraints may impact 
upon deliverability 

2.3a Primary Schools 
(Planning Area) 

Housing, Traveller Site is located within a 
Primary Forecast Planning 
Group that has existing and 
future capacity 

Site is located within a 
Primary Forecast Planning 
Group that does not have 
capacity, however has the 
potential to expand in the 
future 

Site is located within a 
Primary Forecast 
Planning Group with no 
capacity, and limited 
scope to expand in the 
future 

2.4b Primary Schools 
(Individual) 

Housing, Traveller Site is located within 1km of 
a primary school with 
existing and future capacity 

Site is located within 1km of 
a primary school with either 
a current or forecast 
capacity deficit 

Site is not located within 
1km of a primary school 

2.5a Secondary Schools 
(Planning Area) 

Housing, Traveller Site is located within a 
Secondary Forecast 

Site is located within a 
Secondary Forecast 
Planning Group that does 

Site is located within a 
Secondary Forecast 
Planning Group with no 
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Ref Criteria 
Land use 
applicable 

Score 

(+) 0 (-) 

Planning Group that has 
existing and future capacity 

not have capacity, however 
has the potential to expand 
in the future, either through 
the expansion of existing 
schools or the provision of 
a new school site 

capacity, and limited 
scope to expand in the 
future 

2.5b Secondary Schools 
(Individual) 

Housing, Traveller The site is located within 
1km of a secondary school 
with current capacity and 
no forecast deficit 

Site is located within 1km of 
a secondary school with 
either a current or forecast 
capacity deficit 

Site is not located within 
1km of a secondary 
school 

2.6 Access to open 
space 

Housing, Traveller Site is located within 400m 
of existing publicly 
accessible open space, or 
there are proposals for new 
on-site open space 
provision as part of the 
development 

Site is located 400-600m 
from existing publicly 
accessible open space 

Site is more than 600m 
from existing publicly 
accessible open space 

2.7 Health Housing, Traveller Site is located within 1km of 
a GP surgery with capacity 

Site is located within 1km of 
a doctors surgery with no 
capacity 

Site is not located within 
1km of doctors' surgery 

2.8 Impact on Minerals 
Deposits 

Housing, Traveller 
and Employment (B 
class uses) 

None of the site is located 
within a minerals 
safeguarding area 

Part of the site is located 
within a minerals 
safeguarding area, but 
possible impacts could be 
mitigated 

Part of the site is located 
within a minerals 
safeguarding area and 
impacts could not be 
mitigated, or the whole of 
the site is within a 
minerals safeguarding 
area 
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Ref Criteria 
Land use 
applicable 

Score 

(+) 0 (-) 

3 Cumulative achievability 

3.1 Impact on open 
space 

Housing, Traveller There are no identified 
current deficiencies in the 
quantum of open space 
within the settlement. No 
open space is lost as a 
result of the proposed 
allocations in the 
settlement. 

There are no identified 
current deficiencies in the 
quantum of open space 
within the settlement, 
however the cumulative 
impact of the proposed 
allocations would result in a 
reduction in land for open 
space. 

There is a current 
deficiency in the quantum 
of open space within this 
settlement. The 
cumulative impact of the 
proposed allocations 
would result in a 
reduction in land for open 
space. 

3.2 Impact on primary 
schools 

Housing, Traveller The proposed allocations in 
the settlement can be 
accommodated within the 
current primary school 
places in the Schools 
Planning Area. There is 
potential to accommodate 
growth by either expanding 
schools or identifying a new 
site 

The proposed allocations in 
the settlement would lead 
to a shortage of current 
primary school places in the 
Schools Planning Area. 
There is potential to 
accommodate growth by 
either expanding schools or 
identifying a new site 

The proposed allocations 
in the settlement would 
lead to a shortage of 
current primary school 
places in the Schools 
Planning Area. There is 
limited scope to further 
expand school provision 
due to site constraints 

3.3 Impact on 
secondary schools 

Housing, Traveller The proposed allocations in 
the settlement can be 
accommodated within the 
current secondary school 
places in the Schools 
Planning Area. There is 
potential to accommodate 
growth by either expanding 

The proposed allocations in 
the settlement would lead 
to a shortage of current 
secondary school places in 
the Schools Planning Area. 
There is potential to 
accommodate growth by 

The proposed allocations 
in the settlement would 
lead to a shortage of 
current secondary school 
places in the Schools 
Planning Area. There is 
limited scope to further 
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Ref Criteria 
Land use 
applicable 

Score 

(+) 0 (-) 

schools or identifying a new 
site 

either expanding schools or 
identifying a new site 

expand school provision 
due to site constraints 

3.4 Impact on Green 
Infrastructure (GI) 

Housing, Traveller The proposed site 
allocations provide 
opportunities to enhance 
Green Infrastructure 

The proposed site 
allocations generally 
provide opportunities to 
enhance GI; on some sites 
there is likely to be some 
loss of GI 

The proposed site 
allocations do not provide 
opportunities to enhance 
Green Infrastructure 

3.5 Impact on Sewage 
Treatment 

Housing, Traveller Settlement is served by a 
Sewage Treatment Works 
which has known spare 
capacity or planned 
additional capacity 

No known capacity issues, 
with further engagement 
with Thames Water to take 
place as part of the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

Settlement is served by a 
Sewage Treatment Works 
with known limited 
capacity 

3.6 Impact on Central 
Line Capacity 

Housing, Traveller The proposed allocations in 
this settlement do not have 
a material impact on the 
current or expected 
forecast peak use of the 
Central Line stations within 
Epping Forest District 

The proposed allocations in 
this settlement are 
expected to result in a 
minor increase in the 
expected forecast peak use 
of the Central Line stations 
within Epping Forest 
District, which will not affect 
the capacity of these 
stations 

The proposed allocations 
in this settlement are 
expected to result in a 
moderate or major 
increase in the expected 
forecast peak use of the 
Central Line stations 
within Epping Forest 
District, which will affect 
the capacity of these 
stations 

3.7 Impact on Water 
Networks 

Housing, Traveller Settlement is served by 
water and network with no 
known capacity issues 

- Settlement is served by 
water network which is 
unlikely to be able to 
meet additional demand - 
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Ref Criteria 
Land use 
applicable 

Score 

(+) 0 (-) 

upgrades to the existing 
infrastructure expected to 
be required 

3.8 Impact on 
Wastewater 
Networks 

Housing, Traveller  Settlement is served by 
wastewater network with 
capacity to meet additional 
demand 

Settlement is served by 
wastewater network which 
may be unable to meet 
additional demand – local 
upgrades to the existing 
infrastructure expected to 
be required 

Settlement is served by 
wastewater network 
which is unlikely to be 
able to meet additional 
demand – strategic 
infrastructure expected to 
be required 
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E1 Assessment of Traveller Sites 

This appendix was being finalised at the time of publication. A final, updated 
version of the Report on Site Selection will be published once the detailed write-
up has been completed.    
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F1 Assessment of Employment Sites  

This appendix was being finalised at the time of publication. A final, updated 
version of the Report on Site Selection will be published once the detailed write-
up has been completed.   
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