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EB8O0S5Fii

Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0048 Hertford
Parish: Fyfield
Size (ha): 4.09 SN @
Address: Land North of Ongar Road, Fyfield, Ongar Essex ¥ i
o

Primary use:  Residential eshur -
Site notes: Agricultural field

S 4,)5 Brentwood

Baseline yield: 123 dwellings

Source for Assumption based on 30 dph Client

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

gti)tr?straints None Drawing Status Date

) Issue March 2018

Drawing No Issue

Site selection None SR-0048 Rev 2

adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

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

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

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
DweII ings: 123 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 Effects of allocating site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination

with other sites).

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

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

Ancient Woodland

Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.

1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is adjacent to a Semi Improved Grassland habitat and in two buffer zones. The site may indirectly affect the
- P ty Sp: habitats, but mitigation can be implemented to address this.
—_— " Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site. The site is adjacent to The Moors LWS. The site is unlikely to affect the features and species of the LWS.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites 0
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1. Majority of the site is in Flood Zone 1. Higher Flood Risk Zones 2 and 3a, covering 9%, are located on the northern site
-f Floodris boundary and can be avoided through site layout.
: Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site. Unlikely to impact on settings of Grade | or Grade II* Listed Buildings due to distance.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets (+)
1.8b Impact on archaeolo A Existing evidence and/or a lack of previous disturbance indicates a high likelihood for the discovery of high quality
: P 9y archaeological assets on the site.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt 0 Site is within Green Belt, but the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be none.
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is more than 4000m from the nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

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

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

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

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

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

5.2 Settlement character sensitivity A Development could detract from the existing settlement character. ;:r;ypt?z?f:lsthagihf::ar(:it%rr]eorf glzn:irteyafjevelopment than the neighbouring developments. Therefore, development is
6.1 Topography constraints A Topographical constraints exist in the site but potential for mitigation.

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

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

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

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

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

6.6 Traffic impact 0 Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time. B343
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EB8O0S5Fii

Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0049 Hertford
Parish: Fyfield
Size (ha): 2.65 Y r
Address: Land south-east of Ongar Road, Fyfield, Essex {
g

Primary use:  Residential eshur -
Site notes: Agricultural field

S ,,,)5 Brentwood

Baseline yield: 80 dwellings

Source for Assumption based on 30 dph Client

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

gti)t:straints None Drawing Status Date

) Issue March 2018

Drawing No Issue

Site selection None SR-0049 Rev 2

adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

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

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

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
DweII ings: 80 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 Effects of allocating site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination

with other sites).

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

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

Ancient Woodland

Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.

1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. '(I:';lr? sg?éi)lzi:iﬂgdwtgh;:n?sesctigil:.)us Woodland buffer zone. The site may indirectly affect the habitat, but mitigation
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets *) Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site. Unlikely to impact on settings of Grade | or Grade II* Listed Buildings due to distance.
1.8b Impact on archaeology A Existing evi_dence and/or a Iac!( of previous disturbance indicates a high likelihood for the discovery of high quality
archaeological assets on the site.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt 0 Site is within Green Belt, but the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be none.
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations 0 Site is more than 1600m and less than 2400m from an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is more than 4000m from the nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

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

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

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

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

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

5.2 Settlement character sensitivity A Development could detract from the existing settlement character. ;:r;yp‘?g?;ilsmagihf::ar;it%?eorf glzn:irteyafjevelopment than the neighbouring developments. Therefore, development is
6.1 Topography constraints A Topographical constraints exist in the site but potential for mitigation.

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

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

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

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

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

6.6 Traffic impact 0 Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time. B344
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EB8O0S5Fii

Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0050i Hertford
Parish: Fyfield
Size (ha): 3.43 : S
Address: Land to East of Fyfield, Fyfield % °
g

Primary use:  Residential eshur -
Site notes: Agricultural land/paddocks

S 4,95 Brentwood

Baseline yield: 231 dwellings

Source for Assumption based on 30 dph Client
baseline yield: Epping Forest District Council
Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan
Site . None Drawing Status Date
constraints:
Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
Site selection Multi-parcel site, which has been split out. Capacity of 231 SR-0050i Rev 2

adjustment: dwellings split proportionally based on sub-site area. Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

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

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

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
DweII ings: 101 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 Effects of allocating site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination

with other sites).

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

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

Ancient Woodland

Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.

1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is adjacent to a Wood Pasture and Parkland habitat, and in the relevant buffer zone. The site may indirectly
- P ty Sp: affect the habitat, but mitigation can be implemented to address this.

—_— " Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site. The site is within the 250m buffer of Fyfield Mill Meadow LWS. The site is unlikely to affect the features and species of
1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites 0 this LWS
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.

: Site is located within the setting of a heritage asset and effects can be mitigated. Within setting of Grade | listed Fyfield Hall. Possible mitigation through sensitive layout and good screening.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets 0
1.8b Impact on archaeology A Existing ew_dence and/or a Iac!( of previous disturbance indicates a high likelihood for the discovery of high quality
archaeological assets on the site.

1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt 0 Site is within Green Belt, but the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be none.

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

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

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

3.3 Distance to employment locations 0 Site is more than 1600m and less than 2400m from an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is more than 4000m from the nearest town, large village or small village.

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

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

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

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

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

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

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

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

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

5.2 Settlement character sensitivity A Development could detract from the existing settlement character. ;:r;yp‘?z?;ilsmagihf::ar;it%?eorf glzn:irteyafjevelopment than the neighbouring developments. Therefore, development is
6.1 Topography constraints A Topographical constraints exist in the site but potential for mitigation.

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

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

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

6.4 Access to site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Access from Willingale Road and Fyfield Grange.

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

6.6 Traffic impact 0 Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time. B345

©Arup



EB8O0S5Fii

Site Suitability Assessment : 3
Site Reference: SR-0050ii Hertford @g
Parish: Fyfield
Size (ha): 4.37 o ® r
Address: Land to east of Fyfield, Fyfield L%F% % °
. T
A §§§r
. es hunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Agricultural land/paddocks
: 3»-?? 4,95 Brentwood

Baseline yield: 231 dwellings
Source for Assumption based on 30 dph Client
baseline yield: Epping Forest District Council

Job Title

Epping Forest District Local Plan
gti)t:straints None Drawing Status Date

) Issue March 2018

Drawing No Issue

Site selection Multi-parcel site, which has been split out. Capacity of 231 SR-0050ii Rev 2

adjustment: dwellings split proportionally based on sub-site area. Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

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

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

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
DweII ings: 129 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 Effects of allocating site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination

with other sites).

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

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

Ancient Woodland

Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.

1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is partially within a Wood Pasture and Parkland buffer zone. The site may indirectly affect the habitat, but
- P ty Sp: mitigation can be implemented to address this.
—_— " Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site. The site is within the 250m buffer of Fyfield Mill Meadow LWS. The site is unlikely to affect the features and species of
1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites 0 this LWS
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
18al £ on herit " 0 Site is located within the setting of a heritage asset and effects can be mitigated. Within setting of Grade II* church to north-west. Possible mitigation through appropriate layout (reduction in density)
-0 Impact on heritage assets and high quality design/materials.
1.8b Impact on archaeology A Existing ew_dence and/or a Iac!( of previous disturbance indicates a high likelihood for the discovery of high quality
archaeological assets on the site.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt 0 Site is within Green Belt, but the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be none.

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

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

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

3.3 Distance to employment locations 0 Site is more than 1600m and less than 2400m from an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is more than 4000m from the nearest town, large village or small village.

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

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

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

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

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

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

Development could provide an opportunity to improve links to adjacent existing public open space or provide |A negligible part of the site contains public open space. The proposals could be configured to avoid loss of public open
access to open space which is currently private. space. Site adjacent to existing public open space and could provide opportunities to improve access to public open
space.

4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space +)

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

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

5.2 Settlement character sensitivity A Development could detract from the existing settlement character. ;:r;ypt?z?f:lsthagihf::ar(:it%rr]eorf glzn:irteyafjevelopment than the neighbouring developments. Therefore, development is
6.1 Topography constraints A Topographical constraints exist in the site but potential for mitigation.

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

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

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

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

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

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

6.6 Traffic impact 0 Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time. B346

©Arup



Site Suitability Assessment
Site Reference: SR-0128 Hertford
Parish: Fyfield
Size (ha): 1.74 : ) AT
. Y, !
Address: Herons Farm, Herons Lane, Fyfield, Essex, CM5 ORQ ()
g
. s hunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Farmhouse, outbuildings and commercial/agricultural buildings
4, Brentwood
< 5.
Baseline yield: 10 dwellings
Client

Source for
baseline yield:

Site
constraints:

Site selection None
adjustment:

Community

feedback: near to this site.
Dwellings: 10

Indicated in Call for Sites

Could retain existing Listed Buildings

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

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status Date

Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
SR-0128 Rev 2

ARUP

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

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

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

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

AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

EB8O0S5Fii

Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘I’Evfi“:ﬁcshzfr 2:ng?tlng site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is adjacent to a Traditional Orchard priority habitat and in the relevant buffer zone. The site may indirectly
- P ty Sp: affect the habitat, but mitigation can be implemented to address this.
161 t on Local Wildlife Sit Features and species in the site may not be retained in their entirety but effects can be mitigated. The site encompasses a small portion of Cannon’s Green Lanes LWS. The site may directly affect some of the features
-0 Impact on Local Wildlite Sites © and species of this LWS however effects can be mitigated.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets ~ Site is located within a Conservation Area or adjacent to a Listed Building or other heritage asset and effects can |Site contains/adjacent to four GIlI LBs; Herons Farmhouse, two barns, and an outbuilding. Settings should be
. P 9 ) be mitigated. considered through appropriate layout and good design. Possible enhancement by removing modern agricultural
buildings and sympathetic replacements
1.8b Impact on archaeolo A Existing evidence and/or a lack of previous disturbance indicates a high likelihood for the discovery of high quality
: P 9y archaeological assets on the site.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt A lsol‘:ve |§ng?::eedirfrin Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site more than a 1000m from a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations “ Site is more than 2400m from an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is greenfield land that is neither within nor adjacent to a settiement. 100% Greenfield site not within or adjacent to an existing settlement.
4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space. ?pr;iillglble part of the site contains public open space. The proposals could be configured to avoid loss of public open
5.1 Landscape sensitivit Site falls within an area of high landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are vulnerable to change
. P fvity and unable to absorb development without significant character change.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit 0 Development is unlikely to have an effect on settlement character. Low density development is proposed which reflects the semi-rural character of the area. Therefore, development is
- ftivity not likely to have an impact on the rural character of the area subject to sensitive design reflecting the adjacent Listed
Buildings.
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Zgjeaégrtirglzeo;;lte development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.4 Access 1o site ) Suitable access to site already exists.
- . Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Farmyard). Potential adverse impact that could be mitigated.
6.5 Contamination constraints (-)

6.6 Traffic impact

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

B347

©Arup



EB8O0S5Fii

Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0131 Hertford
Parish: Fyfield
Size (ha): 4.40 : ) AT
: s !
Address: Herons Farm, Herons Lane, Fyfield, Essex, CM5 ORQ )
g
. es hunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Agricultural field.
4, Brentwood
-~ 5

Baseline yield: 130 dwellings
Source for Assumption based on 30 dph Client
baseline yield: Epping Forest District Council

Job Title

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

ints:

Issue March 2018

Drawing No Issue
Site selection None SR-0131 Rev 2

adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

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

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

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
DweII ings: 130 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 Effects of allocating site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination

with other sites).

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

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

Ancient Woodland

Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.

1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. '(I:';lr? sg?ézlzﬁiiltlgdvgh;zdanlel)sesctiggous Woodland buffer zone. The site may indirectly affect the habitat, but mitigation
1.6 Impact on Local Wildife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets *) Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site. Unlikely to impact on settings of Scheduled Monument or Grade | Listed Building due to distance.
1.8b Impact on archaeology A Existing evidence and/or a lack of previous disturbance indicates a high likelihood for the discovery of high quality
archaeological assets on the site.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt 0 Site is within Green Belt, but the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be none.

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

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

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

3.3 Distance to employment locations 0 Site is more than 1600m and less than 2400m from an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest infant/primary school.

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

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

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

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

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

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

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

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

5.2 Settlement character sensitivity A Development could detract from the existing settlement character. ;:r;ypt?z?f:lsthagihf::ar(:it%rr]irf glznasirteyafjevelopment than the neighbouring developments. Therefore, development is
6.1 Topography constraints A Topographical constraints exist in the site but potential for mitigation.

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

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

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

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

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

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

6.6 Traffic impact 0 Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time. 5348
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0399 Hertford
Parish: Fyfield
Size (ha): 2.75 A o
Address: Houchin Drive Playing Fields 4 °
o

Primary use:  Residential eshur -
Site notes:

S 4,)5 Brentwood

Baseline yield: 83 dwellings

Source for Assumption based on 30 dph Client

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

gti)tr?straints None Drawing Status Date

) Issue March 2018

Drawing No Issue

Site selection None SR-0399 Rev 2

adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

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

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

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
DweII ings: 83 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 Effects of allocating site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination

with other sites).

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

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

Ancient Woodland

Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.

1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. '(I:';lr? ;iet?ni;;v:grl]){ev;ittr;ir;;dzigimges Woodland buffer zone. The site may indirectly affect the habitat, but mitigation
1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site. ;I;:se If\i/:’esi-s within the 250m buffer of Fyfield Mill Meadow LWS. The site is unlikely to affect the features and species of
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets *) Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site. Unlikely to impact on settings of Grade | or Grade II* Listed Buildings due to distance.
1.8b Impact on archaeology A Existing evi_dence and/or a Iac!( of previous disturbance indicates a high likelihood for the discovery of high quality
archaeological assets on the site.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt 0 Site is within Green Belt, but the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be none.
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is more than 4000m from the nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

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

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

Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space. A negligible part of the site contains public open space. The proposals could be configured to avoid loss of public open

4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 space

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

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

5.2 Settlement character sensitivity A Development could detract from the existing settlement character. Site is existing playing fields. Therefore, development is likely to affect the character of the area.

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

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

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

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

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

6.5 Contamination constraints A Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. rF;ci)‘tizr;ieatlj'contamination over part of site (Brickworks over east part of site). Potential adverse impact that could be
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time. B349
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0879 Hertford
Parish: Fyfield
Size (ha): 0.30 , a8
Address: Poultry Farm, Norwood End, Fyfield, Ongar, Essex % 3
e
eshunt @
Primary use:  Residential 3
Site notes: Farm buildings in a field. Fenced off possibly for development.
‘ 4,95 Brentwood

Baseline yield: 9 dwellings

Source for Assumption based on 30 dph. The pre-application request is for Crent
baseline yield: help with the overall design of a scheme so does not propose a set Epping Forest District Council
number of dwellings.
Job Title

Epping Forest District Local Plan

gtl)tl‘elstl"ai nts: None Drawing Status Date
' Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
Site selection None SR-0879 Rev 2

adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

community The Counpil fjid not consult on a growth location which covers or is ?ﬁ?fif"éﬁ,??ﬁffni'ffnlZf’\pny{;?,hn'a?‘fn‘lf':ﬁf.?Sgchéis‘,’Eeésco, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,
feedback: near tO thls S|te. GeoBase, \Gl\é (}Eadaster NL, Ordnance Suwea{;dE(i! €|%a3;gfg;f;:§"|"a (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
Sm:rce: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
Dwell ings: 9 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘Ilivgﬁc;?h(;fr 2:It(;csz?tlng site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
L ! . No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is partially within a Semi Improved Grassland buffer zone. The site may indirectly affect the habitat, but
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 mitigation can be implemented to address this.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
18al t on herit t 0 Site is located within the setting of a heritage asset and effects can be mitigated. Unlikely to impact on settings of Gl or GlI* Listed Buildings due to distance. Settings of Little Forge and Old Forge
-0 Impact on heritage assets Grade Il LBs to east of site will be impacted. Possible mitigation through sensitive layout and high quality
design/materials.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo A Existing evidence and/or a lack of previous disturbance indicates a high likelihood for the discovery of high quality
. P Y archaeological assets on the site.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt 0 Site is within Green Belt, but the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be none.
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site between 400m and 1000m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is more than 4000m from the nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

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

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

4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space. No public open space is located in the site area. Development will not involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivity Site falls within an area of high Iand_scape §en§!tivity - characteristics of the landscape are vulnerable to change
and unable to absorb development without significant character change.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivity A Development could detract from the existing settlement character. ;{:eely')tg)ggZiisthaleri hf::ar;itgerr\irf tdheenasirté/afievelopment than the neighbouring developments. Therefore, development is
6.1 Topography constraints A Topographical constraints exist in the site but potential for mitigation.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 szzggrtﬁrgi%eo;tiife development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.4 Access 1o site ) Suitable access to site already exists.
6.5 Contamination constraints A Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Farm / Forge / Works). Potential adverse impact that could be mitigated.
6.6 Traffic impact Site below site size threshold where it would be expected to significantly affect congestion. B350
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Site Suitability Assessment
Site Reference: SR-0935 Hertford
Parish: Fyfield
Size (ha): 0.81 Lo r
4 5

Address: Gypsy Mead, Ongar Road, Fyfield, Essex, CM5 ORB i

g

. es hunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Car park, derelict restaurant, industrial building and vacant field
g 4,95 Brentwood
Baseline yield: 25 dwellings
Client

Source for
baseline yield:

Site No constraints identified.

constraints:

Site selection None
adjustment:

Community

feedback: near to this site.
Dwellings: 25

Indicated in Call for Sites 2016-2017

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

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status Date

Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
SR-0935 Rev 1

ARUP

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

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

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

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

AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

EB8O0S5Fii

Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘I’Evfi“:ﬁcshzfr 2:2(8:5;1tmg site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed |No requirement to consult with Natural England for residential development.
- P Y development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
L ! . No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is partially within a Semi Improved Grassland buffer zone. The site may indirectly affect the BAP priority
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 habitat, but mitigation could be implemented to address this.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site. The site is partially within the Moors LWS 250m buffer zone. The site may indirectly affect the Local Wildlife Site, but
E P lidlite Si mitigation could be implemented to address this.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
18al £ on herit " 0 Site is located within the setting of a heritage asset and effects can be mitigated. Unlikely to impact on setting of Grade | Listed Building due to distance. Adjacent to Grade Il Mill Hatch to south-east of
-0 Impact on heritage assets site - impact on setting mitigated through good screening, appropriate density/layout, high quality design materials.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo A Existing evidence and/or a lack of previous disturbance indicates a high likelihood for the discovery of high quality
: P 9y archaeological assets on the site.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt 0 Site is within Green Belt, but the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be none.
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations 0 Site is more than 1600m and less than 2400m from an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is more than 4000m from the nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land © Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement. 60% greenfield site, adjacent to an existing settlement (Fyfield).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit Site falls within an area of high landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are vulnerable to change |Site characteristics are such that a detailed assessment would likely find high vulnerability, at least in part of the site.
: P Y and unable to absorb development without significant character change. Development would need to be strongly constrained in extent and form so as not likely to adversely affect the wider
landscape.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit *) Development may improve settlement character through redevelopment of a run-down site or improvement in Proposed development offers potential to bring a vacant site back in to use, subject to sensitive design to reflect
) ity townscape. adjacent heritage assets and Tree Protection Orders on site.
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 The intensity of site development would be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or adjacent to [The protected trees on or adjacent to the site could be incorporated into the development proposed, subject to care in
. P ! 3 the site. the layout, but would be likely to have a significant adverse impact on the density of development which could be
achieved.
6.4 Access to site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Existing access from Ongar Road.
- . Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Garage / Works). Potential adverse impact could be mitigated.
6.5 Contamination constraints (-)
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Low level congestion expected at peak times within the vicinity of the site.
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Site Suitability Assessment
Site Reference: SR-0054i Hertford
Parish: High Ongar
Size (ha): 1.37 o &) A
Address: Land Surrounding High Ongar, High Ongar, Essex ¥ i
& 3
@ﬁ?’
. eshunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Agricultural fields
4. Brentwood
-~ <5
Baseline yield: 370 dwellings
Client

Source for
baseline yield:

Assumption based on 30 dph

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Site ) Flood risk reducing developable by circa 1/3 Drawing S -
constraints:
Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
Site selection Assumption based on 20 dph. This portion of split site not subject SR-0054i Rev 2

adjustment: to flood constraint.
Community

feedback: near to this site.
Dwellings: 41

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

Epping Forest
District Council
www.eppingforestdec.gov.uk

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

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

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

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

AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

EB8O0S5Fii

Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘I’Evfi“:ﬁcshzfr 2:ng?tmg site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is partially within a Deciduous Woodland buffer zone. The site may indirectly affect the BAP priority habitat.
- P ty Sp: There may be effects from this impact but mitigation can be implemented to address this.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets Site would likely result in the loss of a heritage asset or result in a significant impact that cannot be mitigated. Harm caused to setting of High Ongar Conservation Area and Grade | listed church by removing green, open backdrop
. P 9 and sprawling development outside historic development pattern. Loss of settlement pattern would cause harm to
character.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo A Existing evidence and/or a lack of previous disturbance indicates a high likelihood for the discovery of high quality
: P 9y archaeological assets on the site.
1.9 Impact of air qualit © Site lies within an area which has been identified as being at risk of poor air quality, but it is likely that the risk  |Parts of the site are close to the A414 and therefore mitigation measures are likely to be required.
. P a Y could be mitigated or reduced.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt s;trey Iﬁi;ﬂthm Green Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be high or
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities ) Site is less than 1000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land © Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement. 100% greenfield site, adjacent to an existing settlement (High Ongar).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space. No public open space is located in the site area. Development will not involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit Site falls within an area of high landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are vulnerable to change |Key characteristics of the adjacent landscape sensitivity zone assessed as highly sensitive extend to the whole of this
. P Y and unable to absorb development without significant character change. site. Development would be likely to adversely affect the wider landscape character.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit 0 Development is unlikely to have an effect on settlement character. Site comprises narrow strip of land between village and A414, and to the rear of churchyard of the Grade | listed
- ftivity church. Site is tightly bounded, and the new development would not be visually obtrusive from within the village.
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Zgjeaégrtirglzeo;;lte development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.4 Access to site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Access from The Street.
o . No contamination issues identified on site to date. No potential contamination identified.
6.5 Contamination constraints 0
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time.
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Site Suitability Assessment
Site Reference: SR-0054ii Hertford
Parish: High Ongar
Size (ha): 4.56 o &) A
Address: Land Surrounding High Ongar, High Ongar, Essex ¥ i
e
: s hunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Agricultural fields
4, Brentwood
S 5
Baseline yield: 370 dwellings
Client

Source for
baseline yield:

Assumption based on 30 dph

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Site ) Flood risk reducing developable by circa 1/3 Drawing S -
constraints:
Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
Site selection Assumption based on 30 dph. Capacity reduced by 50% due to SR-0054ii Rev 2

adjustment:  flood risk.
Community

feedback: near to this site.
Dwellings: 68

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

Epping Forest
District Council
www.eppingforestdec.gov.uk

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

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

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

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

AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

EB8O0S5Fii

Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘I’Evfi“:ﬁcshzfr 2:ng?tlng site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 3a where exception test required. Some 50% of the site is in Flood Zone 2 of which 45% is in Flood Zone 3a. The location of the higher risk Flood Zones
-f Floodris ) covers the eastern half of the site. The western portion of the site could be developed.
18al £ on herit " 0 Site is located within the setting of a heritage asset and effects can be mitigated. Possible impact on setting of High Ongar Conservation Area by altering historic pattern of development. Possible
-0 Impact on heritage assets mitigation through high quality design/materials and appropriate layout.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo A Existing evidence and/or a lack of previous disturbance indicates a high likelihood for the discovery of high quality
: P 9y archaeological assets on the site.
1.9 Impact of air qualit © Site lies within an area which has been identified as being at risk of poor air quality, but it is likely that the risk  |Parts of the site are close to the A414 and therefore mitigation measures are likely to be required.
. P a Y could be mitigated or reduced.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt © Site is within Green Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very |The northern part of the site falls within a high sensitivity Green Belt parcel, though if it was released it would have
. v low, low or medium. limited impact upon the setting of the historic Stony Park area of Chipping Ongar due to its physical detachment from
the settlement.
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities ) Site is less than 1000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land © Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement. 100% greenfield site, adjacent to an existing settlement (High Ongar).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space. No public open space is located in the site area. Development will not involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit 0 Site falls within an area of low landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are able to accommodate
. P fvity development without significant character change.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit A Development could detract from the existing settlement character. Site is located between existing settlement and the river, and could impact views to / from Nash Hall and the village.
- ftivity & This could be mitigated through lower density, design and layout.
6.1 Topography constraints A Topographical constraints exist in the site but potential for mitigation.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Zgjeaégrtirglzeo;;lte development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
. Suitable access to site already exists. Access from Chelmsford Road and The Street.
6.4 Access to site +)
o . No contamination issues identified on site to date. No potential contamination identified.
6.5 Contamination constraints 0
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time.
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0054iii Hertford
Parish: High Ongar
Size (ha): 6.61 : ) AT
. £ !
Address: Land Surrounding High Ongar, High Ongar, Essex ¥
% 3
. eshunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Agricultural fields
4, Brentwood
-~ <

Baseline yield: 370 dwellings
Source for Assumption based on 30 dph Client
baseline yield: Epping Forest District Council

Job Title

Epping Forest District Local Plan
igsstra_nts Flood risk reducing developable by circa 1/3 Drawing Status v

ints:

Issue March 2018

Drawing No Issue
Site selection Assumption based on 30 dph. Capacity reduced by 20% due to SR-0054iii Rev 2

adjustment:  flood risk. Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

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

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

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
DweII ings: 158 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 Effects of allocating site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination

with other sites).

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

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

Ancient Woodland

Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.

1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is partially within a Deciduous Woodland and BAP priority habitat with no main feature buffer zone. The site
- P ty Sp: may indirectly affect the BAP priority habitat, but mitigation can be implemented to address this.
- " Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site. The site is within the 250m buffer for the Clatterford End Plantation. The site is unlikely to affect the features and
1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites 0 species of the LWS
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 3a where exception test required. Some 28% of the site is in Flood Zone 2 of which 26% and 10% are in Flood Zones 3a and 3b respectively. Flood
-f Floodris ) Zones 2, 3a and 3b are located along the western site boundary and flood risk can be mitigated through site layout.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets 0 Site is located within the setting of a heritage asset and effects can be mitigated. Partially adjacent to High Ongar CA to north-east. Impact on setting of CA and character of CA by sprawling beyond
. P 9 existing historic development pattern. Possible mitigation by reducing density and appropriate layout and high quality
design/materials.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo A Existing evidence and/or a lack of previous disturbance indicates a high likelihood for the discovery of high quality
: p 9y archaeological assets on the site.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.

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

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

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

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

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

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

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

and unable to absorb development without significant character change. site. Development would be likely to adversely affect the wider landscape character.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit A Development could detract from the existing settlement character. Site comprises part of Roding River Valley and part of site is adjacentto Conservation Area. The proposed
) ity ¥ development has the potential to impact the settlement character.
6.1 Topography constraints © Topographical constraints exist in the site but potential for mitigation.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.

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

6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 adjacent to the site.
. Potential for access to the site to be created through third party land and agreement in place, or existing access |Access from The Street but may require update.
6.4 Access to site (-) ;
would require upgrade.
o . No contamination issues identified on site to date. No potential contamination identified.
6.5 Contamination constraints 0
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time. B355
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0181

Parish: High Ongar
Size (ha): 0.30
Address: Mill Lane, High Ongar, CM5 9RQ

Residential
Vacant scrub land

Primary use:
Site notes:

Baseline yield: 10 dwellings

Source for
baseline yield:

Site None
constraints:

Site selection None
adjustment:

Community

feedback: near to this site.
Dwellings: 10

Assumption based on 30 dph

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

Hertford
ST AT
el
eshunt % ‘
5 4, » Brentwood
Client

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status Date

Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
SR-0181 Rev 2

ARUP

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

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

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

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

AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

EB8O0S5Fii

Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘I’Evfi“:ﬁcshzfr 2:2(8:5;1tmg site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites © development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
13al t on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland. The site is partly within the 250m buffer for Westlands/Thistleland Springs Ancient Woodland. The site is unlikely to
->a Impact on Ancient ¥V oodlan directly affect the Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of ~ Site contains Ancient and/or Veteran trees but at a sufficiently low density across the site that removal could be |There is 1 Ancient tree directly affected by the site. The tree is located in the west of the site and may be affected by
-oD Imp 6 largely avoided or possible impacts could be mitigated. development. Impacts may be mitigated by considered masterplanning or translocation.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is partially within a Deciduous Woodland buffer zone. The site may indirectly affect the BAP priority habitat.
- P ty Sp: There may be effects from this impact but mitigation can be implemented to address this.
—_— " Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site. The site is within the 250m buffer of Westlands Spring/Thistlelands Spring LWS. The site is unlikely to affect the
1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites 0 features and species of this LWS
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
: Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site. Unlikely to impact on settings of Conservation Area or Grade | Listed Building due to distance and existing built-up
1.8a Impact on heritage assets (+) surroundings
1.8b Impact on archaeolo A Existing evidence and/or a lack of previous disturbance indicates a high likelihood for the discovery of high quality
: P 9y archaeological assets on the site.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt 0 Site is within Green Belt, but the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be none.
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site between 400m and 1000m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities ) Site is less than 1000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land © Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement. 100% greenfield site, adjacent to an existing settlement (High Ongar).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit 0 Site falls within an area of low landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are able to accommodate
. P fvity development without significant character change.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit 0 Development is unlikely to have an effect on settlement character. Low density development is proposed which reflects the character of the area. Therefore, development is not likely to
- ftivity have an impact on the character of the area.
6.1 Topography constraints A Topographical constraints exist in the site but potential for mitigation.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 The intensity of site development would be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or adjacent to |Protected trees are present, but the tree cover as a whole is not subject to protection. Its likely that the protected trees
. P the site. could be incorporated into the layout, subject to reasonable care, but could significantly impact the suitability of the site.
. Access to the site can be created within landholding adjacent to the highway. Access could be achieved from Mill Lane to the site.
6.4 Access to site 0
- . Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Within 250m of landfill site). Potential adverse impact that could be mitigated.
6.5 Contamination constraints (-)

6.6 Traffic impact

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

Site Reference: SR-0393

Parish: High Ongar
Size (ha): 1.85
Address: Land north of Millfield, Ongar

Primary use:  Residential

Site notes:

Baseline yield: 56 dwellings

Source for
baseline yield:

Assumption based on 30 dph

Hertford

es hunt

Brentwood

Client

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Site Reduction in site capacity by 1/2 due to flood risk -
. Drawing Status Date
constraints:
Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
Site selection None SR-0393 Rev 2
adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council
www.eppingforestdec.gov.uk
community The Council did not consult on a growth location which covers or is (20?1?:;inEssﬁ,stEa;{aE?DCe[&:?nce,o\p:tr;grrhn'aapr,‘?ni?::r::f\?;%‘;::??QBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,
. i i GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ord| Si , Esri J: , METI, Esri China (H K ), swisstopo,
feedback: near to this site. e«: ase, K jaster rdnance urveaynd ;r; GalpsazserCom;:nl ina (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
DweII ings: 28 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

EB8O0S5Fii

Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘I’Evfi“:ﬁcshzfr 2:2(8:5;1tmg site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 3a where exception test required. Some 64% of the site is in Flood Zone 2 of which 60% is in Flood Zone 3a. The location of the higher risk Flood Zone
-f Floodris ) covers the southern half of the site. The northern portion of the site could be developed.
18al £ on herit " i Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site. Unlikely to impact on settings of Scheduled Monument, Conservation Area or Grade | Listed Building due to distance.
-0 Impact on heritage assets *) Grade |l Listed Buildings nos.46, 48 and 50 Clatterford End to east of site - setting should be considered.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo A Existing evidence and/or a lack of previous disturbance indicates a high likelihood for the discovery of high quality
: P 9y archaeological assets on the site.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt iletrey Iﬁi;ﬂthm Green Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be high or
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site between 400m and 1000m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities ) Site is less than 1000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land © Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement. 100% greenfield site, adjacent to an existing settlement.
4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit A Site falls within an area of medium landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are resilient to change |The site is adjacent to an area of high sensitivity but is well screened by mature hedges. The form and extent of any
. P Y and able to absorb development without significant character change. development would have to be sensitive to the location to avoid potential adverse impact on the adjacent highly
sensitive landscape cha
5.2 Settlement character sensitivity A Development could detract from the existing settlement character. S;ttelllecrr?:n‘:r(l:shzsra‘::?er: of Roding River Valley. Development of the scale proposed has the potential to impact the
6.1 Topography constraints A Topographical constraints exist in the site but potential for mitigation.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Zgjeeu;lgrtirgl%eo;tilte development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.4 Access to site © Potential for access to the site to be created through third party land and agreement in place, or existing access |Access is down lane adjacent to stream - stream may need to be culverted to achieve suitable access road.
. would require upgrade.
- . Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Land raise / Sewage Treatment Works). Potential adverse impact that could be mitigated.
6.5 Contamination constraints (-)
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time.
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Site Suitability Assessment
Site Reference: SR-0458 Hertford
Parish: High Ongar
Size (ha): 0.22 3 o
Address: Southgate, The Street, High Ongar, Essex, CM5 9NH ¥ i
e
. eshunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Domestic garden land.
4. Brentwood
-~ <5
Baseline yield: 7 dwellings
Client

Source for
baseline yield:

Site None
constraints:

Site selection None
adjustment:

Community

feedback: near to this site.
Dwellings: 7

Assumption based on 30 dph

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

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status Date

Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
SR-0458 Rev 2

ARUP

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

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

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

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

AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

EB8O0S5Fii

Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘I’Evfi“:ﬁcshzfr 2:ng?tlng site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites © development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
18al £ on herit " i Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site. Unlikely to impact on settings of Conservation Area or Grade | Listed Building due to distance, scale of site, and
-0 Impact on heritage assets *) position along road (following existing development pattern).
1.8b Impact on archaeolo A Existing evidence and/or a lack of previous disturbance indicates a high likelihood for the discovery of high quality
: P 9y archaeological assets on the site.
1.9 Impact of air qualit © Site lies within an area which has been identified as being at risk of poor air quality, but it is likely that the risk  |Parts of the site are close to the A414 and therefore mitigation measures are likely to be required.
. P a Y could be mitigated or reduced.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt © Site is within Green Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very |Most of the site falls within a high sensitivity Green Belt parcel, though the proposed development would have limited
. v low, low or medium. impact upon the setting of the historic Stony Park area of Chipping Ongar due to its physical detachment from the
settlement and small
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities ) Site is less than 1000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land © Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement. 100% greenfield site, adjacent to an existing settlement (High Ongar).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit 0 Site falls within an area of low landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are able to accommodate
. P fvity development without significant character change.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit A Development could detract from the existing settlement character. Site is an existing garden, development of which could negatively impact the edge-of-settlement character. Impact
- ftivity & could be mitigated through lower density, design and layout.
6.1 Topography constraints A Topographical constraints exist in the site but potential for mitigation.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Zgjeaégrtirglzeo;;lte development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.4 Access to site © Potential for access to the site to be created through third party land and agreement in place, or existing access |Access via existing house on site.
. would require upgrade.
o . No contamination issues identified on site to date. No potential contamination identified.
6.5 Contamination constraints 0

6.6 Traffic impact

Site below site size threshold where it would be expected to significantly affect congestion.
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Contains Ordnance Survey & Royal Mail Data (c) Crown Copyright & Database Right 2016
EFDC License No: 100018534 2016
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Site Suitability Assessment
Site Reference: SR-0012 Hertford
Parish: Lambourne
Size (ha): 7.52 : ) AT
: £ !
Address: Land to the south of 62 Hoe Lane, Abridge, Romford, Essex, RM4 ¥
1AU =%
§ <
. es hunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Agricultural/Grazing Fields
: 4,;5 Brentwood
Baseline yield: 25 dwellings
Client

Source for
baseline yield:

Indicated in Call for Sites

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Site High pressure gas pipeline runs through southern half of site. FE——— ot
constraints:  Promoted capacity would only need a small amount of site to rawing Status ate
ensure delivery Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
Site selection None SR-0012 Rev 2
adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council
Community  The Council did not consult on a growth location which covers or is Sources: . HERE, Datome. memap, neremen:  Cotp, GEBOO, USGS, FAO, NP5, NRCAN,
. i i GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ord| Si , Esri J; , METI, Esri China (H K ), swisstopo,
feedback: near to this site. et: ase, K jaster rdnance uwea‘i\d ;r; Galpsazlser Com:‘:m ina (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
Dwell ings: 25 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

EB8O0S5Fii

Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘I’Evfi“:ﬁcshzfr 2:I‘Z(s:?ting site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 c?:\?eel(g)p?\:]e::?s Ilr}:fﬁigtlylﬂslgozznae;St;;eoreséssg(-) requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of © ISite conlaips Ancient alnd/crr Veteran trees bull gl a sufficiently low density across the site that removal could be |There is 1 Ancient tree directly za_ffected by the sjte. The tree is Iocgted in the east qf the site and may be affected by
Ancient Woodland argely avoided or possible impacts could be mitigated. development. Impacts may be mitigated by considered masterplanning or translocation.
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets *) Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site. Unlikely to impact on settings of Conservation Area or Grade II* Listed Building due to distance.
1.8b Impact on archaeology 0 There is a medium Iikelihopd that further ar_chagological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt A ISOi‘;e’ lizwwci)t?inr;eGdirfr? Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site between 400m and 1000m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities ) Site is less than 1000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land © Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement. 100% greenfield site, adjacent to an existing settlement (Abridge).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivity Site falls within an area of high Iandgcape slenls!tivity - characteristics of the landscape are vulnerable to change
and unable to absorb development without significant character change.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivity 0 Development is unlikely to have an effect on settlement character. _Site co_uld comprise ex_tension to Abridge. Proposed density reflects the character of the area. Therefore, development
is not likely to have an impact on the character of the area.
6.1 Topography constraints A Topographical constraints exist in the site but potential for mitigation.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines ) Gas or oil pipelines may constrain part of the site but there is potential for mitigation. tShouthern h_alf of site is in HSE middle zone (25% in the inner zone). Promoted capacity o_f 25 dwellings requires less
an half site area. Mitigation possible through layout design. HSE guidance advise against development for inner
zone.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 zz; ggrtirgi%eo;tii-te development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or thfsgg tpergti?t:ctye& ;n::spagseezrzseir;tloo;mo;n?fsgjzrlttttcz) trlea :Lt:ég; a:: ;(:LiI: ;2‘ ytg:ti; Irzagzt;?;ni-t is likely that they could be
6.4 Access to site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Access off Hoe Lane.
6.5 Contamination constraints 0 No contamination issues identified on site to date. No potential contamination identified.
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Low level congestion expected at peak times within the vicinity of the site.
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Site Suitability Assessment
Site Reference: SR-0027 Hertford
Parish: Lambourne
Size (ha): 3.50 : ) AT
: £ !
Address: Woodgrange Poultry Farm, 52 Ongar Road, Abridge, Essex, RM4 %
1UH =
§ <
. s hunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Dwelling house, paddocks and adjacent field
g 4,95 Brentwood
Baseline yield: 104 dwellings
Client

Source for
baseline yield:

Site None
constraints:

Site selection None
adjustment:

Community

feedback: near to this site.
Dwellings: 104

Assumption based on 30 dph

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

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status Date

Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
SR-0027 Rev 2

Epping Forest
District Council
www.eppingforestdec.gov.uk

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

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

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

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

AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

EB8O0S5Fii

Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘I’Evfi“:ﬁcshzfr 2:2(8:5;1tmg site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
. Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland. The site is partly within the 250m buffer for Apes Grove Ancient Woodland. The site is unlikely to directly affect the
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Ancient Woodland
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is partially within the buffer zones for Deciduous Woodland and Coastal Floodplain Grazing Marsh habitats.
- P ty Sp: The site may indirectly affect the BAP priority habitats, but mitigation can be implemented to address this.
- " Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site. The site is within the 250m buffer for Ape’s Grove LWS. The site is unlikely to affect the features and species of this
1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites 0 LWS
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
: Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site. Unlikely to impact on settings of Scheduled Monument or Conservation Area due to distance.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets (+)
1.8b Impact on archaeolo 0 There is a medium likelihood that further archaeological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
. P 9y unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air qualit © Site lies within an area which has been identified as being at risk of poor air quality, but it is likely that the risk  |Parts of the site are close to the A113 and therefore mitigation measures are likely to be required.
. P a Y could be mitigated or reduced.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt A Isol‘:ve |§ng?::eedirfrin Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities ) Site is less than 1000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is greenfield land that is neither within nor adjacent to a settiement. 100% greenfield site not within or adjacent to an existing settlement.
4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit Site falls within an area of high landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are vulnerable to change
. P fvity and unable to absorb development without significant character change.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit A Development could detract from the existing settlement character. Site would comprise extension to Abridge. Proposed density is higher than neighbouring development, and site is of a
- ftivity & scale that could negatively impact on the character of the settlement. Sensitive design and layout could mitigate
impacts.
6.1 Topography constraints A Topographical constraints exist in the site but potential for mitigation.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Zgjeeu;lgrtirgl%eo;tilte development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.4 Access to site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Access off Chipping Ongar Road.
- . Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Haulage Depot, Gravel Pit, Poultry Farm). Potential adverse impact that could be mitigated.
6.5 Contamination constraints (-)
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Low level congestion expected at peak times within the vicinity of the site.
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Site Suitability Assessment
Site Reference: SR-0189 Hertford
Parish: Lambourne
Size (ha): 8.12 : ) AT
: £ !

Address: Land at Hoe Lane/New Farm Drive, Abridge, Essex %

g

. s hunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Agricultural field
S ,,,)5 Brentwood
Baseline yield: 244 dwellings
Client

Source for
baseline yield:

Assumption based on 30 dph

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Site Circa 5% of the site is covered by SR-0505 (1 dwelling) and as FE— o
constraints:  such this is omitted from the yield to avoid double counting. rawing Status ate
Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
Site selection Full capacity reinstated for site selection assessment (overlapping SR-0189 Rev 2

adjustment:  site).
Community

feedback: near to this site.
Dwellings: 245

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

ARUP

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

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

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

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

AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

EB8O0S5Fii

Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘I’Evfi“:ﬁc;?hzfr 2:2(8:5;1tmg site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sit % Site falls within an Impact Risk Zone and due to the nature and scale of development proposed it is likely to be |Due to the development type (over 100 residential dwellings), development of the site is likely to pose a risk and
: pact on Natlonally Frotected siles ) possible to mitigate the effects of the proposed development. consultation with Natural England is required. However, it is likely that mitigation to reduce the risk would be possible.
. Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland. The site is partly within the 250m buffer for Ancient Woodland. The site is unlikely to directly affect the Ancient
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Woodland
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is adjacent to two areas of Deciduous Woodland and partially within three buffer zones. The site may indirectly
- P ty Sp: affect the BAP priority habitats, but mitigation can be implemented to address this.
—_— " Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site. The site is within the 250m buffer for the Soapley's Wood LWS and Alder Wood LWS. The site is unlikely to affect the
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 features and species of either LWS.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
: Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site. Unlikely to impact on setting of Conservation Area due to distance.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets (+)
1.8b Impact on archaeolo 0 There is a medium likelihood that further archaeological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
. P 9y unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt A Isol‘:ve |§ng?::eedirfrin Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site between 400m and 1000m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is greenfield land that is neither within nor adjacent to a settiement. 100% greenfield site not within or adjacent to an existing settlement.
4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space. No public open space is located in the site area. Development will not involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit Site falls within an area of high landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are vulnerable to change
. P fvity and unable to absorb development without significant character change.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit A Development could detract from the existing settlement character. Large site located in an area of dispersed, low density settlement pattern along Hoe Lane. Development could impact
- ftivity & this settlement character, but could be mitigated through design, particularly along frontage to Hoe Lane.
6.1 Topography constraints A Topographical constraints exist in the site but potential for mitigation.
6.2a Dist " d oil piveli 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site. Less than 1% of site in the northern corner is in middle zone. No area in inner zone. Due to site size and location of
-ca istance 1o gas and oll pipelines affected area impact is negligible and would not constrain development. HSE guidance advise against development for
affected area.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Zgjeaégrtirglzeo;tilte development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.4 Access to site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Access off Hoe Lane.
- . Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (within 250m of hazardous industrial and domestic waste landfill site). Potential adverse impact
6.5 Contamination constraints (-) that could be mitigated
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time.
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0329

Parish: Lambourne
Size (ha): 31.64
Address: Abridge, North Area

Primary use:  Residential

Site notes:

Baseline yield: 939 dwellings

Source for Assumption based on 30 dph

baseline yield:

Site None
constraints:

Site selection None
adjustment:

Community

feedback: near to this site.

Broad Area North of Abridge, comprising agricultural land.

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

Hertford
;:=ﬁ’ .
=
@ﬁsr
es hunt @
S 4,95 Brentwood
Client

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status Date

Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
SR-0329 Rev 2

Epping Forest
District Council
www.eppingforestdec.gov.uk

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

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

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

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

EB8O0S5Fii

DweII ings: 939 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘I’Evfi“:ﬁcshzfr 2:2(8:5;1tmg site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites © development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats ~ Features and species in the site may not be retained in their entirety but effects can be mitigated. The site encompasses a portion of a BAP priority habitat with no main features, and a portion of Coastal Floodplain
- P ty Sp: ) Grazing Marsh habitat. The site is likely to directly affect the habitats but mitigation can be implemented to address
this.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 3b and not likely to be suitable for development. Some 94% of the site is in Flood Zone 2 of which 82% and 81% are in Flood Zones 3a and 3b respectively. The
-f Floodris location of the high risk flood zones is such that the site is not likely to be suitable for development.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets Site would likely result in the loss of a heritage asset or result in a significant impact that cannot be mitigated. Harm caused to the setting and character of Abridge CA, and the setting of Gl listed bridge, by obscuring the historic
. P 9 development pattern by sprawling development to the north. Historically open land because of flood plain - part of
character of CA.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo A Existing evidence and/or a lack of previous disturbance indicates a high likelihood for the discovery of high quality
: P 9y archaeological assets on the site.
1.9 Impact of air qualit © Site lies within an area which has been identified as being at risk of poor air quality, but it is likely that the risk  |Parts of the site are close to the A113 and therefore mitigation measures are likely to be required.
. P a Y could be mitigated or reduced.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt A Isol‘:ve |§ng?::eedirfrin Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities ) Site is less than 1000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land © Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement. 100% greenfield site, adjacent to an existing settiement (Abridge).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space. ?pr;iillglble part of the site contains public open space. The proposals could be configured to avoid loss of public open
5.1 Landscape sensitivit Site falls within an area of high landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are vulnerable to change |Key characteristics of the adjacent landscape sensitivity zone assessed as highly sensitive extend to the whole of this
. P Y and unable to absorb development without significant character change. site. Development would be likely to adversely affect the wider landscape character.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit A Development could detract from the existing settlement character. Site located within the Roding River Valley, and development of this scale could have a negative impact on historic field
- ftivity & patterns, and the setting of historic Abridge.
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Zgjeeu;lgrtirgl%eo;tilte development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.4 Access 1o site ) Suitable access to site already exists.
o . No contamination issues identified on site to date. No potential contamination identified.
6.5 Contamination constraints 0

6.6 Traffic impact

Moderate peak time congestion expected within the vicinity of the site.
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Site Suitability Assessment
Site Reference: SR-0330 Hertford
Parish: Lambourne
Size (ha): 21.57 ) Vd
3 £t !

Address: Land east and west of New Farm Drive, South Abridge %

g

: : . s hunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Broad Area South and East of Abridge comprising agricultural fields
= 4,)5 Brentwood
Baseline yield: 641 dwellings
Client

Source for
baseline yield:

Assumption based on 30 dph

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Site Gas pipeline runs through site, reducing potential capacity by 1/3 -
. Drawing Status Date
constraints:
Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
Site selection None SR-0330 Rev 2
adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council
www.eppingforestdec.gov.uk
community The Council did not consult on a growth location which covers or is (20?1?:;:in;sg,stEa;{aE?DCeT(\::pn;,o\p:tr;grrhn'aapr,‘?ni?:::f\?gg(;‘;r(:?gigBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,
. i i GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordl Si , Esri J: , METI, Esri China (H K ), swisstopo,
feedback: near to this site. eﬁ ase, K jaster rdnance urveaynd ;r; GalpsazserCom;:nl ina (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
DweII ings: 427 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

EB8O0S5Fii

Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Interationally Protected Sites 0 ‘I’Evfi“:ﬁcshzfr 2:I‘chziting site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 g:j:lip?:e:ﬁs Ilr}:fﬁigtlylﬂslgoiznae;St[i’]foreséssg(-) requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland ) Site is adjacent to or contains Ancient Woodland but possible effects can be mitigated. 'tl)'he_sile is adjacent to_ _Apes Grov_e Ancient Woodla_nd. The site may d_ireclly affect a pon_'lion of the Ancient \_Noodland,
ut impacts may be mitigated against through considered masterplanning or compensation Woodland planting.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of © ISite conlaips Ancient alnd/crr Veteran trees bull gl a sufficiently low density across the site that removal could be |There is 1 Ancient tree directly a_ffected by the sjte. The tree is Iocqted in the west qf the site and may be affected by
Ancient Woodland argely avoided or possible impacts could be mitigated. development. Impacts may be mitigated by considered masterplanning or translocation.
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. Thg site is adjacent to aregslof Decjduous Wo'o'dlar)d and Wet' Woodland, and within lhreg buffer zones. The site may
indirectly affect the BAP priority habitats, but mitigation can be implemented to address this.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site. ;I;]f:eszitev\ilssédjacent to Alder Wood LWS and Ape’s Grove LWS. The site is unlikely to affect the features and species of
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets *) Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site. Unlikely to impact on settings of Scheduled Monument, Conservation Area or Grade II* Listed Building due to distance.
1.8b Impact on archaeology 0 There is a medium Iikelihopd that further ar_chagological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt A ISOi‘;e’ lizwwci)t?inr;eGdirfr? Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities ) Site is less than 1000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land © Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settiement. 100% greenfield site, adjacent to an existing settlement (Abridge).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
e S e e o 1 a0 e wherae o charge
5.2 Settlement character sensitivity A Development could detract from the existing settlement character. '(I;'::r as(;zlf()?{ htgea rzr:pg:ssloieir\]lzlripnr?:;; :nngt:tz :)xtjerr;; r?fs g::wsli'te, is likely to have a negative affect on the rural
6.1 Topography constraints A Topographical constraints exist in the site but potential for mitigation.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines Gas or oil p!pelines pose a major constraint to development. They will be difficult to overcome and affect a large _Some 74% of Fhe _site in HSE _m_iddle zone_e_zn_d inner zone runs _through mi_ddle of_entire site. Due to size _and Iocati_on of
part of the site. inner zone mitigation will be difficult. Sensitivity level 3. HSE guidance advise against development for middle and inner
zones.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Zgjea;grtirgi%eo;tii-te development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.4 Access to site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Access off New Farm Drive.
6.5 Contamination constraints 0 Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Egltjtle;tti)ael r%%?gtggﬁation over small parts of site (Infilled Ponds and landfill within 250m). Potential adverse impact that
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time.
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Site Suitability Assessment
Site Reference: SR-0447 Hertford
Parish: Lambourne
Size (ha): 0.74 : ) AT
: £t !
Address: Land adjoining 110 London Road, Abridge and to rear of 110-118 ¥
London Road, Abridge =%
g <
. s hunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Open site adjoining and to the rear of dwellings on London Road.
= 4,95 Brentwood
Baseline yield: 61 dwellings
Client

Source for
baseline yield:

Assumption based on 30 dph

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Site Circa 1/3 of the site covers the same area as SR-0461 (17 -

constraints:  dwellings). This is omitted from the yield to avoid double counting. Drawing Status bate
Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue

Site selection Capacity reinstated for site selection assessment (17 dwellings) to SR-0447 Rev 2

adjustment: account for overlapping site.
Community

feedback: near to this site.
Dwellings: 61

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

ARUP

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

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

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

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

AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

EB8O0S5Fii

Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘I’Evfi“:ﬁcshzfr 2:2(8:5;1tmg site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
- . . No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is within three BAP priority habitat buffer zones. The site may indirectly affect the BAP priority habitats, but
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 mitigation can be implemented to address this.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
: Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site. Unlikely to impact on setting of Conservation Area due to distance.

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

: P 9y archaeological assets on the site.
1.9 Impact of air qualit © Site lies within an area which has been identified as being at risk of poor air quality, but it is likely that the risk  |Parts of the site are close to the A113 and therefore mitigation measures are likely to be required.

. P a Y could be mitigated or reduced.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt A Isol‘:ve |§ng?::eedirfrin Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities ) Site is less than 1000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land © Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement. 100% greenfield site, adjacent to an existing settiement (Abridge).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land 0 Development of the site would result in the loss of poorer quality agricultural land (grade 4-5).
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit Site falls within an area of high landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are vulnerable to change |Key characteristics of the adjacent landscape sensitivity zone assessed as highly sensitive extend to the majority of the

. P Y and unable to absorb development without significant character change. site. Development would likely adversely affect wider landscape character, unless confined to the area adjacent to the

settlement.

5.2 Settlement character sensitivit A Development could detract from the existing settlement character. Site could would constitute infill on London Road. However, the proposed density is significantly higher than

- ftivity & surrounding development, and could impact on settlement character.
6.1 Topography constraints A Topographical constraints exist in the site but potential for mitigation.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Zgjeeu;lgrtirgl%eo;tilte development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.4 Access to site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Access off London Road.

o . No contamination issues identified on site to date. No potential contamination identified.

6.5 Contamination constraints 0
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Low level congestion expected at peak times within the vicinity of the site.
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Site Suitability Assessment
Site Reference: SR-0461 Hertford
Parish: Lambourne
Size (ha): 2.04 ) Vd
3 £t !
Address: Part of land adjoining 110 London Road, Abridge and to rear of ¥
110-118 London Road, Abridge 4
b S
. es hunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Open site to the rear of dwellings on London Road.
= 4,)5 Brentwood
Baseline yield: 17 dwellings
Client

Source for
baseline yield:

Site None
constraints:

Site selection None
adjustment:

Community

feedback: near to this site.
Dwellings: 17

Assumption based on 30 dph

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

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status Date

Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
SR-0461 Rev 2

ARUP

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

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

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

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

AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

EB8O0S5Fii

Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘I’Evfi“:ﬁcshzfr 2:2(8:5;1tmg site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is adjacent to a BAP priority habitat with no main features, and within the relevant and Deciduous Woodland
- P ty Sp: buffer zones. The site may indirectly affect the BAP priority habitats, but mitigation can be implemented to address this.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets ) Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo A Existing evidence and/or a lack of previous disturbance indicates a high likelihood for the discovery of high quality
: P 9y archaeological assets on the site.
1.9 Impact of air qualit © Site lies within an area which has been identified as being at risk of poor air quality, but it is likely that the risk  |Parts of the site are close to the A113 and therefore mitigation measures are likely to be required.
. P a Y could be mitigated or reduced.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt A Isol‘:ve |§ng?::eedirfrin Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities ) Site is less than 1000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land © Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement. 100% greenfield site, adjacent to an existing settiement (Abridge).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land 0 Development of the site would result in the loss of poorer quality agricultural land (grade 4-5).
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit Site falls within an area of high landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are vulnerable to change |Key characteristics of the adjacent landscape sensitivity zone assessed as highly sensitive extend to the majority of the
. P Y and unable to absorb development without significant character change. site. Development would likely adversely affect wider landscape character, unless confined to the area adjacent to the
settlement.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit 0 Development is unlikely to have an effect on settlement character. Site would constitute infill on London Road. The proposed density accords with surrounding development, and is
- ftivity unlikely to impact on settlement character.
6.1 Topography constraints Topographical constraints in the site may preclude development.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Zgjeaégrtirglzeo;tilte development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.4 Access to site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Access off London Road.
o . No contamination issues identified on site to date. No potential contamination identified.
6.5 Contamination constraints 0

6.6 Traffic impact

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

Site Reference: SR-0058 Hertford
Parish: Loughton
Size (ha): 2.53 : ) AT
: £ !
Address: Land to North of Clay’s Lane, Loughton, Essex, IG10 2RZ %
g
. eshunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Agricultural field/stable paddocks
4, Brentwood
- <
Baseline yield: 78 dwellings
. Client

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

Job Title

Epping Forest District Local Plan
gtl)tﬁstra'nts None Drawing Status Date

ints:

Issue March 2018

Drawing No Issue
Site selection None SR-0058 Rev 2

adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

community Feedback was received on LOU-1 which is within or near to this (;joi?:é:inEssﬁ,stEa;{aE?D(:er[’(:pnZ,o\p:lrzigrr:'a?ﬁnt:;lear::f\?:g(?;r(s?gsglsco, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,
. T i i GeoBase, IGN, Kad: NL, Ordt S , Esri J; , METI, Esri China (H K ), swisstopo,
feedback: site. Refer to Appendix B1.4 for further details. i & 0o ey arance Survey, Esri dapan, METI, Esr China (Hong Kong), sisstopo
Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
Dwelli ngs: 78 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
Effects of allocating site for the proposed use likely to be significant. Site located within 400m of Epping Forest Special Area of Conservation. Risk of urbanisation (e.g. from fly tipping,

1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites fires, invasive species etc.) and runoff.

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

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

Ancient Woodland

1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land - Site is likely to result in harm to Epping Forest Buffer Land which cannot be mitigated. s:e"f;y'of site is within Epping Forest Buffer Land, which would significantly reduce the proposed yield. No mitigation is
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. Thg site is adjacent to a BAP prio'ri'ty habitat with'no main features and a Dgciduous Woodland habitat. The site may
indirectly affect the habitats, but mitigation can be implemented to address this.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets ) Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site.
1.8b Impact on archaeology 0 There is a medium Iikelihopd that further ar_chag:ological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt A lSOi‘;e’ lizwwci)t?inr;e%ir;ir‘\ Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site between 400m and 1000m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

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

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

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

5.1 Landscape sensitivit ) Site falls within an area of medium landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are resilient to change |Site shares characteristics with the wider landscape character area. The form and extent of any development would
. P Y and able to absorb development without significant character change. have to be sensitive to the location to avoid potential adverse impact on adjacent landscape character area.

5.2 Settlement character sensitivity A Development could detract from the existing settlement character. Site is identified as a potential regeneration area, located on the edge of the settlement, adjacent to Epping Forest.

Development could detract from the character that the forest setting provides, however could be mitigated through
design and layout.

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

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

6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 The intensity of site development would be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or adjacent to [The protected trees on or adjacent to the site could be incorporated into the development proposed, subject to care in
. P ! 3 the site. the layout, but would be likely to have a significant adverse impact on the suitability of the site for development
6.4 Access 1o site ) Suitable access to site already exists.
- . Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Made Ground). Potential adverse impact that could be mitigated.
6.5 Contamination constraints (-)
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time. B368
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Site Suitability Assessment
Site Reference: SR-0134-N Hertford
Parish: Loughton
Size (ha): 1.38 o &) A
Address: Beech Farm, High Road, Loughton, Essex IG10 4JJ % 3
& 3
2
. eshunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Agricultural fields
4. Brentwood
-~ <5
Baseline yield: 41 dwellings
Client

Source for
baseline yield:

Assumption based on 30 dph

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title

Epping Forest District Local Plan

EB8O0S5Fii

Site HSE Inner Zone affects the north-western and southern parts of the FE——— ot
constraints:  site (6%). Capacity adjusted proportionally to account for the rawing Status ate
constrained part of site to remove it from the developable area. Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
Site selection None SR-0134-N Rev 1
adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council
Www.eppingforestde.gov.uk
community The Council did not consult on a growth location which covers or is 20?1?:::inEssa,stEa;{aE?DCeT::pn;,o\p:tr;grrwaapr“?nt:;(ear::f\?;g(?;r(s?gigBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,
feedback: near to thls Slte. GetBase, \Gl\é ?adasler NL, Ordnance Survea\ﬁdE;lJg&az;:sg{l)f;:ﬁmna (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
DweII i ngs: 38 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
. . Effects of allocating site for the proposed use likely to be significant. Site located within 400m of Epping Forest Special Area of Conservation. Risk of urbanisation (e.g. from fly tipping,
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites fires, invasive species etc.).
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sit -~ Site falls within an Impact Risk Zone and due to the nature and scale of development proposed it is likely to be |Due to the development type (all development except householder applications), development of the site is likely to
i pact on Natlonally Frotected sites ) possible to mitigate the effects of the proposed development. pose a risk and consultation with Natural England is required. However, it is likely that mitigation to reduce the risk
would be possible.
13al + on Ancient Woodland Site is adjacent to or contains Ancient Woodland but possible effects can be mitigated. The site is adjacent to the Epping-Ambresbury Banks Ancient Woodland. The site would likely indirectly affect a small
->a Impact on Ancient ¥V oodlan ) area of the Ancient Woodland but it is likely that potential effects can be mitigated.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land *) Site may assist in extending Epping Forest Buffer Land. South-eastern corner of site is adjacent to Buffer Land. Submitted plans show that land to the south-east, under same
. P pping ownership, is not proposed for development. Potential for improved connections to existing Buffer Land and extension
of Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is wholly within Deciduous Woodland and Wood Pasture and Parkland buffer zones. The site may indirectly
- P ty Sp: affect the BAP priority habitats, but mitigation could be implemented to address this.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets ) Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site.
There is a medium likelihood that further archaeological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
1.8b Impact on archaeology 0 N . N
unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
. " Site lies within an area which has been identified as being at risk of poor air quality, but it is likely that the risk | The site is close to the A121 and therefore mitigation measures may be required.
1.9 Impact of air quality (-) L
could be mitigated or reduced.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt s;trey Iﬁi;:thm Green Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be high or
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land © Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settiement. 95% greenfield site, adjacent to an existing settlement (Loughton).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land 0 Development of the site would not result in the loss of agricultural land.
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit ) Site falls within an area of medium landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are resilient to change |Proposals have the potential to influence the wider landscape character area. The form and extent of any development
: P Y and able to absorb development without significant character change. would have to be sensitive to the location to avoid potential adverse impact on the site’s landscape context.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit 0 Development is unlikely to have an effect on settlement character. Site is identified as a potential regeneration area. Proposed density reflects the character of the area. Therefore,
- ftivity development is not likely to have an impact on the existing character of the area.
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Dist " d oil pipeli ) Gas or oil pipelines may constrain part of the site but there is potential for mitigation. Approximately 20% of site is in HSE middle consultation zone and 6% is in inner zone. Potential for mitigation due to
-ca istance 1o gas and oll pipelines € size of site, through site layout. HSE guidance is advise against development for affected area.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Thg intensity Of. site development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
adjacent to the site.
6.4 Access to site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Existing access from High Road.
- . Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Infilled Pond). Potential adverse impact could be mitigated.
6.5 Contamination constraints (-)
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Low level congestion expected at peak times within the vicinity of the site. B369
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Site Suitability Assessment
Site Reference: SR-0226 Hertford
Parish: Loughton
Size (ha): 1.00 : ) AT
3 £t !
Address: Loughton London Underground car park, adjacent to station, off ¥
Old Station Road, IG10 4 =2
b S
. es hunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Existing use as London Underground car park.
g 4,95 Brentwood
Baseline yield: 160 dwellings
Client

Source for
baseline yield:

Site None
constraints:

Site selection None
adjustment:

Community

feedback: near to this site.
Dwellings: 160

Indicated in Call for Sites

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

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status Date

Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
SR-0226 Rev 2

Epping Forest
District Council
www.eppingforestdec.gov.uk

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

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

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

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

AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
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Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
111 t on Int tionally Protected Sit Effects of allocating site for the proposed use are not likely to be significant alone but should be checked for in- |Residential development between 400m and 2km from Epping Forest Special Area of Conservation. In-combination
-1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites () combination effects. effects from recreational pressure likely.
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sit ~ Site falls within an Impact Risk Zone and due to the nature and scale of development proposed it is likely to be |Due to the development type (over 100 dwellings), development of the site is likely to pose a risk and consultation with
- Impact on Nationally Frotected sites ©) possible to mitigate the effects of the proposed development. Natural England is required. However, it is likely that mitigation to reduce the risk would be possible.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
18al £ on herit " 0 Site is located within the setting of a heritage asset and effects can be mitigated. Unlikely to impact on setting of Conservation Area due to distance and built-up surroundings. Loughton Station Grade
-6a Impact on heritage assets I Listed Building so setting should be considered. Mitigation through appropriate high quality design/materials.
There is a low likelihood that further archaeological assets would be discovered on the site.
1.8b Impact on archaeology (+)
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt *) Site is not located in the Green Belt.
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities ) Site is less than 1000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is less than 1000km from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is previously developed land within or adjacent to a settlement. 100% brownfield site, within an existing settlement (Loughton).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land 0 Development of the site would not result in the loss of agricultural land.
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit 0 Site falls within an area of low landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are able to accommodate |The relevant site character context is urban and development is unlikely to adversely affect the wider landscape
: P ity development without significant character change. character.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit *) Development may improve settlement character through redevelopment of a run-down site or improvementin  |Site is a car park and identified as a potential regeneration area. Redevelopment could enhance the character of the
) ity townscape. station arrival area, subject to appropriate design for the re-provision of parking close to station.
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
. The intensity of site development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or Although protected trees are present on or adjacent to the site, as a result of their locations it is likely that they could be
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) U adjacent to the site. incorporated into the proposed development subject to reasonable care in layout and design.
. Suitable access to site already exists. Existing access from Old Station Road. There is potential to provide further points of access from Meadow Road and
6.4 Access to site (*+) Algers Road
- . Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Railway Goods and Coal Yard). Potential adverse impact that could be mitigated.
6.5 Contamination constraints (-)
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Low level congestion expected at peak times within the vicinity of the site.
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6.6 Traffic impact

Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
111 t on Int tionally Protected Sit Effects of allocating site for the proposed use are not likely to be significant alone but should be checked for in- |Residential development located between 400m and 2km from Epping Forest Special Area of Conservation. In-
-1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites () combination effects. combination effects from recreational pressure likely.
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sit -~ Site falls within an Impact Risk Zone and due to the nature and scale of development proposed it is likely to be |Due to the development type (all development except householder applications), development of the site is likely to
. pact on Nationally Frotected sites ) possible to mitigate the effects of the proposed development. pose a risk and consultation with Natural England is required. However, it is likely that mitigation to reduce the risk
would be possible.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets ~ Site is located within a Conservation Area or adjacent to a Listed Building or other heritage asset and effects can |Loughton Station GIl LB and LLB signal box - settings should be considered. Demolition of signal box would be
. P 9 ) be mitigated. resisted. Mitigation through appropriate high quality design/materials and retention of LLB. Unlikely to impact on CA
setting due to distance.
There is a low likelihood that further archaeological assets would be discovered on the site.
1.8b Impact on archaeology (+)
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt *) Site is not located in the Green Belt.
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities ) Site is less than 1000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is less than 1000km from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is previously developed land within or adjacent to a settlement. 100% brownfield site, within an existing settlement (Loughton).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land 0 Development of the site would not result in the loss of agricultural land.
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit 0 Site falls within an area of low landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are able to accommodate |The relevant site character context is urban and development is unlikely to adversely affect the wider landscape
: P ity development without significant character change. character.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit *) Development may improve settlement character through redevelopment of a run-down site or improvementin  |Site is a car park and identified as a potential regeneration area. Redevelopment could enhance the character of the
) ity townscape. station arrival area, subject to appropriate design for the re-provision of parking close to station.
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
. The intensity of site development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or Although protected trees are present on or adjacent to the site, as a result of their locations it is likely that they could be
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) U adjacent to the site. incorporated into the proposed development subject to reasonable care in layout and design.
. Suitable access to site already exists. Existing Access from Old Station Road. There is potential to provide further points of access from Meadow Road and
6.4 Access to site (*+) Algers Road
- . Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Railway Goods and Coal Yard). Potential adverse impact could be mitigated.
6.5 Contamination constraints (-)

Moderate peak time congestion expected within the vicinity of the site.
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6.6 Traffic impact

Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
111 t on Int tionally Protected Sit Effects of allocating site for the proposed use are not likely to be significant alone but should be checked for in- |Residential development partially located between 400m and 2km from Epping Forest Special Area of Conservation.
-1 Impact on Internationally Frotected Sites ) combination effects. In-combination effects from recreational pressure likely.
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sit ~ Site falls within an Impact Risk Zone and due to the nature and scale of development proposed it is likely to be |Due to the development type (over 100 dwellings), development of the site is likely to pose a risk and consultation with
- Impact on Nationally Frotected sites ©) possible to mitigate the effects of the proposed development. Natural England is required. However, it is likely that mitigation to reduce the risk would be possible.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
- . . No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is partially within the buffer zone for Deciduous Woodland. The site may indirectly affect the BAP priority
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 habitat, but mitigation can be implemented to address this.
- " Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site. The site is within the 250m for the Roding Valley Meadows LWS. The site is unlikely to affect the features and species
1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites 0 of the LWS
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets ) Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site.
There is a low likelihood that further archaeological assets would be discovered on the site.
1.8b Impact on archaeology (+)
1.9 Impact of air qualit © Site lies within an area which has been identified as being at risk of poor air quality, but it is likely that the risk  |Parts of the site are close to the A1168 and therefore mitigation measures are likely to be required.
. P a Y could be mitigated or reduced.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt *) Site is not located in the Green Belt.
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities ) Site is less than 1000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is previously developed land within or adjacent to a settlement. 100% brownfield site, within an existing settlement (Loughton).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land 0 Development of the site would not result in the loss of agricultural land.
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit 0 Site falls within an area of low landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are able to accommodate |The relevant site character context is urban and development is unlikely to adversely affect the wider landscape
: P ity development without significant character change. character.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit 0 Development is unlikely to have an effect on settlement character. Site is a car park and identified as a potential regeneration area. Redevelopment could enhance the character of the
- fivity station arrival area, subject to appropriate design for the re-provision of parking close to station.
6.1 Topography constraints A Topographical constraints exist in the site but potential for mitigation.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Zgjeaégrtirglzeo;tilte development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.4 Access 1o site ) Suitable access to site already exists.
- . Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Railway Station & Coal Yard). Potential adverse impact that could be mitigated.
6.5 Contamination constraints (-)

Moderate peak time congestion expected within the vicinity of the site.
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6.6 Traffic impact

Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
111 t on Int tionally Protected Sit Effects of allocating site for the proposed use are not likely to be significant alone but should be checked for in- |Residential development located between 400m and 2km from Epping Forest Special Area of Conservation. In-
-1 Impact on Internationally Frotected Sites () combination effects. combination effects from recreational pressure likely.
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites © development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets ) Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site.
There is a low likelihood that further archaeological assets would be discovered on the site.
1.8b Impact on archaeology (+)
1.9 Impact of air qualit © Site lies within an area which has been identified as being at risk of poor air quality, but it is likely that the risk  |Parts of the site are very close to the A1168 and therefore mitigation measures are likely to be required.
. P a Y could be mitigated or reduced.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt *) Site is not located in the Green Belt.
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities ) Site is less than 1000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is previously developed land within or adjacent to a settlement. 100% brownfield site, within an existing settlement (Loughton).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land 0 Development of the site would not result in the loss of agricultural land.
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit 0 Site falls within an area of low landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are able to accommodate |The relevant site character context is urban and development is unlikely to adversely affect the wider landscape
: P ity development without significant character change. character.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit *) Development may improve settlement character through redevelopment of a run-down site or improvementin  |Site is identified as a potential regeneration area in the Development Brief. Low density housing development
) ity townscape. proposed above retail which improves the mixed-use character of the area.
6.1 Topography constraints A Topographical constraints exist in the site but potential for mitigation.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Zgjeaégrtsrglzeo;tilte development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.4 Access 1o site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Existing access from Rectory Lane and Loughton Broadway.
- . Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Repair and Refuelling Garage). Potential adverse impact could be mitigated.
6.5 Contamination constraints (-)

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

Site Reference: SR-0286 Hertford
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Primary use:  Residential

Site notes: Urban site comprising three plots along Burton Road identified in
Loughton Broadway Development Brief as opportunity Sites 5, 6
and 7. Adjacent land (car park and green area) - current uses as
garages/retail service area/car parking. s, Brentwood

Baseline yield: 53 dwellings (Dev Brief) + 27 Dwellings (remaining land)

cli
Source for Development Brief for three plots (opportunity sites 5, 6, and 7). fent
baseline yield: Additional land at 40 dph, plus some retail/commercial floorspace Epping Forest District Council
at ground floor e
ob Title

Epping Forest District Local Plan

Site Planning permission (EPF/1007/15) was granted for 51 affordable -
constraints: homes. EFDC has asked that the 27 dwellings on 'remaining land' Drawing Status bate
are maintained in the assessment. Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
Site selection None SR-0286 Rev 2

adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

community Feedback was received on LOU-9 which is within or near to this (20?1?:;inésgstEa;:E@DCeT::?nZowp:‘r;?rhn'aapm:ndc?‘:r::f\?;g(?;r(:o:;egaco USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,
. T i i GeoB: \GNKad ter NL, Ordl S Esri J METI, Esri China (H K e
feedback: site. Refer to Appendix B1.4 for further details. eoBase, e vt Cnina (Hong Kong), swisstopo.
Saurce Esn D\g\IaIG\ohe GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
Dwellings: 27 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
111 t on Int tionally Protected Sit ) Effects of allocating site for the proposed use are not likely to be significant alone but should be checked for in- |Residential development between 400m and 2km from Epping Forest Special Area of Conservation. In-combination
-1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites combination effects. effects from recreational pressure likely.
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed

1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.

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

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

Ancient Woodland

Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.

1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0

1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.

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

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

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

2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt *) Site is not located in the Green Belt.

3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest rail or tube station.

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

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

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

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

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

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

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

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

Development of the site would not result in the loss of agricultural land.

4.2 Impact on agricultural land 0
: : Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space. No public open space is located in the site area. Development will not involve the loss of public open space. Existing
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 masterplan proposes no new public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit 0 Site falls within an area of low landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are able to accommodate |The relevant site character context is urban and development is unlikely to adversely affect the wider landscape
: P ity development without significant character change. character.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit *) Development may improve settlement character through redevelopment of a run-down site or improvement in  |Site is identified as a potential regeneration area in Development Brief. It comprises surface car park, garages and
) ity townscape. open space. Re-development could enhance the character of the area.
6.1 Topography constraints A Topographical constraints exist in the site but potential for mitigation.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.

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

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

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

6.5 Contamination constraints A Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. rF;ci)‘ti(;r&;iieatlj'c‘/ontamination over very small part of site (Electric Sub Station). Potential adverse impact that could be
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time. B374
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Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites ) Effect_s of_ allocating site for the proposed use are not likely to be significant alone but should be checked for in- |Residential development between '400m and 2km from Epping Forest Special Area of Conservation. In-combination
combination effects. effects from recreational pressure likely.
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 g:j:lip?:e:\rﬁs Ilr}:fﬁigtlylﬂslgoignae;St[i’]foreséssg(-) requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets *) Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site. Unlikely to impact on setting of Schedule Monument due to distance (very edge of 1km buffer).
1.8b Impact on archaeology *) There is a low likelihood that further archaeological assets would be discovered on the site.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality. Site is likely to be far enough away from M11 to not have a significant impact.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt *) Site is not located in the Green Belt.
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities ) Site is less than 1000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is previously developed land within or adjacent to a settlement. 100% brownfield site, within an existing settlement (Loughton).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land 0 Development of the site would not result in the loss of agricultural land.
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space. No public open space is located in the site area. Development will not involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivity 0 gite falls withinA an area qf low landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are able to accommodate |The relevant site character context is urban and development is unlikely to adversely affect the wider landscape
evelopment without significant character change. character.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivity *) galfslccnz;n:nt may improve settlement character through redevelopment of a run-down site or improvement in S:)t:niss Fi’gigfifikegdisv ealozc:rt;r:‘ia(!oﬁgeennirsggg tifihigrg:?;’?i?fpt?eeztezr.iEf. It comprises surface car park, garages and
6.1 Topography constraints A Topographical constraints exist in the site but potential for mitigation.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Zgjea;grtirgi%eo;tii-te development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.4 Access 1o site ) Suitable access to site already exists.
6.5 Contamination constraints A Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination over part of site (Brickworks). Potential adverse impact that could be mitigated.
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time.
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0323

Parish: Loughton
Size (ha): 139.61
Address: Loughton, south-east area

Primary use:  Residential
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Broad area east of Loughton between settlementand M11.
Includes a stream running through the site, woodland and playing

fields to the rear of existing dwellings.

Baseline yield: 4,182 dwellings
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adjustment:
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Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment

1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites

Effects of allocating site for the proposed use likely to be significant.

Residential development located just over 500m from Epping Forest Special Area of Conservation. Recreational
pressure likely and given scale of site bespoke mitigation may be required.

1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites

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

The site directly affects the Roding Valley Meadows SSSI and is likely to pose a risk to the features of the SSSI.
Consultation with Natural England is required. Furthermore, the effects on the features of the SSSI are unlikely to be
possible to mitigate.

1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland

Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.

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

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

There are 28 Ancient trees directly affected by the site. The trees are dispersed within the site, and may be affected by
development. Impacts may be mitigated by considered masterplanning or translocation.

1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land

1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats

Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.

1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites

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

A number of BAP species have been recorded at periphery of site, which also includes four BAP priority habitats. The
site is likely to directly affect the habitats and species, and this may not be mitigable.

1.7 Flood risk

Features and species in the site may not be retained in their entirety but effects can be mitigated.

A small part of the overall site encompasses part of the Roding Valley Meadows LW S. The site may directly affect
some of the features and species of the LWS. The features and species may not be retained in their entirety, but
effects can be mitigated.

_E EEE

1.8a Impact on heritage assets

Site within Flood Zone 3b and not likely to be suitable for development.

Approximately 90% of the site is in Flood Zone 2 of which more than 71% is in Flood Zones 3a and 3b. Due to the
location of the flood zones the site is not likely to be suitable for development.

*)

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

1.8b Impact on archaeology

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

1.9 Impact of air quality

2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt

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

Only northern tip of the site is located within the buffer zone and therefore majority of site is away from main roads so
is not likely to have a significant impact.

3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station

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

In the Stage 1 assessment, the site was assessed as contributing strongly to maintaining the gap between Buckhurst
Hill and Chigwell. If the site was released it may harm the purposes of the wider Green Belt.

Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.

3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop

Site between 400m and 1000m of a bus stop.

3.3 Distance to employment locations

Site is more than 1600m and less than 2400m from an employment site/location.

3.4 Distance to local amenities

Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.

3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school

Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.

3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school

Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest secondary school.

3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery

Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network

Not applicable.

Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement.

100% greenfield site, adjoining existing settlements (Loughton and Buckhurst Hill).

6.6 Traffic impact

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land (-)

4.2 Impact on agricultural land 0 Development of the site would result in the loss of poorer quality agricultural land (grade 4-5).

4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space © Development may involve the loss of public open space but there are opportunities for on-site off-setting or ~ |Public open space is located in 35% of the site area. Development may involve the loss of some public open space,
: pacily P P P mitigation. but there may be opportunities for some on-site re-provision or re-orientation of development.

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

5.2 Settlement character sensitivit A Development could detract from the existing settlement character. The River Roding basin and historic water meadows contribute to historic character of the area, which development
- ftivity & could negatively effect. Some unconstrained parts of the site adjacent to the settiement area could be developed in a

sensitive manner.

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

6.2a Dist " d oil pipeli ) Gas or oil pipelines may constrain part of the site but there is potential for mitigation. Area affected NG pipeline is less than 1%. 30+ dwellings is classified as level 3 sensitivity. HSE guidance may be
-ca istance 1o gas and oll pipelines ¥ advise against development for small area. Pipeline runs through middle of the site, mitigation is possible due to the

overall site size.

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

6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 The intensity of site development would be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or adjacent to [The protected trees on or adjacent to the site could be incorporated into the development proposed, subject to care in
. P ! 3 the site. the layout, but would be likely to have a significant adverse impact on the suitability of the site for development.

6.4 A to sit i Suitable access to site already exists. There is limited direct access to the site at Chigwell Lane, Oakwood Hill, Marlescroft Way, Highwood Lane, Roding
-4 Access 1o site *) Lane, The Windsor's, Lower Queens Road and Cascade Road.

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

Moderate peak time congestion expected within the vicinity of the site.
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Site Suitability Assessment
Site Reference: SR-0326A Hertford
Parish: Loughton
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Address: Loughton North Area, Including Debden Green, Debden House %

Camping Site gﬁﬁf

. s hunt @

Primary use:  Residential
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Criteria

Score

Qualitative Assessment

1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites

Effects of allocating site for the proposed use likely to be significant.

Site abuts Epping Forest Special Area of Conservation. Risk of urbanisation (e.g. from fly tipping, fires, invasive
species etc.) and runoff.

1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites

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

Due to the development type (all planning applications, except householder), development of the site is likely to pose a
risk and consultation with Natural England is required. However, it is likely that mitigation to reduce the risk would be
possible.

1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland

Site is adjacent to or contains Ancient Woodland but possible effects can be mitigated.

The site is partly in the Epping-Ambresbury and Gaunts/Redoak Ancient Woodland. The site may directly affect a small
area of the Ancient Woodland but impacts may be mitigated against through considered masterplanning.

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

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

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

1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land

Site is likely to result in harm to Epping Forest Buffer Land which cannot be mitigated.

Site directly abuts Buffer Land to north-east and south-west, which are a constraint on site layout. Even accounting for
revised yield, the proposed scale of development is likely to impact upon Buffer Land and no potential mitigation is
identified.

1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats

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

The site encompasses multiple BAP priority habitats with no main features, a small area of a Wood Pasture and
Parkland habitat and a Deciduous Woodland habitat. The site is likely to directly impact the habitats, and effects may
not be mitigable.

1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites

Features and species in the site may not be retained in their entirety but effects can be mitigated.

A small part of the site encompasses Home Mead LNR LWS. The site may directly affect the LW, but effects can be
mitigated. Site is also within 250m of Birch Hall Pastures LWS, Theydon Bois Deer Park West and East LWS however
is unlikely to affect these.

1.7 Flood risk

Site within Flood Zone 1.

1.8a Impact on heritage assets

Site is located within the setting of a heritage asset and effects can be mitigated.

Several LBs within site so potential harm to their settings. Possible mitigation through high quality design/materials and
appropriate layout - away from LBs.

1.8b Impact on archaeology

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

1.9 Impact of air quality

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

2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt

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

The site is mostly located within a high sensitivity Green Belt parcel, which is important for preventing coalescence
between Loughton and Theydon Bois. If the site was released it would harm the purposes of the wider Green Belt.

3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station

Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.

3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop

Site more than a 1000m from a bus stop.

3.3 Distance to employment locations

Site is more than 1600m and less than 2400m from an employment site/location.

3.4 Distance to local amenities

Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.

3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school

Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.

3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school

Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest secondary school.

3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery

) ) ) ) ) i OD ) i OD GDZ i i i

Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network

Not applicable.

Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement.

Split site (50% greenfield and brownfield). Site is adjacent to an existing settlement (Loughton).

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land (-)

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

4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space *+) Development could provide an opportunity to improve links to adjacent existing public open space or provide |Development can be located in parts of the site not covered by limited areas of Epping Forest and woodland. Site
: pacity P P P access to open space which is currently private. adjacent to existing public open space which could be made more accessible.

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

5.2 Settlement character sensitivit A Development could detract from the existing settlement character. Debden Green has a strong historic character, and the development could have detrimental impact on the village,
- ftivity . woodland areas and links to Epping Forest.

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

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

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

6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 The intensity of site development would be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or adjacent to [The protected trees on or adjacent to the site could be incorporated into the development proposed, subject to care in
. P ! 3 the site. the layout, but would likely to have a significant adverse impact on the suitability of the site for development.

. Suitable access to site already exists. Access from Debden Road, Debden Lane and Debden Green.
6.4 Access to site +)
- . Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Infilled Ponds). Potential adverse impact that could be mitigated.
6.5 Contamination constraints (-)

6.6 Traffic impact

Moderate peak time congestion expected within the vicinity of the site.
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Site Suitability Assessment
Site Reference: SR-0326B Hertford
Parish: Loughton
Size (ha): 54.39 : ) AT
. £t !

Address: Loughton north area, Including Debden Green, Debden House %

Camping Site gﬁqf

: : : es hunt @

Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Broad Area north and north-east of Loughton, comprising Epping

Forest.

= 4,)5 Brentwood
Baseline yield: 3,548 dwellings
Client

Source for
baseline yield:

Assumption based on 30 dph

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Site TPOs reduce capacity by circa 20%. Circa 5% of the site is covered P—

constraints: by SR-0436 (4 dwellings) and as such is discounted from the yield. rawing Status Date
Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue

Site selection Multi-parcel site, which has been split out. Capacity is based on SR-0326B Rev 2

adjustment:

Community

feedback: near to this site.

revised yield of 1,996 for entire site, minus 20 dwellings on site SR-
0326C, and split proportionally based on site size.

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

ARUP

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

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

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

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

Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

EB8O0S5Fii

Dwell ings: 1,011 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment

1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites

Effects of allocating site for the proposed use likely to be significant.

Large housing site within 1km of Epping Forest Special Area of Conservation. Recreational pressure effect is possible
and may require bespoke mitigation.

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

The site proposes a development type that is not considered a risk to SSSI features.

1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
. Site is adjacent to or contains Ancient Woodland but possible effects can be mitigated. The site wholly encompasses the Ancient Woodland, which forms a small part of the overall site. Potential impacts may
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland ) be mitigated through considered masterplanning.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of © Site contains Ancient and/or Veteran trees but at a sufficiently low density across the site that removal could be |There are 2 Ancient trees directly affected by the site. The trees are dispersed in the west of the site. Impacts to the
A-ncientr\)Noodland largely avoided or possible impacts could be mitigated. Ancient trees may be mitigated due to the low density and by considered masterplanning or translocation.
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land. Site is not touching Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is partially within the buffer zones for Deciduous Woodland and BAP priority habitat with no main features. The
- P P site may indirectly affect the BAP priority habitats, but mitigation can be implemented to address this.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites © Features and species in the site may not be retained in their entirety but effects can be mitigated. Part of the site encompasses a portion of Long Shaw LWS and may directly affect the LWS, but effects can be
. P mitigated. Site is within 250m of Theydon Bois Deer Park East LWS, Broadfield Shaw Grassland LWS and Broadfield
Shaw LWS but no effects likely.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1. The majority of the site is in Flood Zone 1. Higher Flood Risk Zones 2, 3a and 3b, covering 3%, are located in the
. western portion of the site and can be avoided through site layout.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets © Site is located within a Conservation Area or adjacent to a Listed Building or other heritage asset and effects can |Partial development of the site possible. Roman Villa Scheduled Monument within site so significant archaeological
. P 9 be mitigated. implications. Possible mitigation of development located away from Scheduled Monument.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo 0 There is a medium likelihood that further archaeological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
. P 9y unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt ilet; Iﬁi;ﬂthm Green Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be high or
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site between 400m and 1000m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land © Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement. 100% greenfield site, adjacent to an existing settlement (Loughton).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space. Tree Preservation Orders have already been considered in the yield. A negligible part of the site contains public open
. pacity p P P space. The proposals could be configured to avoid loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit A Site falls within an area of medium landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are resilient to change |Site shares characteristics with the wider adjacent character area. The form and extent of any development would
. P Y and able to absorb development without significant character change. have to be sensitive to the location to avoid potential adverse impact on adjacent landscape character area.
e Development could detract from the existing settlement character. Site is identified as regeneration area. Debden Green has a strong historic character. Proposals could negatively
5.2 Settlement character sensitivity ©) impact historic irregular field pattern and green links to Epping Forest.
6.1 Topography constraints A Topographical constraints exist in the site but potential for mitigation.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 The intensity of site development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or There are protected trees on and adjacent to the site, but the percentage of the site area affected is limited, and they
: P adjacent to the site. would not be a significant constraint.
6.4 Access to site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Access from Theydon Park Road and Loughton Lane.
6.5 Contamination constraints A Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Infilled Ponds). Potential adverse impact that could be mitigated.
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time.
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Criteria

1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites

Score

Qualitative Assessment

Effects of allocating site for the proposed use likely to be significant.

Site partially located within 400m of Epping Forest Special Area of Conservation. Risk of urbanisation (e.g. from fly
tipping, fires, invasive species etc.) and runoff.

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

The proposed development does not exceed Impact Risk Zone consultation thresholds and is unlikely to result in any

1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls. adverse effects.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
. The effects of the site on Epping Forest Buffer Land can be mitigated. The site is separated from Epping Forest by Clays Lane but forms part of its rural setting. Dense tree buffer provides
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 existing physical separation along northern edge. Retention of this is likely to mitigate impact on the Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats Features and species in the site unlikely to be retained and effects cannot be mitigated. The site encompasses all of a BAP priority habitat with no main feature, and a portion of an area of Deciduous
- P ty Sp: Woodland. The site is likely to directly affect the BAP priority habitats and effects may not be mitigable.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site. The site is partially within the Home Mead Local Nature Reserve LWS 250m buffer zone. The site may indirectly affect
o 1mp fiditte St the Local Wildlife Site, but mitigation can be implemented to address this.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
: Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site. Unlikely to impact on setting of Conservation Area due to distance.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets (+)
1.8b Impact on archaeolo 0 There is a medium likelihood that further archaeological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
. P 9y unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt A lsol‘:ve |§ng?::eedirfrin Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site between 400m and 1000m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land © Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement. 100% greenfield site, adjacent to an existing settlement (Loughton).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit A Site falls within an area of medium landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are resilient to change
. P fvity ¥ and able to absorb development without significant character change.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit A Development could detract from the existing settlement character. Site is an area of protected trees and historic field patterns adjacent to Loughton. Proposed development could be
- ftivity & brought forward to avoid impact on character and would need to be sensitively designed to avoid impact on trees.
6.1 Topography constraints A Topographical constraints exist in the site but potential for mitigation.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) The site has severely limited feasibility for development as a result of the extensive presence of protected trees, |The extent of the protected tree cover, which encompasses the majority of the site, would likely have a significant
) P either on or adjacent to the site. adverse impact on the suitability of the site for development.
6.4 Access to site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Existing access from Clays Lane. There is potential to provide further points of access from England's Lane.
- . Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Horticultural Nursery / Infilled Pond / Infilled Gravel Pit). Potential adverse impact could be
6.5 Contamination constraints (-) mitigated
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Low level congestion expected at peak times within the vicinity of the site.
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0352 Hertford
Parish: Loughton
Size (ha): 1.87 : ) AT
: £ !
Address: Land South of Oakland School, High Road/Warren Hill, Loughton ¥
g
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Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Vacant land to the south of Oakland School
4. Brentwood
-~ <5

Baseline yield: 75 dwellings
Source for Assumption based on 40 dph Client
baseline yield: Epping Forest District Council

Job Title

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

Issue March 2018

Drawing No Issue
Site selection None SR-0352 Rev 2

adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

Community  The Council did not consult on a growth location which covers or is Sources Ear HERE, Deorme. imemap, increment b Corp, GEBCO, USGS, FAD, NPS, NRCAN,
. i i GeoBase, IGN, Kad: NL, Ordt S , Esri J; , METI, Esri China (H K ), swisstopo,
feedback: near to this site. ev.: ase, K jaster rdnance uwea‘f\d ;r; GalpsazlserCom:‘:m ina (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
Dwelli ngs: 75 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
Effects of allocating site for the proposed use likely to be significant. Site located within 400m of Epping Forest Special Area of Conservation. Risk of urbanisation (e.g. from fly tipping,

1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites fires, invasive species etc.) and runoff

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

possible to mitigate the effects of the proposed development. risk and consultation with Natural England is required. However, it is likely that mitigation to reduce the risk would be
possible.
13al + on Ancient Woodland Site is adjacent to or contains Ancient Woodland but possible effects can be mitigated. The site is adjacent to the Epping-Ambresbury Banks Ancient Woodland. The site may directly affect a portion of the
-5a Impact on Ancient ¥oodlan ¢ Ancient Woodland, but impacts may be mitigated against through considered masterplanning or compensation
Woodland planting.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.

Ancient Woodland

1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land. Site is not touching Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is wholly vyithin Qeciduous \(\{ooqmnd and Wood Pasture and Parklanq buffer zones. The site may indirectly
affect the BAP priority habitats, but mitigation can be implemented to address this.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets 0 Site is located within the setting of a heritage asset and effects can be mitigated. _LI_JrTIiker to impact on setting of Grade II* Listed Building but impact on Humprey Repton designed landscape around
e Warren needs further assessment.
1.8b Impact on archaeology *) There is a low likelihood that further archaeological assets would be discovered on the site.
1.9 Impact of air quality © Site lies wilthin an area which has been identified as being at risk of poor air quality, but it is likely that the risk  |Parts of the site are close to the A121 and therefore mitigation measures are likely to be required.
could be mitigated or reduced.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt 0 Site is within Green Belt, but the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be none.
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest GP surgery.

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

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

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

4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space © Development may involve the loss of public open space but there are opportunities for on-site off-setting or  JAlthough managed public open space is located with the site, opportunities for re-configuration may enable the
: pacily P P P mitigation. proposals to be delivered without loss of public open space.

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

5.2 Settlement character sensitivity A Development could detract from the existing settlement character. Site is identified as a potential regeneration area. The proposals are for higher density development than the

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

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

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

6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0

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

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

6.4 Access to site 0 Access to the site can be created within landholding adjacent to the highway. Access could be achieved off of High Road and Warren Hill.

6.5 Contamination constraints A Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination over small parts of site (Infilled Ponds). Potential adverse impact that could be mitigated.

6.6 Traffic impact Moderate peak time congestion expected within the vicinity of the site. B380
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feedback: near to thIS s|te_ GeoBase, \Gl\é {}gadaster NL, Ordnance Surveayr;dE;lJsalpsard,sl;llfgll),rf;::llmna (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
. SQI:PCE. Esn: DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
DweII |ngs: 194 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
111 t on Int tionally Prot d Sit Effects of allocating site for the proposed use are not likely to be significant alone but should be checked for in- |Residential development between 400m and 2km from Epping Forest Special Area of Conservation. In-combination
-1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites () combination effects. effects from recreational pressure likely.
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sit -~ Site falls within an Impact Risk Zone and due to the nature and scale of development proposed it is likely to be |Due to the development type (over 100 dwellings), development of the site is likely to pose a risk and consultation with
' pact on Nationally Frotected sites ) possible to mitigate the effects of the proposed development. Natural England is required. However, it is likely that mitigation to reduce the risk would be possible.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk n Site within Flood Zone 2 and exception test not required. Approximately 50% of the site located in Flood Zone 2 with the remainder in Flood Zone 1. It is noted that 1% of the
-f Floodris ) site is within Flood Zone 3b but the development could be configured to avoid this area.
: Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site. Unlikely to impact on setting of Conservation Area due to distance.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets (+)
There is a low likelihood that further archaeological assets would be discovered on the site.
1.8b Impact on archaeology +)
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt *) Site is not located in the Green Belt.
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is less than 1000km from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land ) Majority of the site is greenfield land within a settlement. 100% greenfield site, within an existing settlement (Loughton).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land 0 Development of the site would not result in the loss of agricultural land.
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit 0 Site falls within an area of low landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are able to accommodate |The relevant site character context is urban and development is unlikely to adversely affect the wider landscape
. P fvity development without significant character change. character.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit *) Development may improve settlement character through redevelopment of a run-down site or improvement in  |Site is identified as a potential regeneration area. The site is playing fields. However, since it is located adjacent to the
) ity townscape. Loughton tube station, intensification could enhance the character of the area by improving street scene.
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Zgjeeu;lgrtirgl%eo;tilte development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.4 Access 1o site ) Suitable access to site already exists.
o . No contamination issues identified on site to date. No potential contamination identified.
6.5 Contamination constraints 0

6.6 Traffic impact

Moderate peak time congestion expected within the vicinity of the site.
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Site Suitability Assessment
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Job Title
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1 .
Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue

Site selection None SR-0354 Rev 2

adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council

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

. is of GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordnance Survey, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
feedback: near to this site. oBase N Kedastr NI, Ordnance Survey,Ea iapar, VT, Esrc ina (Hong Kong), swisstopo,

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

DweII ings: 209 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
111 t on Int tionally Protected Sit Effects of allocating site for the proposed use are not likely to be significant alone but should be checked for in- |Residential development between 400m and 2km from Epping Forest Special Area of Conservation. In-combination
-1Impact on Intemnationally Protected Sites ) combination effects. effects from recreational pressure likely.
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sit ~ Site falls within an Impact Risk Zone and due to the nature and scale of development proposed it is likely to be |Due to the development type (over 100 dwellings), development of the site is likely to pose a risk and consultation with
' pact on Natlonally Frotected siles ) possible to mitigate the effects of the proposed development. Natural England is required. However, it is likely that mitigation to reduce the risk would be possible.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
: Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site. Unlikely to impact on setting of Conservation Area due to distance.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets (+)
There is a low likelihood that further archaeological assets would be discovered on the site.
1.8b Impact on archaeology (+)
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt *) Site is not located in the Green Belt.
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site between 400m and 1000m of a bus stop.
. . Site is more than 1600m and less than 2400m from an employment site/location.
3.3 Distance to employment locations 0
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land ) Majority of the site is greenfield land within a settlement. 100% greenfield site, within an existing settlement (Loughton).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land 0 Development of the site would not result in the loss of agricultural land.
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space Development may involve the loss of public open space with no opportunities for on-site off-setting or mitigation. | The public open space is entirely located in the site area. This would result in loss of public open space (allotments
. pacity p P P cover 99% of the site), with few opportunities for site re-orientation or re-provision.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit 0 Site falls within an area of low landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are able to accommodate |The relevant site character context is urban and development is unlikely to adversely affect the wider landscape
. P fvity development without significant character change. character.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit *) Development may improve settlement character through redevelopment of a run-down site or improvementin  |Site an allotment/gardening space is located within the settlement area and provides an opportunity for intensification.
' ity townscape. Therefore, redevelopment could enhance the character of the area.
6.1 Topography constraints A Topographical constraints exist in the site but potential for mitigation.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Zgjeeu;lgrtirgl%eo;tilte development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.4 Access 1o site © Potential for access to the site to be created through third party land and agreement in place, or existing access |Significant constraints with access. There are three small tracks into the site between houses with no other access
. would require upgrade. options. Track access at north-west of site could be upgraded subject to agreement with third parties (possible
widening onto railway land
o . No contamination issues identified on site to date. No potential contamination identified.
6.5 Contamination constraints 0

6.6 Traffic impact

Moderate peak time congestion expected within the vicinity of the site.
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Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
Dwell ings: 191 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
111 t on Int tionally Protected Sit Effects of allocating site for the proposed use are not likely to be significant alone but should be checked for in- |Residential development between 400m and 2km from Epping Forest Special Area of Conservation. In-combination
-1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites () combination effects. effects from recreational pressure likely.
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sit ~ Site falls within an Impact Risk Zone and due to the nature and scale of development proposed it is likely to be |Due to the development type (over 100 dwellings), development of the site is likely to pose a risk and consultation with
' pact on Nationally Frotected sites ) possible to mitigate the effects of the proposed development. Natural England is required. However, it is likely that mitigation to reduce the risk would be possible.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
- . . No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is adjacent to a Deciduous Woodland buffer zone. The site may indirectly affect the BAP priority habitat, but
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 mitigation can be implemented to address this.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets ) Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site.
There is a low likelihood that further archaeological assets would be discovered on the site.
1.8b Impact on archaeology (+)
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt *) Site is not located in the Green Belt.
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities ) Site is less than 1000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land ) Majority of the site is greenfield land within a settlement. 100% greenfield site, within an existing settlement (Loughton).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land 0 Development of the site would not result in the loss of agricultural land.
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space Development may involve the loss of public open space with no opportunities for on-site off-setting or mitigation. | The public open space is entirely located in the site area. This would result in loss of public open space (woodland and
. pacity p P P semi natural public open space covers c. 98% of the site), with few opportunities for site re-orientation or re-provision.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit 0 Site falls within an area of low landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are able to accommodate |The relevant site character context is urban and development is unlikely to adversely affect the wider landscape
. P fvity development without significant character change. character.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit 0 Development is unlikely to have an effect on settlement character. Site is identified as a potential regeneration area, is located within the settlement boundary and provides an opportunity
- ftivity for intensification. Therefore, development is not likely to have an impact on the character of the area.
6.1 Topography constraints A Topographical constraints exist in the site but potential for mitigation.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Thle intensity Of. site development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
adjacent to the site.
6.4 Access 1o site ) Suitable access to site already exists.
- . Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination over very small part of site (Infilled Pond). Potential adverse impact that could be mitigated.
6.5 Contamination constraints (-)
6.6 Traffic impact Moderate peak time congestion expected within the vicinity of the site. B383
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Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
111 t on Int tionally Protected Sit Effects of allocating site for the proposed use are not likely to be significant alone but should be checked for in- |Residential development between 400m and 2km from Epping Forest Special Area of Conservation. In-combination
-1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites () combination effects. effects from recreational pressure likely.
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites © development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
: Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site. Unlikely to impact on setting of Scheduled Monument due to distance and built-up surroundings.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets (+)
There is a low likelihood that further archaeological assets would be discovered on the site.
1.8b Impact on archaeology (+)
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt *) Site is not located in the Green Belt.
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities ) Site is less than 1000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is less than 1000km from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land ) Majority of the site is greenfield land within a settlement. 100% greenfield site, within an existing settlement (Loughton).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land 0 Development of the site would not result in the loss of agricultural land.
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space Development may involve the loss of public open space with no opportunities for on-site off-setting or mitigation. | The public open space is entirely located in the site area. This would result in loss of public open space (covers c.
. pacity p P P 100% of the site, predominantly managed public open space), with few opportunities for site re-orientation or re-
provision.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit 0 Site falls within an area of low landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are able to accommodate |The relevant site character context is urban and development is unlikely to adversely affect the wider landscape
. P fvity development without significant character change. character.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit A Development could detract from the existing settlement character. Site is identified as a potential regeneration area. However, the whole site is an existing open space. Therefore,
- ftivity . redevelopment has the potential to adversely affect the character of the area.
6.1 Topography constraints Topographical constraints in the site may preclude development.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Zgjeeu;lgrtirgl%eo;tilte development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.4 Access 1o site ) Suitable access to site already exists.
- . Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Large Infilled Pit). Potential adverse impact that could be mitigated.
6.5 Contamination constraints (-)

6.6 Traffic impact

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

Site Reference: SR-0359 Hertford
Parish: Loughton
Size (ha): 1.22 : ) AT
. £ !
Address: Newmans Lane/Rectory Lane Amenity Open Space ¥
g
. eshunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Open amenity space
4, Brentwood
-~ <
Baseline yield: 49 dwellings
. Client

Source for Assumption based on 40 dph
baseline yield: Epping Forest District Council

Job Title

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

Issue March 2018

Drawing No Issue
Site selection None SR-0359 Rev 2

adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

EB8O0S5Fii

Community  The Council did not consult on a growth location which covers or is Sources: . HERE, Datome. memap, neremen:  Cotp, GEBOO, USGS, FAO, NP5, NRCAN,

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

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
Dwell ings: 49 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
. . Effects of allocating site for the proposed use are not likely to be significant alone but should be checked for in- |Residential development between 400m and 2km from Epping Forest Special Area of Conservation. In-combination
1.1 Impact on Intemationally Protected Sites Q]

combination effects.

effects from recreational pressure likely.

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

Ancient Woodland largely avoided or possible impacts could be mitigated.

1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites v development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.

: . Site contains Ancient and/or Veteran trees but at a sufficiently low density across the site that removal could be |There are 3 Ancient trees directly affected by the site. The trees are dispersed to the east of the site. Impacts to the
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of (-)

Ancient trees may be mitigated due to the low density and by considered masterplanning or translocation.

Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.

1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0

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

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

1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.

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

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

1.9 Impact of air quality © Site lies wiltljin an area which has been identified as being at risk of poor air quality, but it is likely that the risk  |Parts of the site are close to the A1168 and therefore mitigation measures are likely to be required.
could be mitigated or reduced.

2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt *) Site is not located in the Green Belt.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land ) Majority of the site is greenfield land within a settlement.

100% greenfield site, within an existing settlement (Loughton).

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

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

The public open space is entirely located in the site area. This would result in loss of public open space (covers c.
100% of the site, predominantly managed public open space), with few opportunities for site re-orientation or re-
provision.

Site falls within an area of low landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are able to accommodate

The relevant site character context is urban and development is unlikely to adversely affect the wider landscape

5.1 Landscape sensitivity U development without significant character change. character.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit A Development could detract from the existing settlement character. Site is identified as a potential regeneration area. However, the whole site is an existing open space. Therefore,
- fivity . redevelopment has the potential to adversely affect the character of the area.
6.1 Topography constraints A Topographical constraints exist in the site but potential for mitigation.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Zgjeaégrtirglzeo;;lte development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.4 Access 1o site ) Suitable access to site already exists.
- . Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Infilled Pond). Potential adverse impact that could be mitigated.
6.5 Contamination constraints (-)

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

Site Reference: SR-0360

Parish: Loughton
Size (ha): 4.97
Address: Hillyfields Open Space, Loughton

Residential
Open amenity space

Primary use:
Site notes:

Baseline yield: 199 dwellings

Source for Assumption based on 40 dph

baseline yield:

Site None
constraints:

Site selection None
adjustment:

Community

feedback: near to this site.

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

Hertford
. ey A
b B
& 3
i
es hunt @
X 4. 125 Brentwood

Client

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status Date

Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
SR-0360 Rev 2

ARUP

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

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

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

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

Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

EB8O0S5Fii

DweII ings: 199 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment

111 t on Int tionally Prot d Sit Effects of allocating site for the proposed use are not likely to be significant alone but should be checked for in- |Residential development between 400m and 2km from Epping Forest Special Area of Conservation. In-combination
-1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites () combination effects. effects from recreational pressure likely.

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

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

1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of ~ Site contains Ancient and/or Veteran trees but at a sufficiently low density across the site that removal could be |There are 12 Ancient trees directly affected by the site. The trees are dispersed throughout the site. Impacts trees may
20 mp: ) largely avoided or possible impacts could be mitigated. be mitigated due to the low density and by considered masterplanning or translocation.

Ancient Woodland

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

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

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

1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.

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

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

1.8b Impact on archaeology +)

1.9 Impact of air qualit © Site lies within an area which has been identified as being at risk of poor air quality, but it is likely that the risk  |Parts of the site are close to the A1168 and therefore mitigation measures are likely to be required.
. P a Y could be mitigated or reduced.

2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt *) Site is not located in the Green Belt.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network

Not applicable.

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land (+)

Majority of the site is greenfield land within a settlement.

100% greenfield site, within an existing settlement (Loughton).

4.2 Impact on agricultural land 0

4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space

5.1 Landscape sensitivity 0

Development of the site would not result in the loss of agricultural land.

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

The public open space is almost entirely located in the site area. This would result in loss of public open space (covers
83% of the site, predominantly managed public open space), with few opportunities for site re-orientation or re-
provision.

Site falls within an area of low landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are able to accommodate
development without significant character change.

The relevant site character context is urban and development is unlikely to adversely affect the wider landscape
character.

5.2 Settlement character sensitivity (-)

6.1 Topography constraints

Development could detract from the existing settlement character.

Site is identified as a potential regeneration area. However, parts of the site is an existing open space. Therefore,
redevelopment has the potential to adversely affect the character of the area.

Topographical constraints in the site may preclude development.

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

6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Thle intensity Of. site development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
adjacent to the site.

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

- . Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Nursery / Infilled Pond). Potential adverse impact that could be mitigated.
6.5 Contamination constraints (-)
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Low level congestion expected at peak times within the vicinity of the site.
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Site Suitability Assessment
Site Reference: SR-0361 Hertford
Parish: Loughton
Size (ha): 8.03 o &) A
Address: Colebrook Lane/Jessel Drive Amenity Open Space ¥ :
o
. es hunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Open amenity space
g 4,95 Brentwood
Baseline yield: 321 dwellings
Client

Source for Assumption based on 40 dph

baseline yield: Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

igr?stra'nts None Drawing Status Date

1 .
Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue

Site selection None SR-0361 Rev 2

adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council

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

. is of GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordnance Survey, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
feedback: near to this site. oBase N Kedastr NI, Ordnance Survey,Ea iapar, VT, Esrc ina (Hong Kong), swisstopo,

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

DweII ings: 321 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
111 t on Int tionally Protected Sit Effects of allocating site for the proposed use are not likely to be significant alone but should be checked for in- |Residential development between 400m and 2km from Epping Forest Special Area of Conservation. In-combination
-1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites () combination effects. effects from recreational pressure likely.
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sit ~ Site falls within an Impact Risk Zone and due to the nature and scale of development proposed it is likely to be |Due to the development type (over 100 dwellings), development of the site is likely to pose a risk and consultation with
' pact on Natlonally Frotected siles ) possible to mitigate the effects of the proposed development. Natural England is required. However, it is likely that mitigation to reduce the risk would be possible.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is adjacent to a Deciduous Woodland buffer zone. The site may indirectly affect the BAP priority habitat, but
- P ty Sp: mitigation can be implemented to address this.
—_— " Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site. The site is within the 250m buffer for the Home Mead LNR LWS. The site is unlikely to affect the features and species
1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites 0 of the LWS
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
: Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site. Unlikely to impact on setting of Scheduled Monument due to distance and built-up surroundings.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets (+)
There is a low likelihood that further archaeological assets would be discovered on the site.
1.8b Impact on archaeology (+)
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt *) Site is not located in the Green Belt.
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is less than 1000km from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land ) Majority of the site is greenfield land within a settlement. 100% greenfield site, within an existing settlement (Loughton).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land 0 Development of the site would not result in the loss of agricultural land.
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space Development may involve the loss of public open space with no opportunities for on-site off-setting or mitigation. | The public open space is entirely located in the site area. This would result in loss of public open space (managed
. pacity p P P public open space covers 97% of the site), with few opportunities for site re-orientation or re-provision.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit 0 Site falls within an area of low landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are able to accommodate |The relevant site character context is urban and development is unlikely to adversely affect the wider landscape
. P fvity development without significant character change. character.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit A Development could detract from the existing settlement character. Site is identified as a potential regeneration area. However, the whole site is an existing open space. Therefore,
- ftivity . redevelopment has the potential to adversely affect the character of the area.
6.1 Topography constraints Topographical constraints in the site may preclude development.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Zgjeeu;lgrtirgl%eo;tilte development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.4 Access 1o site ) Suitable access to site already exists.
o . No contamination issues identified on site to date. No potential contamination identified.
6.5 Contamination constraints 0
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time.
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0362

Parish: Loughton
Size (ha): 2.45
Address: Willingale Road Allotments

Residential
Allotments and vacant scrub land

Primary use:
Site notes:

Baseline yield: 98 dwellings

Source for Assumption based on 40 dph

baseline yield:

Site None
constraints:
Site selection None

Hertford
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=
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Client

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status Date

Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
SR-0362 Rev 2
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adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council
Www.eppingforestde.gov.uk
community The COU"!C" fjid not consult on a growth location which covers or is (20?1?:;inEssﬁ,stEa;{aE?DCe[&:?nce,o\p:tr;grrhn'aapr,‘?ni?::r::f\?;%‘;::??QBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,
feedback: near to thIS s|te_ GeoBase, \Gl\é {}fadaster NL, Ordnance Survea\ﬁdE;lg&az:;llfg{l)f;:ﬁ;ma (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
SQI:PCE. Esn: DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
DweII ings: 98 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
111 t on Int tionally Prot d Sit Effects of allocating site for the proposed use are not likely to be significant alone but should be checked for in- |Residential development between 400m and 2km from Epping Forest Special Area of Conservation. In-combination
-1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites () combination effects. effects from recreational pressure likely.
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of ~ Site contains Ancient and/or Veteran trees but at a sufficiently low density across the site that removal could be |There is 1 Ancient tree directly affected by the site. The tree is located in the north of the site and may be affected by
-oD Imp 6 largely avoided or possible impacts could be mitigated. development. Impacts may be mitigated by considered masterplanning or translocation.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1. Circa 89% of the site is in Flood Zone 1. The 11% area affected by Flood Zone 3a and 3b runs along the southern and
-f Floodris eastern site boundaries and can be avoided through site layout.
: Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site. Unlikely to impact on setting of Scheduled Monument due to distance and built-up surroundings.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets (+)
1.8b Impact on archaeolo 0 There is a medium likelihood that further archaeological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
. P 9y unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt *) Site is not located in the Green Belt.
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities ) Site is less than 1000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is less than 1000km from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land ) Majority of the site is greenfield land within a settlement. 100% greenfield site, within an existing settlement (Loughton).

4.2 Impact on agricultural land

4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space

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

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

The public open space is entirely located in the site area. This would result in loss of public open space (covers c. 92%
of the site), with few opportunities for site re-orientation or re-provision.

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

5.2 Settlement character sensitivit *) Development may improve settlement character through redevelopment of a run-down site or improvementin  |Site is an allotment space is located within the settlement area and provides an opportunity for intensification.
' ity townscape. Therefore, redevelopment could enhance the character of the area.

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

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

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

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

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

o . No contamination issues identified on site to date. No potential contamination identified.
6.5 Contamination constraints 0
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time. B388
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0436 Hertford
Parish: Loughton

Size (ha): 0.25 o A
Address: 9 Goldings Rise, Loughton, IG10 2QP ‘% °

. i K s hunt
Primary use:  Residential

Site notes: In part domestic garden and in part landlocked open space.

Brentwood

Baseline yield: 8 dwellings

Source for Assumption based on 30 dph Client
baseline yield: Epping Forest District Council
Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan
Site Awkward shape of site and uniform street scene which would not -
constraints: lend itself to higher density housing. Drawing Status Date
Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
Site selection None SR-0436 Rev 2

adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

Community  The Council did not consult on a growth location which covers or is Sources Ear HERE, Deorme. imemap, increment b Corp, GEBCO, USGS, FAD, NPS, NRCAN,
. i i GeoBase, IGN, Kad: NL, Ordt S , Esri J; , METI, Esri China (H K ), swisstopo,
feedback: near to this site. 0B, 1O Kadae N Orirance Siriey, e Japan, VETL, o Chinaion Kong), wssopo
Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
Dwelli ngs: 4 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
Effects of allocating site for the proposed use likely to be significant. Site located within 400m of Epping Forest Special Area of Conservation. Risk of urbanisation (e.g. from fly tipping,

1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites fires, invasive species etc.).

1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 Site falls within an Impact Risk Zone and due to the nature and scale of development proposed it is likely to be |Due to the development type (all planning applications, except householder), development of the site is likely to pose a

possible to mitigate the effects of the proposed development. risk and consultation with Natural England is required. However, it is likely that mitigation to reduce the risk would be
possible.
. Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland. The site is partly within the 250m buffer for Epping-Ambresbury Banks Ancient Woodland. The site is unlikely to directly|
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 affect the Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.

Ancient Woodland

1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land. Site is not touching Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site encompasses a small area qf a BAE priority h.albitalt, and is wilthin two BAP priority habitgt buffer zones. The
site may indirectly affect the BAP priority habitats, but mitigation can be implemented to address this.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets ) Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site.
1.8b Impact on archaeology 0 There is a medium Iikelihopd that further ar_chag:ological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt A lSOi‘;e’ |i§wwci)t:1ir:e(3irfrir,1 Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

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

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

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

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

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

have an impact on the character of the area.

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

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

6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 The intensity of site development would be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or adjacent to [The protected trees on or adjacent to the site could be incorporated into the development proposed, subject to care in
. P ! 3 the site. the layout, but would be likely to have a significant adverse impact on the suitability of the site for development
6.4 Access to site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Access off Golding Rise.
o . No contamination issues identified on site to date. No potential contamination identified.
6.5 Contamination constraints 0
6.6 Traffic impact Site below site size threshold where it would be expected to significantly affect congestion. B389
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Site Suitability Assessment
Site Reference: SR-0446 Hertford
Parish: Loughton
Size (ha): 3.80 : ) AT
3 £t !
Address: Debden Hall, England's Lane/Debden Lane, Debden, Loughton, %
Essex, IG10 >3
§ <
. eshunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Undeveloped site completely covered by trees and vegetation.
= ,,{:5 Brentwood
Baseline yield: 114 dwellings
Client

Source for
baseline yield:

Site None
constraints:

Site selection None
adjustment:

Community

feedback: near to this site.
Dwellings: 114

Indicated in promoter material.

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

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status Date

Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
SR-0446 Rev 2

ARUP

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

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

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

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

AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

EB8O0S5Fii

Criteria

1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites

Score

Qualitative Assessment

Effects of allocating site for the proposed use likely to be significant.

Site partially located within 400m of Epping Forest Special Area of Conservation. Risk of urbanisation (e.g. from fly
tipping, fires, invasive species etc.) and runoff.

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

Due to the development type (all planning applications, except householder), development of the site is likely to pose a

1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites ) possible to mitigate the effects of the proposed development. risk and consultation with Natural England is required. However, it is likely that mitigation to reduce the risk would be
possible.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of ~ Site contains Ancient and/or Veteran trees but at a sufficiently low density across the site that removal could be |There is 1 Ancient tree directly affected by the site. The tree is located in the north of the site and may be affected by
-oD Imp 6 largely avoided or possible impacts could be mitigated. development. Impacts may be mitigated by considered masterplanning or translocation.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land A The effects of the site on Epping Forest Buffer Land can be mitigated. Site separated from Buffer Land to the west by a road, but forms part of rural, wooded setting and part of the
. P pping connection to the wider countryside. Proposed mitigation includes sympathetic boundary treatments and additional
public open space.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats Features and species in the site unlikely to be retained and effects cannot be mitigated. 'El"rr:s :#:C(tesn(r:noar;p:;sg: rt:i?ign‘;s{((;nty of a Deciduous Woodland habitat. The site is likely to directly impact the habitat,
1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites © Features and species in the site may not be retained in their entirety but effects can be mitigated. The site is adjacent to the Home Mead LNR LWS. The site may indirectly affect some of the features and species of
©1mp fldiite St the LWS. These features and species may not be retained in their entirety, but effects can be mitigated.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
18al £ on herit " 0 Site is located within the setting of a heritage asset and effects can be mitigated. Setting of Listed Building to be considered, possible mitigation by locating development away from Listed Building and
-0 Impact on heritage assets high quality design/materials. Historic site of Debden Hall so possible archaeological implications.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo 0 There is a medium likelihood that further archaeological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
. P 9y unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt s;trey Iﬁi;:thm Green Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be high or
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site between 400m and 1000m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land © Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement. 100% greenfield site, adjacent to an existing settlement (Loughton).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
: : Development could provide an opportunity to improve links to adjacent existing public open space or provide |No public open space is located in the site area. Development will not involve the loss of public open space.
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space W) access to open space which is currently private. Preliminary layouts propose the addition of new public open spaces.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit A Site falls within an area of medium landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are resilient to change
. P fvity ¥ and able to absorb development without significant character change.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit A Development could detract from the existing settlement character. Debden Green has a strong historic character, and the development could have detrimental impact on the village,
- ftivity & woodland areas and links to Epping Forest. Parts of site to the south adjacent to the settlement area may be more
suitable for development.
6.1 Topography constraints Topographical constraints in the site may preclude development.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) The site has severely limited feasibility for development as a result of the extensive presence of protected trees, |Albeit that the tree cover is not all subject to legal protection, the extent of the site affected makes it unlikely that
) P : either on or adjacent to the site. effective development is feasible.
6.4 Access to site © Potential for access to the site to be created through third party land and agreement in place, or existing access |Access off England's Lane, however a ornate gated entrance that does not currently meet the road and would require
. would require upgrade. improvements.
6.5 Contamination constraints © Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination on very small part of site. Minimal adverse impact with opportunity to enhance.
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time.
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0513A

Parish: Loughton
Size (ha): 0.22
Address:

Primary use:  Residential

Site notes:

Baseline yield: 8 dwellings

Source for
baseline yield:

Centric Parade, High Road, Loughton

Retail ground floor and flats on three floors above.

>
Hertford @g
;:=4’ .

=

gﬁsr
es hunt @

S S"V:;S’iw 4,)5 Brentwood

Client

Assumption based on 40 dph due to the more urban location

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Site The dwellings already accommodate ground floor retail uses and -

constraints: flats above. It is not considered this could be intensified. Drawing Status Date
Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue

Site selection The SLAA considered the site unlikely to deliver a net increase, SR-0513A Rev 2

adjustment:

purposes of site selection.
Community
feedback: near to this site.
Dwellings: 8

however the baseline capacity of 8 dwellings was reinstated for the

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

Epping Forest
District Council
www.eppingforestdec.gov.uk

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

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

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

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

AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

EB8O0S5Fii

Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
111 t on Int tionally Protected Sit Effects of allocating site for the proposed use are not likely to be significant alone but should be checked for in- |Residential development between 400m and 2km from Epping Forest Special Area of Conservation. In-combination
-1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites () combination effects. effects from recreational pressure likely.
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sit -~ Site falls within an Impact Risk Zone and due to the nature and scale of development proposed it is likely to be |Due to the development type (all planning applications, except householder), development of the site is likely to pose a
' pact on Nationally Frotected sites ) possible to mitigate the effects of the proposed development. risk and consultation with Natural England is required. However, it is likely that mitigation to reduce the risk would be
possible.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
: Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site. Unlikely to impact on setting of Conservation Area due to distance and built-up surroundings.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets (+)
There is a low likelihood that further archaeological assets would be discovered on the site.
1.8b Impact on archaeology (+)
1.9 Impact of air qualit © Site lies within an area which has been identified as being at risk of poor air quality, but it is likely that the risk  |Parts of the site are close to the A121 and therefore mitigation measures are likely to be required.
. P a Y could be mitigated or reduced.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt *) Site is not located in the Green Belt.
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities ) Site is less than 1000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is less than 1000km from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is previously developed land within or adjacent to a settlement. 100% brownfield site, within an existing settlement (Loughton).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land 0 Development of the site would not result in the loss of agricultural land.
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit 0 Site falls within an area of low landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are able to accommodate |The relevant site character context is urban and development is unlikely to adversely affect the wider landscape
. P fvity development without significant character change. character.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit *) Development may improve settlement character through redevelopment of a run-down site or improvement in  |Site is located within the settlement area and provides an opportunity for intensification. Therefore, re-development
) ity townscape. could enhance the character of the area.
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Zgjeaégrtirglzeo;tilte development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.4 Access 1o site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Access off Forest Road and A121.
- . Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Electric Substation). Potential adverse impact that could be mitigated.
6.5 Contamination constraints (-)

6.6 Traffic impact

Site below site size threshold where it would be expected to significantly affect congestion.
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Site Suitability Assessment
Site Reference: SR-0525 Hertford
Parish: Loughton
Size (ha): 0.08 o A
Address: 2 Connaught Avenue, Loughton, IG10 4DP “ o
g
s hunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: One dwelling and two garages. Corner plot forming a triangle with
concrete area forward of the dwelling.
4, Brentwood
< 5.
Baseline yield: 12 dwellings
Client

Source for
baseline yield:

Indicated in Pre-Application Form (equivalent to 150 dph)

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Site This scheme proposes underground parking, as such itis FE——— ot
constraints:  considered a well designed flatted scheme which fitted in with the rawing Status ate
street scene could be acceptable on this site. Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
Site selection None SR-0525 Rev 2
adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council
www.eppingforestde.gov.uk
community The Council did not consult on a growth location which covers or is (20?1?:;?nEssﬁ,SHdEa;{aE?D(:e[[’(:pnce,o\p:lrzi,gr;'aaprﬁnt:;tear::\?gg(;‘;r(s??gBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,
. i i GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ord| Si , Esri J; , METI, Esri China (H K ), swisstopo,
feedback: near to this site. e«: ase, N K laster rdnance urveaynd ;r; GalpsazserCom;:nl ina (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
DweII ings: 11 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

EB8O0S5Fii

Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
111 t on Int tionally Prot d Sit Effects of allocating site for the proposed use are not likely to be significant alone but should be checked for in- |Residential development between 400m and 2km from Epping Forest Special Area of Conservation. In-combination
-1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites () combination effects. effects from recreational pressure likely.
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sit -~ Site falls within an Impact Risk Zone and due to the nature and scale of development proposed it is likely to be |Due to the development type (all planning applications, except householder), development of the site is likely to pose a
' pact on Nationally Frotected sites ) possible to mitigate the effects of the proposed development. risk and consultation with Natural England is required. However, it is likely that mitigation to reduce the risk would be
possible.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
: Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site. Unlikely to impact on setting of Conservation Area due to distance and built-up surroundings.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets (+)
There is a low likelihood that further archaeological assets would be discovered on the site.
1.8b Impact on archaeology +)
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt *) Site is not located in the Green Belt.
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities ) Site is less than 1000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is less than 1000km from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land ) Majority of the site is greenfield land within a settlement. Split site (50% greenfield and brownfield). Site is within an existing settlement (Loughton)
4.2 Impact on agricultural land 0 Development of the site would not result in the loss of agricultural land.
43C ity to improv t n 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space. No public open space is located in the site area. Development will not involve the loss of public open space.
-2 Lapacily to Improve access to open space Preliminary masterplan proposes no new public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit 0 Site falls within an area of low landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are able to accommodate |The relevant site character context is urban and development is unlikely to adversely affect the wider landscape
. P fvity development without significant character change. character.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit 0 Development is unlikely to have an effect on settlement character. Low density development is proposed which reflects the character of the area. Therefore, development is not likely to
- ftivity have an impact on the character of the area.
6.1 Topography constraints Topographical constraints in the site may preclude development.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Zgjeaégrtirglzeo;;lte development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.4 Access to site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Access off Ollard's Grove and Connaught Avenue.
o . No contamination issues identified on site to date. No potential contamination identified.
6.5 Contamination constraints 0

6.6 Traffic impact

Site below site size threshold where it would be expected to significantly affect congestion.
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Site Suitability Assessment
Site Reference: SR-0527 Hertford
Parish: Loughton
Size (ha): 0.14 : ) AT
: £ !
Address: Royal Oak public house, Forest Road, Loughton, IG10 1EG ¥
g
. eshunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: A vacant public house.
4, Brentwood
- -‘_5
Baseline yield: 14 dwellings
Client

Source for
baseline yield:

Indicated in Pre-Application Form (equivalent to 100 dph)

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Site Five Tree Preservation Order trees are located across the south of FE——— ot
constraints:  the site restricting development fronting Smart's Lane. As such rawing Status ate
capacity is reduced. Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
Site selection None SR-0527 Rev 2
adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council
www.eppingforestde.gov.uk
Community The Council did not consult on a growth location which covers or is (20?1?:;?nEssﬁ,SHdEa;{aE?D(:e[[’(:pnce,o\p:lrzi,gr;'aaprﬁnt:;tear::\?gg(;‘;r(s??gBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,
. i i GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ord| Si , Esri J: , METI, Esri China (H K ), swisstopo,
feedback: near to this site. e«: ase, N K laster rdnance urveaynd ;r; GalpsazserCom;:nl ina (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
Dwellings: 6 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

EB8O0S5Fii

Criteria

1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites

Score

Qualitative Assessment

Effects of allocating site for the proposed use likely to be significant.

Site located within 400m of Epping Forest Special Area of Conservation. Risk of urbanisation (e.g. from fly tipping,
fires, invasive species etc.) and runoff.

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

Due to the development type (all planning applications, except householder), development of the site is likely to pose a

1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites ) possible to mitigate the effects of the proposed development. risk and consultation with Natural England is required. However, it is likely that mitigation to reduce the risk would be
possible.
13al t on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland. The site is wholly within the 250m buffer for Epping-Ambresbury Banks Ancient Woodland. The site is unlikely to
->a Impact on Ancient ¥V oodlan directly affect the Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land. Site is not touching Buffer Land.
- . . No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is within three BAP priority habitat buffer zones. The site may indirectly affect the BAP priority habitats, but
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 mitigation can be implemented to address this.
—_— " Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site. The site is within the 250m buffer for Loughton Woods LWS. The site is unlikely to affect the features and species of
1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites 0 this LWS
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets ~ Site is located within a Conservation Area or adjacent to a Listed Building or other heritage asset and effects can |Unlikely to impact on settings of Scheduled Monument or Conservation Area. Locally listed building should be retained
. P 9 ) be mitigated. and sensitively converted. Potential for sympathetic, well designed rear extensions.
There is a low likelihood that further archaeological assets would be discovered on the site.
1.8b Impact on archaeology +)
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt *) Site is not located in the Green Belt.
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site between 400m and 1000m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities ) Site is less than 1000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is previously developed land within or adjacent to a settlement. 100% brownfield site, within an existing settlement (Loughton).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land 0 Development of the site would not result in the loss of agricultural land.
: : Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space. No public open space is located in the site area. Development will not involve the loss of public open space.
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Preliminary masterplan proposes no new public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit 0 Site falls within an area of low landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are able to accommodate |The relevant site character context is urban and development is unlikely to adversely affect the wider landscape
. P fvity development without significant character change. character.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit 0 Development is unlikely to have an effect on settlement character. Low density development is proposed which reflects the character of the area. Therefore, development is not likely to
- ftivity have an impact on the character of the area.
6.1 Topography constraints A Topographical constraints exist in the site but potential for mitigation.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 The intensity of site development would be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or adjacent to [The protected trees on or adjacent to the site could be incorporated into the development proposed, subject to care in
. P ! 3 the site. the layout, but would be likely to have a significant adverse impact on the suitability of the site for development
6.4 Access to site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Access off Smarts Lane.
o . No contamination issues identified on site to date. No potential contamination identified.
6.5 Contamination constraints 0

6.6 Traffic impact

Site below site size threshold where it would be expected to significantly affect congestion.
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Site Suitability Assessment
Site Reference: SR-0532 Hertford
Parish: Loughton
Size (ha): 0.21 : ) AT
. 2f !
Address: Trevalyn House, Goldings Hill, Loughton, IG10 2SP ¥
o
. eshunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: A grouping of three dwellings with private track access.
4. Brentwood
S 125
Baseline yield: 8 dwellings
Client

Source for
baseline yield:

Indicated in Pre-Application Form (equivalent to 38 dph)

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Site There are currently 3 dwellings on site, redevelopment of the whole FE——— ot
constraints:  Site could accommodate 8 dwellings, a net increase of 5 rawing Status ate
Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
Site selection None SR-0532 Rev 2
adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council
www.eppingforestde.gov.uk
Community The Council did not consult on a growth location which covers or is (20?1?:;?nEssﬁ,SHdEa;{aE?D(:e[[’(:pnce,o\p:lrzi,gr;'aaprﬁnt:;tear::\?gg(;‘;r(s??gBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,
. i i GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ord| S , Esri J; , METI, Esri China (H Kong), swisstopo,
feedback: near to this site. e«: ase, K jaster rdnance urveaynd ;r; GalpsazserCom;:nl ina (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
Dwellings: 5 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

EB8O0S5Fii

Criteria

1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites

Score

Qualitative Assessment

Effects of allocating site for the proposed use likely to be significant.

Site located within 400m of Epping Forest Special Area of Conservation. Risk of urbanisation (e.g. from fly tipping,
fires, invasive species etc.) and runoff.

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

Due to the development type (all planning applications, except householder), development of the site is likely to pose a

1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites ) possible to mitigate the effects of the proposed development. risk and consultation with Natural England is required. However, it is likely that mitigation to reduce the risk would be
possible.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland. ;ZeAsrltc?eI:tgl?lrotgd:gr:ge Epping-Ambresbury Banks Ancient Woodland buffer land. The site is unlikely to directly affect
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
- . . No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is within a BAP priority habitat buffer zone. The site may indirectly affect the BAP priority habitats, but
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 mitigation can be implemented to address this.
- " Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site. The site is within the 250m buffer for the Ash Green LWS. The site is unlikely to affect the features and species of the
1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites 0 LWS
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
: Site is located within a Conservation Area or adjacent to a Listed Building or other heritage asset and effects can |Located adjacent to Conservation Area boundary but high quality design/materials could mitigate.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets (-) be mitigated
There is a low likelihood that further archaeological assets would be discovered on the site.

1.8b Impact on archaeology +)
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt *) Site is not located in the Green Belt.
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is previously developed land within or adjacent to a settlement. 100% brownfield site, within an existing settlement (Loughton).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land 0 Development of the site would not result in the loss of agricultural land.
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space. No public open space is located in the site area. Development will not involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit 0 Site falls within an area of low landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are able to accommodate |The relevant site character context is urban and development is unlikely to adversely affect the wider landscape

. P fvity development without significant character change. character.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit 0 Development is unlikely to have an effect on settlement character. Low density development is proposed which reflects the character of the area. Therefore, development is not likely to

- ftivity have an impact on the character of the area.
6.1 Topography constraints Topographical constraints in the site may preclude development.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 The intensity of site development would be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or adjacent to [The protected trees on or adjacent to the site could be incorporated into the development proposed, subject to care in

. P ! 3 the site. the layout, but would be likely to have a significant adverse impact on the suitability of the site for development
6.4 Access to site © Potential for access to the site to be created through third party land and agreement in place, or existing access |There may be vehicular access via a private track. This would need to be upgraded to facilitate access to the site.

. would require upgrade.

o . No contamination issues identified on site to date. No potential contamination identified.

6.5 Contamination constraints 0

6.6 Traffic impact

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

Site Reference: SR-0549 Hertford
Parish: Loughton
Size (ha): 0.19 : ) AT
. £ !
Address: Limber, 49 Church Lane ‘.
-
. eshunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Large vacant house and garage.
4, Brentwood
-~ <

Baseline yield: 6 dwellings (dwelling already on site but would be redeveloped)
Source for Assumption based on 30 dph Client
baseline yield: Epping Forest District Council

Job Title

Epping Forest District Local Plan
Site 50% of the site is covered by a locally listed building. However, it is -
constraints: considered conversion along with sensitive extensions could Drawing Status Date

accommodate six flats. Issue March 2018

Drawing No Issue

Site selection None SR-0549 Rev 2

adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

community The Council did not consult on a growth location which covers or is (zoi?:;inésa,stEa;{aE?Diﬁipnce,o\p:lr;grr:'aaprﬁnt:;lear::\?gg(?;r(s(,)gigBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,
. i i GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ord| S , Esri J; , METI, Esri China (H K ), swisstopo,
feedback: near to this site. e«: ase, K jaster rdnance uweaynd ;r; GalpsazserCom;:nl ina (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
DweII ings: 6 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
111 t on Int tionally Protected Sit ) Effects of allocating site for the proposed use are not likely to be significant alone but should be checked for in- |Residential development between 400m and 2km from Epping Forest Special Area of Conservation. In-combination
-1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites combination effects. effects from recreational pressure likely.
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed

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

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

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

Ancient Woodland

Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.

1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0

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

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

1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.

1.8a Impact on heritage assets © l?ite i.s. located within a Conservation Area or adjacent to a Listed Building or other heritage asset and effects can |Unlikely to impact on setting lof Conservation Area due to distance and built-up surroundings. Locally listed building
e mitigated. should be retained and sensitively converted.

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

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

2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt *) Site is not located in the Green Belt.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is previously developed land within or adjacent to a settlement. 80% brownfield site, within an existing settlement (Loughton).

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

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

Site falls within an area of low landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are able to accommodate |The relevant site character context is urban and development is unlikely to adversely affect the wider landscape

5.1 Landscape sensitivity U development without significant character change. character.

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

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

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

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

The intensity of site development would be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or adjacent to [The protected trees on or adjacent to the site could be incorporated into the development proposed, subject to care in

6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) ) the site. the layout, but would be likely to have a significant adverse impact on the suitability of the site for development
6.4 Access 1o site ) Suitable access to site already exists.

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

6.6 Traffic impact Site below site size threshold where it would be expected to significantly affect congestion. B395
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0564i

Parish: Loughton
Size (ha): 37.86
Address: Willingale Road Debden

Primary use:  Residential

Site notes:
the motorway.

Baseline yield: 2,579 dwelling and 343,800 sqm employment (for combined site)

Source for

baseline yield:
0.4 for employment

Site No constraints identified.

constraints:

Site selection
adjustment:

Community

feedback: near to this site.

Open fields, some with expansive tree coverage, leading down to

The site was split (SR-0564i and SR-0546ii) and the capacity was
recalculated based on the proposed land use and basis for each
part derived from the SLAA assuming 30 dph for housing only.

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

Hertford
;:=4’ .
=
gﬁsr
es hunt @
S 4,)5 Brentwood
Client

Of the parcels submitted, this site (west of rail line) is identified for
housing. Assumption for housing based on 30dph and plot ratio of

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status Date

Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
SR-0564i Rev 2

ARUP

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

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

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

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

Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

EB8O0S5Fii

Dwell ings: 1,135 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment

111 t on Int tionally Protected Sit Effects of allocating site for the proposed use are not likely to be significant alone but should be checked for in- |Residential and employment development between 400m and 2km from Epping Forest Special Area of Conservation.
-1 Impact on Internationally Frotected Sites ) combination effects. In-combination effects from recreational pressure and air quality likely.

1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sit -~ Site falls within an Impact Risk Zone and due to the nature and scale of development proposed it is likely to be |Due to the development type (over 100 rural dwellings and >1Ha non-resi), development of the site is likely to pose a
' pact on Nationally Frotected sites ) possible to mitigate the effects of the proposed development. risk and consultation with Natural England is required. However, it is likely that mitigation to reduce the risk would be

possible.

13al + on Ancient Woodland Site is adjacent to or contains Ancient Woodland but possible effects can be mitigated. Site is partly within the Ancient Woodland. The site may directly affect a portion of the Ancient Woodland, but impacts
->a Impact on Ancient ¥V oodlan ) may be mitigated against through considered masterplanning or compensation woodland planting.

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

Ancient Woodland

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

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

1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites © Features and species in the site may not be retained in their entirety but effects can be mitigated. A small part of the site encompasses a portion of Long Shaw LWS. The site may directly affect some of the LWS, but
‘oimp it St effects can be mitigated. Site is within 250m of Broadfield Shaw Grassland LWS and Broadfield Shaw LWS but is

unlikely to affect these LWS.

1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1. Some 98% of the site is in Flood Zone 1. Higher Flood Risk Zones totalling 2% is located on the western boundary of
-f Floodris the site and can be avoided through site layout.

1.8a Impact on heritage assets ~ Site is located within a Conservation Area or adjacent to a Listed Building or other heritage asset and effects can |Partial development of the site possible. Roman Villa Scheduled Monument within site so significant archaeological
. P 9 ) be mitigated. implications. Possible mitigation of development located away from Scheduled Monument.

1.8b Impact on archaeolo 0 There is a medium likelihood that further archaeological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
. P 9y unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.

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

2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt ilet; Iﬁi;ﬂthm Green Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be high or

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

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

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

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

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

5.2 Settlement character sensitivit A Development could detract from the existing settlement character. Site is located on the edge of the settlement area and provides opportunity for intensification. The proposed
- ftivity . development is likely to affect Ancient Woodland and Scheduled Monument which are located within the site.

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

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

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

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

. There is no means of access to the site and no likely prospect of achieving access. Access cannot be provided to the site.
6.4 Access to site
- . Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential for contamination (Infilled Pond). Potential adverse impact that could be mitigated.
6.5 Contamination constraints (-)
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Low level congestion expected at peak times within the vicinity of the site.
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0564ii

Parish: Loughton
Size (ha): 63.91
Address: Willingale Road, Debden

Primary use:  Residential

Site notes:
the motorway.

Baseline yield:

Source for
baseline yield:

Open fields, some with expansive tree coverage, leading down to

2,579 dwelling and 343,800 sqm employment (for combined site)

and plot ratio of 0.4 for employment

Hertford
;:=ﬁ’ .
=
@ﬁsr
es hunt @
S 4,95 Brentwood
Client

Of the parcels submitted, this site (east of rail line) is split 50:50
housing and employment. Assumption for housing based on 30dph

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Site Ancient Woodland and insufficient access restrict expansion to -
constraints:  south of the site north of the motorway (employment) and housing Drawing Status Pate
on northern most site. Remaining areas covered by SR-0325 and Issue March 2018
SR-0326; yield is reduced to zero to avoid double counting.
Drawing No Issue
Site selection The site was split (SR-0564i and SR-0546ii) and the capacity was SR-0564ii Rev 2

adjustment:

at 30 dph and 0.4 ratio.
Community
feedback: near to this site.

Dwellings: 958

recalculated based on the proposed land use and basis for each
part derived from the SLAA assuming 50:50 housing employment,

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

Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

ARUP €

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

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

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

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

AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

EB8O0S5Fii

Criteria

Score

Qualitative Assessment

1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites

Effects of allocating site for the proposed use are not likely to be significant alone but should be checked for in-
combination effects.

Residential and employment development partially located between 400m and 2km from Epping Forest Special Area of
Conservation. In-combination effects from recreational pressure and air quality likely.

1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites

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

Due to the development type (over 100 rural dwellings and >1Ha non-resi), development of the site is likely to pose a
risk and consultation with Natural England is required. However, it is likely that mitigation to reduce the risk would be
possible.

1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland

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

The site is partly in the Broadfield Shaw Ancient Woodland and buffer land. The site may directly affect a portion of the
buffer land. The site is likely to cause direct loss which cannot be mitigated within the site.

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

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

There are 18 Ancient trees directly affected by the site. The trees are dispersed, and may be affected by development.
Impacts to the Ancient trees may be mitigated due to the low density and by considered masterplanning or
translocation.

1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land

Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.

1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats

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

The site encompasses multiple areas of one, and the majority of an additional BAP priority habitat. It has records of
three priority species within it. The site is likely to directly impact the habitats and species, and this may not be
mitigable.

1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites

Features and species in the site may not be retained in their entirety but effects can be mitigated.

The site encompasses the majority of the Long Shaw LWS and the whole of the Broadfield Shaw Grassland LWS and
Broadfield Shaw LWS. The site may directly affect some of the features and species of the LWS, but effects can be
mitigated.

1.7 Flood risk

Site within Flood Zone 1.

Some 90% of the site is within Flood Zone 1, with Flood Zone 2, 3a and 3b in the southern portion of the site. The
development could be configured to avoid these areas.

1.8a Impact on heritage assets

Site is located within the setting of a heritage asset and effects can be mitigated.

Unlikely to impact on setting of Conservation Area. Further assessment required due to proximity to Roman Villa
Scheduled Monument - potential archaeological implications. Possible mitigation by developing part of site.

1.8b Impact on archaeology

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

1.9 Impact of air quality

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

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

2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt

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

The majority of the site is within high/very high sensitivity Green Belt parcels which are important for preventing the
coalescence of Loughton and Theydon Bois. If the site was released it may harm the purposes of the wider Green Belt.

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

3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station (-)
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site more than a 1000m from a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land © Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement. 100% greenfield site, adjacent to existing settlements (Loughton and Theydon Bois).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space *+) Development could provide an opportunity to improve links to adjacent existing public open space or provide  [No public open space is in the development site, however ancient trees do constrain some of the site. Site adjacent to
: pacily P P P access to open space which is currently private. existing public open space which could provide opportunities for improved access to woodland and natural public open
space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit A Site falls within an area of medium landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are resilient to change |The key characteristics of the wider landscape character zone extend across the whole site. The form and extent of
. P Y and able to absorb development without significant character change. any development would have to be sensitive to the location to avoid potential adverse impact on adjacent landscape
character area.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit A Development could detract from the existing settlement character. Existing Ancient Woodland contributes to the area's historic character, which development would likely impact.
- ftivity & Unconstrained parts of the site adjacent to Langston Road Industrial Estate could be developed to not impact the
historic character.
6.1 Topography constraints A Topographical constraints exist in the site but potential for mitigation.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Zgjeeu;lgrtirgl%eo;tilte development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.4 Access to site © Potential for access to the site to be created through third party land and agreement in place, or existing access |Would require extension to Langston Road through third party land.
. would require upgrade.
- . Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential for contamination (Farm / Airfield / Infilled Pond). Potential adverse impact that could be mitigated.
6.5 Contamination constraints (-)
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Low level congestion expected at peak times within the vicinity of the site.
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0565

Parish: Loughton
Size (ha): 0.72
Address:

Primary use:  Residential

Site notes:

Baseline yield: 21 dwellings

Source for
baseline yield:

Site None
constraints:

Site selection None
adjustment:

Community

feedback: near to this site.
Dwellings: 21

Assumption based on 30 dph

Loughton Library adjacent car park

Library and leisure centre with substantial parking provision.

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

Hertford
. ey A
b B
& 3
i
es hunt @
X 4. 125 Brentwood

Client

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status Date

Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
SR-0565 Rev 2

ARUP

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

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

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

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

AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

EB8O0S5Fii

Criteria

1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites

Score

Qualitative Assessment

Effects of allocating site for the proposed use likely to be significant.

Site located within 400m of Epping Forest Special Area of Conservation. Risk of urbanisation (e.g. from fly tipping,
fires, invasive species etc.) and runoff.

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

Due to the development type (all planning applications, except householder), development of the site is likely to pose a

1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites ) possible to mitigate the effects of the proposed development. risk alr;ld consultation with Natural England is required. However, it is likely that mitigation to reduce the risk would be
possible.

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

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

Ancient Woodland

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

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

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

1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.

1.8a Impact on heritage assets *) Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site. Unlikely to impact on setting of Conservation Area due to built-up surroundings.

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

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

2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt *) Site is not located in the Green Belt.

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

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

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

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

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

3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is less than 1000km from the nearest secondary school.

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

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

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

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

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

5.1 Landscape sensitivity 0 g,ite falls withinA an area qf low landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are able to accommodate |The relevant site character context is urban and development is unlikely to adversely affect the wider landscape
evelopment without significant character change. character.

5.2 Settlement character sensitivity *) ?evelopment may improve settlement character through redevelopment of a run-down site or improvementin  |Site |s an e)gisting car park. Redgv_elopment _could e_nhance the existing housing character of the area, subject to
ownscape. sensitive design reflecting the provision of parking for library uses.

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

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

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

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

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

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

6.6 Traffic impact

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

Site Reference: SR-0565-N Hertford
Parish: Loughton
Size (ha): 0.26 o A
Address: Loughton Library, Central Library, Traps Hill, Loughton, IG10 1HD % i
g

Primary use:  Residential eshur -
Site notes: Library building

S 4,95 Brentwood

Baseline yield: 8 dwellings

Source for Assumption based on 30 dph Client

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

Zi)tsstraints. No constraints identified. Drawing Status -

) Issue March 2018

Drawing No Issue

Site selection None SR-0565-N Rev 1

adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

Community  The Council did not consult on a growth location which covers or is Sources Ear HERE, Deorme. imemap, increment b Corp, GEBCO, USGS, FAD, NPS, NRCAN,
. i i GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ord| S , Esri J; , METI, Esri China (H K ), swisstopo,
feedback: near to this site. et: ase, K jaster rdnance uwea‘i\d ;r; GalpsazlserCom:‘:m ina (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
Dwell ings: 8 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
Effects of allocating site for the proposed use likely to be significant. Site located within 400m of Epping Forest Special Area of Conservation. Risk of urbanisation (e.g. from fly tipping,

1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites fires, invasive species etc.) and runoff.

Site falls within an Impact Risk Zone and due to the nature and scale of development proposed it is likely to be |Due to the development type (all development except householder applications), development of the site is likely to

1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites ) possible to mitigate the effects of the proposed development. pose a risk and consultation with Natural England is required. However, it is likely that mitigation to reduce the risk
would be possible.

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

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

Ancient Woodland

Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.

1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0

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

1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.

1.8a Impact on heritage assets *) Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site. Unlikely to impact on setting of Conservation Area due to distance and built-up surroundings.
1.8b Impact on archaeology *) There is a low likelihood that further archaeological assets would be discovered on the site.

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

2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt *) Site is not located in the Green Belt.

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

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

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

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

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

3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is less than 1000km from the nearest secondary school.

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

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

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

Development of the site would not result in the loss of agricultural land.

4.2 Impact on agricultural land 0

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

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

5.2 Settlement character sensitivity 0 Development is unlikely to have an effect on settlement character. &:Zzzeedoﬁgjv\i\e?ezﬂ?t of library building to provide residential and library uses not likely to impact on character at

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

6.6 Traffic impact Site below site size threshold where it would be expected to significantly affect congestion. B399
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0582 Hertford
Parish: Loughton

Size (ha): 0.60 o A
Address: England's Lane, Loughton Pl .

. ) . s hunt
Primary use:  Residential

Site notes: Wooded area

. Brentwood

Baseline yield: 16 dwellings

Source for Indicated in Call for Sites (equivalent to 27 dph) Cllent
baseline yield: Epping Forest District Council
Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan
Site Site is 100% covered by SR-0326. As such the yield is omitted for -
constraints: this site to avoid double counting. Drawing Status Date
Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
Site selection Capacity reinstated from overlapping site. SR-0582 Rev 2

adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

Community  The Council did not consult on a growth location which covers or is Sources Ear HERE, Deorme. imemap, increment b Corp, GEBCO, USGS, FAD, NPS, NRCAN,
. i i GeoBase, IGN, Kad: NL, Ordt S , Esri J; , METI, Esri China (H K ), swisstopo,
feedback: near to this site. 0B, 1O Kadae N Orirance Siriey, e Japan, VETL, o Chinaion Kong), wssopo
Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
Dwelli ngs: 16 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
Effects of allocating site for the proposed use likely to be significant. Site located within 400m of Epping Forest Special Area of Conservation. Risk of urbanisation (e.g. from fly tipping,

1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites fires, invasive species etc.) and runoff

1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 Site falls within an Impact Risk Zone and due to the nature and scale of development proposed it is likely to be |Due to the development type (all planning applications, except householder), development of the site is likely to pose a

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

Ancient Woodland

1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land A The effects of the site on Epping Forest Buffer Land can be mitigated. Site separated from Buffer Land to the west by a road, but forms part of its rural, wooded setting and the connection to
. P pping the wider countryside. Boundary treatment in site design may not be sufficient to mitigate impact, but there is scope to
improve.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats © Features and species in the site may not be retained in their entirety but effects can be mitigated. ;ri]t?gzg?e is covered by a BAP priority habitat. The site is likely to directly impact the BAP habitat, but this may be
1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site. ;I;]PI\: E\I/\t/esls within the 250m buffer of Home Mead LNR LWS. The site is unlikely to affect the features and species of
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets *) Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site. Unlikely to impact on setting of Conservation Area due to distance and built-up surroundings.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo 0 There is a medium likelihood that further archaeological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
. P 9y unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.

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

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

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

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

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

4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space. No public open space is in the development site.

o e e e eape, Sra et tesof e andscape ar elent o e

5.2 Settlement character sensitivity 0 Development is unlikely to have an effect on settlement character. Sr:t:r;?: tie(;jfr‘;'t:iei:fgrse?dzeteelggfrll é:ﬁgsﬁmﬂg{; taorehaa.vléo::] (.’:122'3 ::\t/sleogr:r:;;\(t; ‘i:rpg?tr:]c;s:?e\ghich reflects the existing
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.

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

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

6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) The site has severely limited feasibility for development as a result of the extensive presence of protected trees, |The extent of the protected tree cover across the site would be likely to have a significant adverse impact on the

either on or adjacent to the site. suitability of the site for development
6.4 Access 1o site 0 Access to the site can be created within landholding adjacent to the highway. Access can be created off England's Road.
6.5 Contamination constraints A Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Gunpowder Works). Potential adverse impact that could be mitigated.
6.6 Traffic impact Site below site size threshold where it would be expected to significantly affect congestion. B400
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Site Suitability Assessment
Site Reference: SR-0834 Hertford
Parish: Loughton
Size (ha): 0.18 : ) AT
3 £t !

Address: Car Park, west of High Road, Loughton, Essex %

g

. es hunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Former post office depot and associated car parking (now vacant)
g 4,)5 Brentwood
Baseline yield: 28 dwellings
Client

Source for
baseline yield:

Site None
constraints:

Site selection None

adjustment:

Community

feedback: near to this site.
Dwellings: 28

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

Indicated in Settlement Capacity Analysis (equivalent to 153 dph)

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status Date

Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
SR-0834 Rev 2

Epping Forest
District Council
www.eppingforestdec.gov.uk

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

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

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

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

AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

EB8O0S5Fii

Criteria

1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites

Score

Qualitative Assessment

Effects of allocating site for the proposed use likely to be significant.

Site located within 400m of Epping Forest Special Area of Conservation. Risk of urbanisation (fly tipping, fires, invasive
species) and runoff.

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

Due to the development type (all planning applications, except householder), development of the site is likely to pose a

1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites ) possible to mitigate the effects of the proposed development. risk alr;ld consultation with Natural England is required. However, it is likely that mitigation to reduce the risk would be
possible.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland. Z;:;i:ﬁ;xi?;r};tvwggc}gifom buffer for Epping-Ambresbury Banks Ancient Woodland. The site is unlikely to directly|
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land. Site is not touching Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. ;ri]t?g:ittizniscemtgglir‘r‘:?leagitgc;i(t)éigdgra:si:ih?:ﬁer zones. The site may indirectly affect the BAP priority habitats, but
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets *) Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site. ;Jl:lligilr)]/di%si-mpact on settings of Scheduled Monument or Conservation Area due to distance and built-up
1.8b Impact on archaeology *) There is a low likelihood that further archaeological assets would be discovered on the site.
1.9 Impact of air quality © Site lies wiltljin an area which has been identified as being at risk of poor air quality, but it is likely that the risk  |Parts of the site are close to the A121 and therefore mitigation measures are likely to be required.
could be mitigated or reduced.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt *) Site is not located in the Green Belt.
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities ) Site is less than 1000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is less than 1000km from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is previously developed land within or adjacent to a settlement. 100% brownfield site, within an existing settlement (Loughton).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land 0 Development of the site would not result in the loss of agricultural land.
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivity 0 gite falls withinA an area qf low landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are able to accommodate |The relevant site character context is urban and development is unlikely to adversely affect the wider landscape
evelopment without significant character change. character.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivity A Development could detract from the existing settlement character. Sit_e is id(_entiﬁed as a potential intensification area. T_he proposals are for higher density development than the
neighbouring developments. Therefore, development is likely to affect the character of the area.
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Zgjea;grtirgi%eo;tii-te development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.4 Access to site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Access off High Road.
6.5 Contamination constraints A Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. rF;ci)tti(;r&;ii:é'contamination (Infilled Pond / Sorting Office / Garage / Tank). Potential adverse impact that could be
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Low level congestion expected at peak times within the vicinity of the site.
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Site Suitability Assessment
Site Reference: SR-0835 Hertford
Parish: Loughton
Size (ha): 1.02 )\ )
Address: Old Epping Forest College Site, Borders Lane, Loughton, Essex ¥ ;
o
es hunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Vacant school plot (Old Epping Forest College Site) - vacant land
and buildings
4, Brentwood
-~ h)
Baseline yield: 153 dwellings
Client

Source for
baseline yield:

Site None
constraints:

Site selection None
adjustment:

Community

feedback: near to this site.
Dwellings: 153

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

Indicated in Settlement Capacity Analysis (equivalent to 153 dph)

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status Date

Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
SR-0835 Rev 2

Epping Forest
District Council
www.eppingforestdec.gov.uk

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

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

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

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

AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

EB8O0S5Fii

Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment

111 t on Int tionally Prot d Sit Effects of allocating site for the proposed use are not likely to be significant alone but should be checked for in- |Residential development between 400m and 2km from Epping Forest Special Area of Conservation. In-combination
-1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites () combination effects. effects from recreational pressure likely.

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

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

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

Ancient Woodland

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

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

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

1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.

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

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

1.8b Impact on archaeology +)

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

2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt *) Site is not located in the Green Belt.

3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest rail or tube station.

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

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

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

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

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

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

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is previously developed land within or adjacent to a settlement. 90% brownfield site, within an existing settlement (Loughton).

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

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

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

5.2 Settlement character sensitivit *) Development may improve settlement character through redevelopment of a run-down site or improvement in  |Site is located within the settlement and provides an opportunity for intensification. Therefore, redevelopment could
) ity townscape. enhance the existing housing character of the area, subject to sensitive design reflecting the proposed density.

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

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

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

6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 The intensity of site development would be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or adjacent to [The protected trees on or adjacent to the site could be incorporated into the development proposed, subject to care in
. P ! 3 the site. the layout, but would be likely to have a significant adverse impact on the suitability of the site for development

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

o . No contamination issues identified on site to date. No potential contamination identified.
6.5 Contamination constraints 0
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Low level congestion expected at peak times within the vicinity of the site.
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0836 Hertford
Parish: Loughton
Size (ha): 0.16 : ) AT
3 £ !
Address: Yard at Eleven Acre Rise, Traps Hill, Loughton, Epping b
g
. es hunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Vacant paved area used for parking by adjacent bowls club
(previous tennis club site)
4, Brentwood
-~ 5

Baseline yield: 25 dwellings
Source for Indicated in Settlement Capacity Analysis (equivalent to 154 dph) Crent
baseline yield: Epping Forest District Council

Job Title

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

Issue March 2018

Drawing No Issue
Site selection None SR-0836 Rev 2

adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

Community  The Council did not consult on a growth location which covers or is Sources Ear HERE, Deorme. imemap, increment b Corp, GEBCO, USGS, FAD, NPS, NRCAN,
. i i GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ord| S , Esri J; , METI, Esri China (H K ), swisstopo,
feedback: near to this site. et: ase, K jaster rdnance uwea‘i\d ;r; GalpsazlserCom:‘:m ina (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
Dwell ings: 25 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
Effects of allocating site for the proposed use likely to be significant. Site located within 400m of Epping Forest Special Area of Conservation. Risk of urbanisation (.g. from fly tipping, fires,

1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites invasive species etc.) and runoff.

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

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

Ancient Woodland

Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.

1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0

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

1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.

1.8a Impact on heritage assets *) Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site. Unlikely to impact on setting of Conservation Area due to built-up surroundings.
1.8b Impact on archaeology *) There is a low likelihood that further archaeological assets would be discovered on the site.

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

2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt *) Site is not located in the Green Belt.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

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

Development of the site would not result in the loss of agricultural land.

4.2 Impact on agricultural land 0

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

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

5.2 Settlement character sensitivit A Development could detract from the existing settlement character. Site is identified as a potential intensification area. The proposals are for higher density development than the
- ftivity . neighbouring developments. Therefore, development is likely to affect the character of the area.

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

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

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

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

6.4 Access 1o site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Via shared entrance to adjacent bowls club (outside of site boundary).

o . No contamination issues identified on site to date. No potential contamination identified.
6.5 Contamination constraints 0
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Low level congestion expected at peak times within the vicinity of the site. B403
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0837 Hertford
Parish: Loughton
Size (ha): 4.05 o A
Address: Alderton School, Alderton Hall Lane, Loughton, Essex % 3
g
es hunt @

Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Alderton Infant and Junior School, children's centre and nursery
with associated playing fields

4,95 Brentwood

Baseline yield: 358 dwellings

Source for Indicated in Settlement Capacity Analysis (equivalent to 88 dph) Cllent
baseline yield: Epping Forest District Council
Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan
Site . None Drawing Status Date
constraints:
Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
Site selection None SR-0837 Rev 2

adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

Community  The Council did not consult on a growth location which covers or is Sources: . HERE, Datome. memap, neremen:  Cotp, GEBOO, USGS, FAO, NP5, NRCAN,
feedback: near to this site. Ge«:Base, \gh{g {}gadaster NL, Ordnance Suwea\ﬁdE;l ngpsazsr::zg;rf;: :I:mna (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
Dwell ings: 358 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
111 t on Int tionally Protected Sit ) Effects of allocating site for the proposed use are not likely to be significant alone but should be checked for in- |Residential development between 400m and 2km from Epping Forest Special Area of Conservation. In-combination
-1 Impact on Internationally Frotected Sites combination effects. effects from recreational pressure likely.
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 Site falls within an Impact Risk Zone and due to the nature and scale of development proposed it is likely to be |Due to the development type (over 100 dwellings), development of the site is likely to pose a risk and consultation with
) P Y possible to mitigate the effects of the proposed development. Natural England is required. However, it is likely that mitigation to reduce the risk would be possible.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.

Ancient Woodland

Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.

1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0

1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. ;Ir']he site is'palnially yvithin the 'l?uffe_r zone for lCoaslaI Floodplain Grazing Marsh habitat. The site may indirectly affect
e BAP priority habitat, but mitigation can be implemented to address this.

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

1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.

1.8a Impact on heritage assets *) Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site. Unlikely to impact on setting of Conservation Area due to distance and built-up surroundings.

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

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

2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt *) Site is not located in the Green Belt.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

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

Development of the site would not result in the loss of agricultural land.

4.2 Impact on agricultural land 0

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

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

5.2 Settlement character sensitivity A Development could detract from the existing settlement character. The proposals are for higher density development than the neighbouring developments. Therefore, development is

likely to affect the character of the area.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

6.6 Traffic impact 0 Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time. BA04

©Arup



EB8O0S5Fii

Site Suitability Assessment ; <
Site Reference: SR-0867 Hertford @g
Parish: Loughton
Size (ha): 0.04 : ) AT
. £ !
Address: Lucas McMullen, 258 High Road, Loughton, Essex, IG10 1RB [%F% %
& 3
: : . s hunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Retail (restaurant and Subway) at ground floor, offices at first floor b
S S"V;;fj 4,)5 Brentwood

Baseline yield: 9 dwellings
Source for Indicated in Planning Application Form (equivalent to 210 dph) Cllent
baseline yield: Epping Forest District Council

Job Title

Epping Forest District Local Plan
Site The site has 2 refusals for the proposed scheme on site because -
constraints:  the application failed to demonstrate that the appropriate refuse Drawing Status bate

facilities could be provided. If this could be overcome then there are Issue March 2018
no further constraints to the yield of the site.

Drawing No Issue

Site selection None SR-0867 Rev 2

adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

Community  The Council did not consult on a growth location which covers or is Sources Ear HERE, Deorme. imemap, increment b Corp, GEBCO, USGS, FAD, NPS, NRCAN,
. i i GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ord| S , Esri J; , METI, Esri China (H K ), swisstopo,
feedback: near to this site. eﬁ ase, K jaster rdnance uwea‘i\d ;r; GalpsazlserCom:‘:m ina (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
Dwell ings: 9 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
Effects of allocating site for the proposed use likely to be significant. Site located within 400m of Epping Forest Special Area of Conservation. Risk of urbanisation (e.g. from fly tipping,

1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites fires, invasive species etc.) and runoff.

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

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

Ancient Woodland

1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land. Site is not touching Buffer Land.
- . . No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is within two BAP priority habitat buffer zones. The site may indirectly affect the BAP priority habitats, but
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 mitigation can be implemented to address this.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
: Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site. Unlikely to impact on setting of Conservation Area due to distance and built-up surroundings.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets (+)
There is a low likelihood that further archaeological assets would be discovered on the site.
1.8b Impact on archaeology +)

Site lies within an area which has been identified as being at risk of poor air quality, and it is unlikely that the risk |The site adjacent to A121 and would be difficult to mitigate air quality impacts.

1.9 Impact of air quality could be mitigated.

Site is not located in the Green Belt.

2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt +)

3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest rail or tube station.

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

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

3.4 Distance to local amenities ) Site is less than 1000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest infant/primary school.

3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is less than 1000km from the nearest secondary school.

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

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

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

Development of the site would not result in the loss of agricultural land.

4.2 Impact on agricultural land 0

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

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

5.2 Settlement character sensitivity A Development could detract from the existing settlement character. ;:r;ypt?z?f:lsthagihf::ar(:it%rr]eorf glzn:irteyafjevelopment than the neighbouring developments. Therefore, development is

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

6.6 Traffic impact Site below site size threshold where it would be expected to significantly affect congestion. B405
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Site Suitability Assessment
Site Reference: SR-0878 Hertford
Parish: Loughton
Size (ha): 0.14 : ) AT
: 2f !

Address: 46 - 48 Station Road, Loughton, Essex, IG10 4NX %

-

. es hunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Residential dwellings and gardens
: 4,95 Brentwood
Baseline yield: 12 dwellings
Client

Source for

baseline yield: (equivalentto 86 dph)

Indicated in Request for Pre-Application Planning Advice form

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Site Application refused for one dwelling to the rear of 48 station road FE——— ot
constraints:  due to obtrusive development by virtue of its height, size, rawing Status ate
appearance, position and detraction of the outlook of 50 Station Issue March 2018
Road. This promoted scheme seeks to address these constraints
Drawing No Issue
Site selection None SR-0878 Rev 2
adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council
www.eppingforestde.gov.uk
community The Council did not consult on a growth location which covers or is (20?1?:;inEssﬁ,stEa;{aE?DCe[&:?nce,o\p:tr;grrhn'aapr,‘?ni?::r::f\?;%‘;::??QBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,
. i i GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ord| S , Esri J; , METI, Esri China (H K ), swisstopo,
feedback: near to this site. e«: ase, K jaster rdnance urveaynd ;r; GalpsazserCom;:nl ina (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
Dwellings: 10 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

EB8O0S5Fii

Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment

111 t on Int tionally Prot d Sit Effects of allocating site for the proposed use are not likely to be significant alone but should be checked for in- |Residential development between 400m and 2km from Epping Forest Special Area of Conservation. In-combination

-1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites () combination effects. effects from recreational pressure likely.

. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
: Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site. Unlikely to impact on setting of Conservation Area due to distance and built-up surroundings.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets (+)
There is a low likelihood that further archaeological assets would be discovered on the site.
1.8b Impact on archaeology +)
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt *) Site is not located in the Green Belt.
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities ) Site is less than 1000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is less than 1000km from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is previously developed land within or adjacent to a settlement. 100% brownfield site, within an existing settlement (Loughton).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land 0 Development of the site would not result in the loss of agricultural land.
: : Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space. No public open space is located in the site area. Development will not involve the loss of public open space.

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

. P fvity development without significant character change. character.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit A Development could detract from the existing settlement character. Site is identified as a potential intensification area. Proposed redevelopment is of a significantly higher density than

- ftivity & adjacent development and could impact the character of the area.
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Zgjeeu;lgrtirgl%eo;tilte development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.4 Access 1o site ) Suitable access to site already exists.

o . No contamination issues identified on site to date. No potential contamination identified.

6.5 Contamination constraints 0

6.6 Traffic impact

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

B406
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Site Suitability Assessment
Site Reference: SR-0885 Hertford
Parish: Loughton
Size (ha): 0.04 : ) AT
< x¢ !
Address: 1 Spring Grove, Loughton, Essex, IG10 4QA f
o
: . . eshunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: One residential dwelling, garden and garage
4, Brentwood
-~ <

Baseline yield: 8 dwellings

Client
Source for Indicated in Request for Pre-Application Planning Advice form en
baseline yield: (equivalent to 200 dph) Epping Forest District Council

Job Title

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

Issue March 2018

Drawing No Issue
Site selection None SR-0885 Rev 2
adjustment: Epping Forest

District Council
www.eppingforestdec.gov.uk

Community  The Council did not consult on a growth location which covers or is Souneee Ea HERE, Daome, e, Ineemen b oo, GEBCO, USGS, FAO, S, NRCAN,
feedback: near to this site. Ge«:Base, \G% {}gadasuer NL, Ordnance Surveayr;dEi‘lJsalpsard,sl;/IrECTll),mE;::llmna (Hong Kong), swisstopo,

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
Dwell ings: § AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

EB8O0S5Fii

Criteria

1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites

Score

Qualitative Assessment

Effects of allocating site for the proposed use likely to be significant.

Site located within 400m of Epping Forest Special Area of Conservation. Risk of urbanisation (e.g. from fly tipping,
fires, invasive species etc.).

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

Due to the development type (all planning applications, except householder), development of the site is likely to pose a

1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites ) possible to mitigate the effects of the proposed development. risk and consultation with Natural England is required. However, it is likely that mitigation to reduce the risk would be
possible.

13al t on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland. The site is wholly within the 250m buffer for Epping-Ambresbury Banks Ancient Woodland. The site is unlikely to

->a Impact on Ancient ¥V oodlan directly affect the Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land. Site is not touching Buffer Land.

- . . No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is within two BAP priority habitat buffer zones. The site may indirectly affect the BAP priority habitats, but
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 mitigation can be implemented to address this.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets ) Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site.
There is a low likelihood that further archaeological assets would be discovered on the site.

1.8b Impact on archaeology +)
1.9 Impact of air qualit © Site lies within an area which has been identified as being at risk of poor air quality, but it is likely that the risk  |Parts of the site are very close to the A121 and therefore mitigation measures are likely to be required.

. P a Y could be mitigated or reduced.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt *) Site is not located in the Green Belt.
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities ) Site is less than 1000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is previously developed land within or adjacent to a settlement. 100% brownfield site, within an existing settlement (Loughton).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land 0 Development of the site would not result in the loss of agricultural land.

: : Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space. No public open space is located in the site area. Development will not involve the loss of public open space.

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

. P fvity development without significant character change. character.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit 0 Development is unlikely to have an effect on settlement character. Site is identified as a potential intensification area. Low density development is proposed which reflects the existing

- ftivity housing character, is not likely to have an impact on the character of the area.
6.1 Topography constraints Topographical constraints in the site may preclude development.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Zgjeaégrtirglzeo;;lte development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.4 Access 1o site ) Suitable access to site already exists.

o . No contamination issues identified on site to date. No potential contamination identified.

6.5 Contamination constraints 0

6.6 Traffic impact

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

B407

©Arup



EB8O0S5Fii

Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0963 Hertford
Parish: Loughton
Size (ha): 0.49 : ) AT
. £ !
Address: North Haven, High Road, Loughton, Essex, IG10 4JJ %
g
. eshunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Residential dwelling and outbuildings
4, Brentwood
-~ <

Baseline yield: 6 dwellings
Source for Indicated in Call for Sites 2016-2017 Cllent
baseline yield: Epping Forest District Council

Job Title

Epping Forest District Local Plan
Site Some 1% of site area along southwestern boundary falls within -
constraints: Epping Forest or the buffer lands. Given small extent of site subject Drawing Status Date

to the constraint, it is not considered to affect on-site capacity so no Issue March 2018
adjustment to site capacity has been made.

Drawing No Issue

Site selection None SR-0963 Rev 1

adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

Community  The Council did not consult on a growth location which covers or is Sources Ear HERE, DeLorme. imemap, increment b Corp, GEBCO, USGS, FAD, NPS, NRCAN,
. i i GeoBase, IGN, Kad: NL, Ordt S , Esri J; , METI, Esri China (H K ), swisstopo,
feedback: near to this site. ev.: ase, K jaster rdnance uwea‘f\d ;r; GalpsazlserCom:‘:m ina (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
Dwelli ngs: 6 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
Effects of allocating site for the proposed use likely to be significant. Site located within 400m of Epping Forest Special Area of Conservation. Risk of urbanisation (e.g. from fly tipping,

1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites fires, invasive species etc.) and runoff.

Site falls within an Impact Risk Zone and due to the nature and scale of development proposed it is likely to be |Due to the development type (all development except householder applications), development of the site is likely to

1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites ) possible to mitigate the effects of the proposed development. pose a risk and consultation with Natural England is required. However, it is likely that mitigation to reduce the risk
would be possible.
13al t on Ancient Woodland Site is adjacent to or contains Ancient Woodland but possible effects can be mitigated. The site is adjacent to the Epping-Ambresbury Banks Ancient Woodland. The site would likely indirectly affect a small
-5a Impact on Ancient ¥V oodlan ) area of the Ancient Woodland but it is likely that potential effects can be mitigated.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.

Ancient Woodland

. Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land. Although the site is in close proximity to Buffer Land, it is previously developed and its scale and the intensity of

1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land © development on the site is unlikely to impact the Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is wholly within Deciduous Woodland and Wood Pasture and Parkland buffer zones. The site may indirectly

- P ty Sp: affect the BAP priority habitats, but mitigation could be implemented to address this.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets ) Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo A Existing evidence and/or a lack of previous disturbance indicates a high likelihood for the discovery of high quality

: P 9y archaeological assets on the site.

. " Site lies within an area which has been identified as being at risk of poor air quality, but it is likely that the risk | The site is close to the A121 and therefore mitigation measures may be required.

1.9 Impact of air quality )

could be mitigated or reduced.

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

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

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is greenfield land that is neither within nor adjacent to a settiement. 65% greenfield site, 100m from an existing settlement (Loughton)

Development of the site would not result in the loss of agricultural land.

4.2 Impact on agricultural land 0
: : Development could provide an opportunity to improve links to adjacent existing public open space or provide |A negligible part of the site contains Epping Forest. The proposals could be configured to avoid loss of open space.

4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space ) access to open space which is currently private. Site adjacent to existing open space and could provide opportunities to improve access to Epping Forest.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit ) Site falls within an area of medium landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are resilient to change |Proposals have the potential to influence the wider landscape character area. The form and extent of any development

: P Y and able to absorb development without significant character change. would have to be sensitive to the location to avoid potential adverse impact on the site’s landscape context.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivity 0 Development is unlikely to have an effect on settlement character. wmgzgtsg)r/] g:;/‘?elﬁer?fg;;apégosed which generally reflects surrounding development therefore the site is not likely
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Dist " d oil pipeli 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site. Less than 1% of site along north eastern boundary is in HSE middle zone. Due to the location/small size of the affected

-ca Distance 1o gas and ol pipelines area this results in negligible impact and is not considered a constraint. HSE guidance is don't advise against

development.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Thg intensity Of. site development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
adjacent to the site.
6.4 Access to site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Existing access from High Road.
o . No contamination issues identified on site to date. No potential contamination identified.

6.5 Contamination constraints 0
6.6 Traffic impact Site below site size threshold where it would be expected to significantly affect congestion. B408
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Site Suitability Assessment
Site Reference: SR-0974 Hertford
Parish: Loughton
Size (ha): 0.19 : ) AT
: £ !
Address: Former Electricity Substation, Roding Road, Loughton, Essex, IG10 ¥
3ED ?ﬁf
§ <
. eshunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Former electricity sub station
: 4,.;5 Brentwood
Baseline yield: 12 dwellings
Client

Source for
baseline yield:

Indicated in Call for Sites 2016-2017

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Site Flood Risk Zone 3b affects the eastern boundary of site (2%), and F——— Dat
constraints:  hot accounted for in the capacity provided in the Call for Sites rawing Status ate
submission form. Therefore, site capacity adjusted proportionally to Issue March 2018
account for flood constrained area.
Drawing No Issue
Site selection None SR-0974 Rev 1
adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council
www.eppingforestde.gov.uk
community The Council did not consult on a growth location which covers or is (20?1?:;?nEssﬁ,SHdEa;{aE?D(:e[[’(:pnce,o\p:lrzi,gr;'aaprﬁnt:;tear::\?gg(;‘;r(s??gBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,
. i i GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordi Si , Esri J: , METI, Esri China (H K ), SWisstc 3
feedback: near to this site. e«: ase, N K laster rdnance urveaynd ;r; GalpsazserCom;:nl ina (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
Dwell ings: 11 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

EB8O0S5Fii

Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
111 t on Int tionally Protected Sit Effects of allocating site for the proposed use are not likely to be significant alone but should be checked for in- |Residential development located between 400m and 2km from Epping Forest Special Area of Conservation. In-
-1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites () combination effects. combination effects from recreational pressure likely.
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1. Majority of the site is in Flood Zone 1. Higher Flood Risk Zone 3b covering 2% is located along the eastern site
-f Floodris boundary and can be avoided through site layout.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets ~ Site is located within a Conservation Area or adjacent to a Listed Building or other heritage asset and effects can |Site contains Locally Listed Building (LLB) (substation). LLB should be retained, demolition would be resisted.
. P 9 ) be mitigated. Development should seek sensitive retention of LLB and high quality design/materials. Unlikely to impact on CA due to
distance.
There is a low likelihood that further archaeological assets would be discovered on the site.
1.8b Impact on archaeology (+)
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt *) Site is not located in the Green Belt.
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities ) Site is less than 1000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is less than 1000km from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land ) Majority of the site is greenfield land within a settlement. 70% greenfield site, within an existing settlement (Loughton).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land 0 Development of the site would not result in the loss of agricultural land.
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit 0 Site falls within an area of low landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are able to accommodate |The relevant site character context is urban and development is unlikely to adversely affect the wider landscape
. P fvity development without significant character change. character.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit A Development could detract from the existing settlement character. Proposed development to the rear of London Underground station not likely to affect settlement character and unlikely
- ftivity . to impact Conservation Area. However potential loss of Locally Listed Building would have detrimental impact on
character of the area.
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Zgjeaégrtirglzeo;;lte development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.4 Access 1o site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Existing access from Roding Road.
- . Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Railway / Electricity Substation). Potential adverse impact could be mitigated.
6.5 Contamination constraints (-)

6.6 Traffic impact

Site below site size threshold where it would be expected to significantly affect congestion.
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Site Suitability Assessment
Site Reference: SR-0984 Hertford
Parish: Loughton
Size (ha): 0.26 o &) A
Address: 63 Wellfields, Loughton, Essex, IG10 1PA % °
& 3
2
. eshunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: GP surgery and car park
4. Brentwood
- <5
Baseline yield: 8 dwellings
Client

Source for
baseline yield:

Site No constraints identified.

constraints:

Site selection None
adjustment:

Community

feedback: near to this site.
Dwellings: 8

Assumption based on 30 dph

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

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status Date

Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
SR-0984 Rev 1

ARUP

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

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

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

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

AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

EB8O0S5Fii

Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
111 t on Int tionally Prot d Sit Effects of allocating site for the proposed use are not likely to be significant alone but should be checked for in- |Residential development located between 400m and 2km from Epping Forest Special Area of Conservation. In-
-1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites () combination effects. combination effects from recreational pressure likely.
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites © development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
: Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site. Unlikely to impact on setting of Conservation Area due to distance and built-up surroundings.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets (+)
There is a low likelihood that further archaeological assets would be discovered on the site.
1.8b Impact on archaeology +)
1.9 Impact of air qualit © Site lies within an area which has been identified as being at risk of poor air quality, but it is likely that the risk | The site is very close to the A1168 and therefore mitigation measures are likely to be required.
. P a Y could be mitigated or reduced.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt *) Site is not located in the Green Belt.
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land ) Majority of the site is greenfield land within a settlement. 90% greenfield site, within an existing settlement (Loughton).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land 0 Development of the site would not result in the loss of agricultural land.
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit 0 Site falls within an area of low landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are able to accommodate |The relevant site character context is urban and development is unlikely to adversely affect the wider landscape
. P fvity development without significant character change. character.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit A Development could detract from the existing settlement character. Site offers potential for infill development, however development of corner site would require sensitive design to
- ftivity & mitigate impact on low density surrounding development.
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Zgjeaégrtirglzeo;;lte development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.4 Access to site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Existing access from Wellfields. There is potential to provide further points of access from Rectory Lane.
o . No contamination issues identified on site to date. No potential contamination identified.
6.5 Contamination constraints 0

6.6 Traffic impact

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

Site Reference: SR-0986

Parish: Loughton
Size (ha): 0.23
Address: 70 Wellfields, Loughton, IG10 1INY

Primary use:  Residential

Site notes:

Baseline yield: 7 dwellings

Source for
baseline yield:

Site No constraints identified.

constraints:

Site selection None
adjustment:

Community

feedback: near to this site.
Dwellings: 7

Assumption based on 30 dph

Ground floor commercial uses with residential uses on upper floors

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

Hertford
. ey A
b B
& 3
i

s hunt @

4, Brentwood

= oy

Client

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status Date

Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
SR-0986 Rev 1

Epping Forest
District Council
www.eppingforestdec.gov.uk

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

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

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

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

AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

EB8O0S5Fii

Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment

111 t on Int tionally Prot d Sit Effects of allocating site for the proposed use are not likely to be significant alone but should be checked for in- |Residential development located between 400m and 2km from Epping Forest Special Area of Conservation. In-

-1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites () combination effects. combination effects from recreational pressure likely.

. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
: Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site. Unlikely to impact on setting of Conservation Area due to distance and built-up surroundings.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets (+)
There is a low likelihood that further archaeological assets would be discovered on the site.

1.8b Impact on archaeology +)
1.9 Impact of air qualit © Site lies within an area which has been identified as being at risk of poor air quality, but it is likely that the risk | The site is very close to the A1168 and therefore mitigation measures are likely to be required.

. P a Y could be mitigated or reduced.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt *) Site is not located in the Green Belt.
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land ) Majority of the site is greenfield land within a settlement. 90% greenfield site, within an existing settlement (Loughton).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land 0 Development of the site would not result in the loss of agricultural land.

: : Development could provide an opportunity to improve links to adjacent existing public open space or provide  |A negligible part of the site contains open space. The proposals could be configured to avoid loss of open space. Site

4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space W) access to open space which is currently private. adjacent to existing managed open space and could provide opportunities to improve access.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit 0 Site falls within an area of low landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are able to accommodate |The relevant site character context is urban and development is unlikely to adversely affect the wider landscape

. P fvity development without significant character change. character.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit A Development could detract from the existing settlement character. Site offers potential for infill development, however development of corner site would require sensitive design to

- ftivity & mitigate impact on low density surrounding development.
6.1 Topography constraints A Topographical constraints exist in the site but potential for mitigation.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Zgjeaégrtirglzeo;;lte development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.4 Access to site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Existing access from Wellfields. There is potential to provide further points of access from Rectory Lane.

o . No contamination issues identified on site to date. No potential contamination identified.

6.5 Contamination constraints 0

6.6 Traffic impact

Site below site size threshold where it would be expected to significantly affect congestion.
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Site Suitability Assessment
Site Reference: SR-0993 Hertford
Parish: Loughton
Size (ha): 0.02 o &) A
Address: 126 High Road, Loughton, Essex, IG10 4BE “ 3
o
. s hunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Nightclub premises
g 4,)5 Brentwood
Baseline yield: 8 dwellings
Client

Source for
baseline yield:

Site No constraints identified.

constraints:

Site selection None
adjustment:

Community

feedback: near to this site.
Dwellings: 8

Indicated in planning application

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

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status Date

Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
SR-0993 Rev 1

ARUP

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

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

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

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

AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

EB8O0S5Fii

Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
111 t on Int tionally Protected Sit Effects of allocating site for the proposed use are not likely to be significant alone but should be checked for in- |Residential development located between 400m and 2km from Epping Forest Special Area of Conservation. In-
-1 Impact on Internationally Frotected Sites () combination effects. combination effects from recreational pressure likely.
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sit -~ Site falls within an Impact Risk Zone and due to the nature and scale of development proposed it is likely to be |Due to the development type (all development except householder applications), development of the site is likely to
. pact on Nationally Frotected sites ) possible to mitigate the effects of the proposed development. pose a risk and consultation with Natural England is required. However, it is likely that mitigation to reduce the risk
would be possible.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
18al £ on herit " 0 Site is located within the setting of a heritage asset and effects can be mitigated. Unlikely to impact on setting of Conservation Area due to distance from site. However, building identified as being of
-6a Impact on heritage assets local interest during planning application process so its retention and conversion is encouraged.
There is a low likelihood that further archaeological assets would be discovered on the site.
1.8b Impact on archaeology (+)
1.9 Impact of air qualit © Site lies within an area which has been identified as being at risk of poor air quality, but it is likely that the risk | The site is very close to the A121 and therefore mitigation measures are likely to be required.
. P a Y could be mitigated or reduced.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt *) Site is not located in the Green Belt.
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities ) Site is less than 1000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is less than 1000km from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is previously developed land within or adjacent to a settlement. 100% brownfield site, within an existing settlement (Loughton).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land 0 Development of the site would not result in the loss of agricultural land.
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit 0 Site falls within an area of low landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are able to accommodate |The relevant site character context is urban and development is unlikely to adversely affect the wider landscape
: P ity development without significant character change. character.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit Development is likely to substantially harm the existing settlement character. Proposed demolition and redevelopment of period building is likely to have a significant detrimental impact on the
- fivity townscape of the High Street and it is not likely to be mitigated.
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Zgjeaégrtirglzeo;tilte development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.4 Access 1o site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Existing access from High Road.
- . Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Repair and Refuelling Garage / Dyers and Cleaners). Potential adverse impact could be
6.5 Contamination constraints (-)

mitigated.

6.6 Traffic impact

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

B412
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-1006 Hertford
Parish: Loughton
Size (ha): 0.34 : ) AT
: £ !
Address: Fairmead, 48 Church Lane, Loughton, Essex, IG10 1PD %
g
. eshunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Single detached dwelling
4, Brentwood
-~ <

Baseline yield: 14 dwellings
Source for Indicated in pre-application request Cllent
baseline yield: Epping Forest District Council

Job Title

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

ints:

Issue March 2018

Drawing No Issue
Site selection None SR-1006 Rev 1

adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

community The Council did not consult on a growth location which covers or is (20?1?:::inEssa,stEa;{aE?DCeT::pn;o\pgtr;grr:'aaprﬁnt:;(ear::f\?;g(?;r(s?gigBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,
. i i GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ord| S , Esri J; , METI, Esri China (H K ), swisstopo,
feedback: near to this site. e«i ase, K jaster rdnance urveaynd ;r; GalpsazserCom;:nl ina (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
DweII i ngs: 14 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
111 t on Int tionally Protected Sit ) Effects of allocating site for the proposed use are not likely to be significant alone but should be checked for in- |Residential development located between 400m and 2km from Epping Forest Special Area of Conservation. In-
-1 Impact on Internationally Frotected Sites combination effects. combination effects from recreational pressure likely.
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed

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

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

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

Ancient Woodland

Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.

1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0

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

1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.

1.8a Impact on heritage assets *) Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site. Unlikely to impact on setting of Conservation Area due to distance and built-up surroundings.
1.8b Impact on archaeology *) There is a low likelihood that further archaeological assets would be discovered on the site.

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

2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt *) Site is not located in the Green Belt.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land ) Majority of the site is greenfield land within a settlement. 75% greenfield site, within an existing settlement (Loughton).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land 0 Development of the site would not result in the loss of agricultural land.
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.

Site falls within an area of low landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are able to accommodate |The relevant site character context is urban and development is unlikely to adversely affect the wider landscape

5.1 Landscape sensitivity U development without significant character change. character.

5.2 Settlement character sensitivit A Development could detract from the existing settlement character. Proposed replacement development is of a higher density than the surrounding lower density character, and could
- ftivity & affect settlement character. Development would require sensitive design.

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

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

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

6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 The intensity of site development would be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or adjacent to |As a result of their locations, protected trees on or adjacent to the site would likely have an adverse impact on the
} P : ¥ the site. suitability of the site for the intensity of development proposed.

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

o . No contamination issues identified on site to date. No potential contamination identified.
6.5 Contamination constraints 0
6.6 Traffic impact Site below site size threshold where it would be expected to significantly affect congestion. B413
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EB8O0S5Fii

Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-1007 Hertford
Parish: Loughton
Size (ha): 0.02 : ) AT
: £ !
Address: 111 Church Hill, Loughton, Essex, IG10 1QR %
g
. eshunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Single detached dwelling
4, Brentwood
-~ <

Baseline yield: 8 dwellings
Source for Indicated in pre-application request Cllent
baseline yield: Epping Forest District Council

Job Title

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

ints:

Issue March 2018

Drawing No Issue
Site selection None SR-1007 Rev 1

adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

Community  The Council did not consult on a growth location which covers or is Sources Ear HERE, Deorme. imemap, increment b Corp, GEBCO, USGS, FAD, NPS, NRCAN,
. i i GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ord| S , Esri J; , METI, Esri China (H K ), swisstopo,
feedback: near to this site. et: ase, K jaster rdnance uwea‘f\d ;r; GalpsazlserCom:‘:m ina (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
Dwell ings: 8 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
Effects of allocating site for the proposed use likely to be significant. Site located within 400m of Epping Forest Special Area of Conservation. Risk of urbanisation (e.g. from fly tipping,

1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites fires, invasive species etc.) and runoff.

Site falls within an Impact Risk Zone and due to the nature and scale of development proposed it is likely to be |Due to the development type (all development except householder applications), development of the site is likely to

1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites ) possible to mitigate the effects of the proposed development. pose a risk and consultation with Natural England is required. However, it is likely that mitigation to reduce the risk
would be possible.

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

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

Ancient Woodland

Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.

1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
18al £ on herit " 0 Site is located within the setting of a heritage asset and effects can be mitigated. Unlikely to impact on setting of Conservation Area due to distance and built-up surroundings but within the setting of
-0 Impact on heritage assets Grade |l Listed Building opposite (122 Church Hill) so impact should be considered and mitigated through high quality
design/materials.
There is a low likelihood that further archaeological assets would be discovered on the site.
1.8b Impact on archaeology +)
. " Site lies within an area which has been identified as being at risk of poor air quality, but it is likely that the risk | The site is very close to the A121 and therefore mitigation measures are likely to be required.
1.9 Impact of air quality (-) -
could be mitigated or reduced.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt *) Site is not located in the Green Belt.
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.

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

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

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

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

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

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

Site falls within an area of low landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are able to accommodate |The relevant site character context is urban and development is unlikely to adversely affect the wider landscape

5.1 Landscape sensitivity U development without significant character change. character.

5.2 Settlement character sensitivity 0 Development is unlikely to have an effect on settlement character. Replacement development at higher density on High Street not likely to impact on settlement character.
6.1 Topography constraints A Topographical constraints exist in the site but potential for mitigation.

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

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

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

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

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

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

6.6 Traffic impact Site below site size threshold where it would be expected to significantly affect congestion. Ba14
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Site Suitability Assessment
Site Reference: SR-1026 Hertford
Parish: Loughton
Size (ha): 1.28 3 o
Address: 13 Alderton Hill, Loughton, Essex, IG10 3JD % o
=
2
. s hunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Five residential dwellings
4. Brentwood
- <5
Baseline yield: 38 dwellings
Client

Source for
baseline yield:

Site No constraints identified.

constraints:

Site selection None
adjustment:

Community

feedback: near to this site.
Dwellings: 38

Assumption based on 30 dph

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

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status Date

Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
SR-1026 Rev 1
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Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites ) Effect_s of_ allocating site for the proposed use are not likely to be significant alone but should be checked for in- Residgnt[al development Iocatgd between 4OQm and 2km from Epping Forest Special Area of Conservation. In-
combination effects. combination effects from recreational pressure likely.
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 c?:\?eel(g)p?\:]e::?s I:}:];ﬁigtlylfci)slgozznae;Stkhforeséssg(-) requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets *) Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site. Unlikely to impact on setting of Conservation Area due to distance from site.
1.8b Impact on archaeology *) There is a low likelihood that further archaeological assets would be discovered on the site.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt *) Site is not located in the Green Belt.
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities ) Site is less than 1000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is less than 1000km from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land ) Majority of the site is greenfield land within a settlement. 60% greenfield site, within an existing settlement (Loughton).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land 0 Development of the site would not result in the loss of agricultural land.
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivity 0 g,ite falls withinA an area qf low landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are able to accommodate |The relevant site character context is urban and development is unlikely to adversely affect the wider landscape
evelopment without significant character change. character.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivity A Development could detract from the existing settlement character. Zlear;ftseizg, gﬁ\éeézﬁr;iﬁ:é :joe:gpr:axzjgtggrlzgu?xgl'lings likely to negatively impact on low density character. Reduction in
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Thg intensity °f. site development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or There are protectgd trees on and adjacent tq th.e. site, but the.percentage of the site area affected is limited and, as a
adjacent to the site. result of their locations, they would not be a significant constraint.
6.4 Access to site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Existing multiple points of access from Alderton Hill.
6.5 Contamination constraints 0 No contamination issues identified on site to date. No potential contamination identified.
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Low level congestion expected at peak times within the vicinity of the site.
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Site Suitability Assessment
Site Reference: SR-1027 Hertford
Parish: Loughton
Size (ha): 0.14 3 o
Address: 60 Traps Hill, Loughton, Essex, IG10 1TD % o
=
2
. es hunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Single detached dwelling
4, Brentwood
-~ h)
Baseline yield: 8 dwellings
Client

Source for
baseline yield:

Site No constraints identified.

constraints:

Site selection None
adjustment:

Community

feedback: near to this site.
Dwellings: 8

Indicated in pre-application request

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

Epping Forest District Council
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Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment

111 t on Int tionally Prot d Sit Effects of allocating site for the proposed use are not likely to be significant alone but should be checked for in- |Residential development located between 400m and 2km from Epping Forest Special Area of Conservation. In-

-1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites () combination effects. combination effects from recreational pressure likely.

. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites © development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
: Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site. Unlikely to impact on setting of Conservation Area due to distance and built-up surroundings.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets (+)
There is a low likelihood that further archaeological assets would be discovered on the site.

1.8b Impact on archaeology +)
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt *) Site is not located in the Green Belt.
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land ) Majority of the site is greenfield land within a settlement. 70% greenfield site, within an existing settlement (Loughton).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land 0 Development of the site would not result in the loss of agricultural land.
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit 0 Site falls within an area of low landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are able to accommodate |The relevant site character context is urban and development is unlikely to adversely affect the wider landscape

. P fvity development without significant character change. character.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit A Development could detract from the existing settlement character. Proposed replacement development is of a higher density than surrounding detached and semi-detached housing and

- ftivity & could affect character of the area. Development would require sensitive design.
6.1 Topography constraints A Topographical constraints exist in the site but potential for mitigation.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Zgjeaégrtirglzeo;;lte development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.4 Access to site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Existing access from Traps Hill.

o . No contamination issues identified on site to date. No potential contamination identified.

6.5 Contamination constraints 0

6.6 Traffic impact

Site below site size threshold where it would be expected to significantly affect congestion.
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Site Suitability Assessment
Site Reference: SR-1032 Hertford
Parish: Loughton
Size (ha): 0.50 : ) AT
. £ !
Address: St Thomas More RC Church And Presbytery, 106 Willingale Road, b
Loughton, Essex, IG10 2DA ?ﬁ
BT
. eshunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Church and car park
S 4,.;5 Brentwood
Baseline yield: 14 dwellings
Client

Source for
baseline yield:

Site No constraints identified.

constraints:

Site selection None
adjustment:

Community

feedback: near to this site.
Dwellings: 14

Indicated in pre-application request

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

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status Date

Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
SR-1032 Rev 1
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Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites ) Effect_s of_ allocating site for the proposed use are not likely to be significant alone but should be checked for in- Residgnt[al development Iocatgd between 4OQm and 2km from Epping Forest Special Area of Conservation. In-
combination effects. combination effects from recreational pressure likely.
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 c?:\?eel(g)p?\:]e::?s I:}:];ﬁigtlylfci)slgozznae;Stkhforeséssg(-) requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets *) Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site. Unlikely to impact on setting of Scheduled Monument due to distance and built-up surroundings of site.
1.8b Impact on archaeology *) There is a low likelihood that further archaeological assets would be discovered on the site.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt *) Site is not located in the Green Belt.
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is less than 1000km from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land ) Majority of the site is greenfield land within a settlement. Split site (50% greenfield and brownfield), within an existing settlement (Loughton).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land 0 Development of the site would not result in the loss of agricultural land.
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivity 0 g,ite falls withinA an area qf low landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are able to accommodate |The relevant site character context is urban and development is unlikely to adversely affect the wider landscape
evelopment without significant character change. character.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivity *) E):)/:slggr’;nee-nt may improve settlement character through redevelopment of a run-down site or improvement in S:Lﬂgv:;zs:c:lr;tccgn?r?gziié:; ;:::g;nesr:zfnpcﬁ;/::;se:n opportunity for infill development in existing residential area that
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Zgjea;grtirgi%eo;;i-te development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.4 Access to site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Existing access from Willingale Road and Collard Avenue.
6.5 Contamination constraints A Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Made Ground). Potential adverse impact could be mitigated.

6.6 Traffic impact

Site below site size threshold where it would be expected to significantly affect congestion.
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Site Suitability Assessment
Site Reference: SR-0584 Hertford
Parish: Matching
Size (ha): 1.56 )\ ) A
Address: Morgans Farm, Moorhall Road, Matching, Old Harlow, CM17 OLP ¥ ;
g

es hunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Open land used as a paddock to the front of Chigwell Convent.

Also includes a single dwelling.
= 4,;5 Brentwood

Baseline yield: 60 dwellings

Client

Source for

baseline yield: _
assessed in the SLAA.

Site None
constraints:

Site selection None
adjustment:

Community

feedback: near to this site.
Dwellings: 60

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

60 dwellings included in the Call for Sites (equivalent to 35 dph).
The 60-80 bed care home is classed as 'other uses' and is not

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status Date

Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
SR-0584 Rev 2
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Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment

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

1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 c?:\?eel(g)p?\:]e::?s Ilr}:fﬁigtlylﬂslgozznae;St;;eoreséssg(-) requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed

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

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

Ancient Woodland

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

1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats Features and species in the site unlikely to be retained and effects cannot be mitigated. The §ite is yvholly wilhlin a Wood Pasture and Parlklgnd BAP priority habitat. The site is likely to directly affect the BAP

priority habitat. There is likely to be effects from this impact that may not be mitigable.

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

1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.

1.8a Impact on heritage assets *) Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site. Unlikely to impact on setting of Registered Park and Garden due to distance and scale of site.

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

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

2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt iietrey iﬁi;ﬂt_hin Green Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be high or

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is greenfield land that is neither within nor adjacent to a settiement. 80% greenfield site, 500m from an existing settlement (Harlow).

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

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

5.1 Landscape sensitivity Site falls within an area of high Iandgcape geng!tivity - characteristics of the landscape are vulnerable to change |The site characteristicsl are consistent with it being assessed as highly sensitive to the impact of development.
and unable to absorb development without significant character change. Development would be likely to affect adversely the wider landscape character.

5.2 Settlement character sensitivity A Development could detract from the existing settlement character. S;tacilsirg;iaséitn‘%efacrrr]r;ruaiotee,rs;r?ﬁecgie:ce from a settlement. Proposed density is higher than neighbouring uses, and

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

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

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

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

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

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

6.6 Traffic impact 0 Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time.
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Site Suitability Assessment 3
Site Reference: SR-0075 Hertford @@
Parish: Moreton, Bobbingworth and the Lavers
Size (ha): 0.75 ° ) AT
4§ o
Address: Land to the north of Church Road, Ongar [%F% %
=
. es hunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Vacant field n
S S"V;;fj 4,)5 Brentwood
Baseline yield: 22 dwellings
Client

Source for
baseline yield:

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

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Site Circa 5% of the site has potential contamination which may not be FE— o
constraints:  suitable for housing development (landfill). As such developable rawing Status ate
site area reduced to 95%. Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
Site selection For the purposes of assessment, itis assumed that the SR-0075 Rev 2

adjustment:

has been reinstated.
Community
feedback: near to this site.
Dwellings: 22

contamination constraint may be overcome, and the full capacity

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

6.6 Traffic impact

Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘I’Evfi“:ﬁcshzfr 2:2(8:5;1tmg site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is wholly within the buffer zone for a Coastal Floodplain Grazing Marsh habitat. The site may indirectly affect
- P ty Sp: the habitat, but mitigation can be implemented to address this.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets ~ Site is located within a Conservation Area or adjacent to a Listed Building or other heritage asset and effects can |Unlikely to impact on setting of Conservation Area but adjacent to Grade II* listed church. Possible mitigation by
. P 9 ) be mitigated. locating development away from church to west half of site, appropriate layout and high quality design/materials.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo A Existing evidence and/or a lack of previous disturbance indicates a high likelihood for the discovery of high quality
: P 9y archaeological assets on the site.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt 0 Site is within Green Belt, but the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be none.
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations “ Site is more than 2400m from an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is more than 4000m from the nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is greenfield land that is neither within nor adjacent to a settiement. 100% greenfield site not within or adjacent to an existing settlement.
4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space. No public open space is located in the site area. Development will not involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit A Site falls within an area of medium landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are resilient to change
. P fvity ¥ and able to absorb development without significant character change.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit A Development could detract from the existing settlement character. Site located within historic part of village, adjacent to a Grade II* church, and Grade Il Rectory. Development would
- ftivity & likely negatively impact on the historic character of the village. This could be mitigated through lower density, design
and layout.
6.1 Topography constraints Topographical constraints in the site may preclude development.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Zgjeaégrtirglzeo;tilte development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.4 Access 1o site ) Suitable access to site already exists.

Potential severe contamination on site, where assurances would have to be sought from the developer that
remediation would not harm site viability.

Domestic landfill on north-west of site. Subject to investigation, may be possible to mitigate - install grout cut-off wall to
stop leachate or landfill gases entering the rest of the site - need for further detailed work regarding groundwater
drainage.

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

Site Reference: SR-0443 Hertford
Parish: Moreton, Bobbingworth and the Lavers
Size (ha): 0.86 r
Address: Harlow Road, Moreton, Bobbingworth and the Lavers, Ongar, ;
Essex
es hunt

Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Scrub land and disused allotments.

Brentwood

Baseline yield: 26 dwellings

Source for Assumption based on 30 dph Client

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

gti)tr?straints None Drawing Status Date

) Issue March 2018

Drawing No Issue

Site selection None SR-0443 Rev 2

adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

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

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

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
DweII ings: 26 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 Effects of allocating site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination

with other sites).

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

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

Ancient Woodland

Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.

1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is within the buffer zones for Coastal Floodplain Grazing Marsh and Semi Improved Grassland habitats. The
- P ty Sp: site may indirectly affect the habitats, but mitigation can be implemented to address this.
—_— " Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site. The site is within the 250m buffer of Dorkings Farm Meadow LWS. The site is unlikely to affect the features and
1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites 0 species of this LWS
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
18al £ on herit " 0 Site is located within the setting of a heritage asset and effects can be mitigated. Unlikely to impact on setting of Grade II* Listed Building due to distance. Within setting of, and partially adjacent to at
-0 Impact on heritage assets south-west corner, Moreton Conservation Area. Possible mitigation through sensitive layout and high quality
design/materials.
1.8b Impact on archaeology A Existing ew_dence and/or a Iac!( of previous disturbance indicates a high likelihood for the discovery of high quality
archaeological assets on the site.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt 0 Site is within Green Belt, but the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be none.

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

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

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

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

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

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

3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

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

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

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

4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space (allotments covers 94% of the site), with few opportunities for site re-orientation or re-provision.

5.1 Landscape sensitivit A Site falls within an area of medium landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are resilient to change |The form and extent of any development would have to be sensitive to the location to avoid potential adverse impact
. P Y and able to absorb development without significant character change. on the wider landscape character.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit 0 Development is unlikely to have an effect on settlement character. Development of this allotment site within village centre is not likely to impact on settlement character, subject sensitive
- ftivity scale, design and materials reflecting settlement pattern, adjacent Conservation Area and sense of enclosure of High
Street.
6.1 Topography constraints A Topographical constraints exist in the site but potential for mitigation.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Thle intensity Of. site development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
adjacent to the site.
6.4 Access to site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Access off Harlow Road.
o . No contamination issues identified on site to date. No potential contamination identified.
6.5 Contamination constraints 0
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time. B422
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0010 Hertford
Parish: Nazeing
Size (ha): 0.56 o A
Address: Leaside Nursery, Sedge Green, Nazeing, Essex % 3
g

Primary use:  Residential eshur -
Site notes: Existing Glasshouse

S ,,,)5 Brentwood

Baseline yield: 17 dwellings

Source for Assumption based on 30 dph Client

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

gti)t:straints None Drawing Status Date

) Issue March 2018

Drawing No Issue

Site selection None SR-0010 Rev 2

adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

community The COU"!C" fjid not consult on a growth location which covers or is (20?1?:;in;sg,stEa;{aE?DCeT::png,o\pr):tr;grrhn'aapr,‘?n(l?::r:zf\?;g(;')r(:(,)1(_‘2800, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,
feedback: near to thls S|te. GeoBase, \Gl\é {}fadaster NL, Ordnance Survea\ﬁdEi‘rl\3 JsalpsaszI:IrIECTll),rf;::fmna (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
SQI:PCE. Esn: DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
DweII ings: 17 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘I’Evfi“:ﬁc;?hzfr 2:2(8:5;1tmg site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is wholly within Coastal Floodplain Grazing Marsh and Wet Woodland buffer zones. The site may indirectly
- P ty Sp: affect the habitats, but mitigation can be implemented to address this.
- " Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site. The site is within the 250m buffer of Lee Valley Central LWS. The site is unlikely to affect the features and species of
1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites 0 this LWS
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets ) Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo 0 There is a medium likelihood that further archaeological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
. P 9y unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt A Isol‘:ve |§ng?::eedirfrin Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is greenfield land that is neither within nor adjacent to a settiement. 100% greenfield site, 600m from an existing settlement (Lower Nazeing).

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

Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.

4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0

5.1 Landscape sensitivit 0 Site falls within an area of low landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are able to accommodate
: P ftvity development without significant character change.

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

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

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

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

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

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

6.4 Access to site © Potential for access to the site to be created through third party land and agreement in place, or existing access |Existing access lane off Sedge Green. Would need upgrade and widening but could be achieved.
. would require upgrade.

6.5 Contamination constraints Potential severe contamination on site, where assurances would have to be sought from the developer that West side of site unsuitable for development. East side of site could possibly be redeveloped if the applicant is able to
. inatl ! remediation would not harm site viability. carry out a detailed investigation and demonstrate that all risks could be mitigated for the lifetime of the proposed

development.

6.6 Traffic impact Site below site size threshold where it would be expected to significantly affect congestion. B424
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0011 Hertford
Parish: Nazeing
Size (ha): 8.30 o A
Address: St. Leonards Road, Nazeing, Essex (Known as 'Perry Hill') b 3
g
. es hunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Agricultural/Grazing Fields
S ,,,)5 Brentwood

Baseline yield: 249 dwellings

Source for Assumption based on 30 dph, reduced to exclude area subject to Cllent
baseline yield: Planning permission EPF/0937/16 for 60 dwellings, covering 2.23ha Epping Forest District Council
of site.
Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan
Site Capacity reduced to exclude area subject to planning permission -
constraints: EPF/0937/16 for 60 dwellings, covering 2.23ha of site. Drawing Status bate
Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
Site selection None SR-0011 Rev 2

adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

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

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

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
DweII ings: 182 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 Effects of allocating site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination

with other sites).

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

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

Ancient Woodland

Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.

1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. ;[:glesrnn:nEdptin;Ztliyre‘;vsnm?s.three buffer zones. The site may indirectly affect the habitats, but mitigation can be
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1. Majority of the site is in Elood Zone 1. Higher Flood Risk Zones 2, 3a and 3b covering 1% is located on the western
boundary and can be avoided through site layout.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets *) Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site. Unlikely to impact on settling of Conservation Area due to distance but impact on landscape should be considered.
1.8b Impact on archaeology 0 There is a medium Iikelihopd that further ar_chagological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt 0 Site is within Green Belt, but the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be none.
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site between 400m and 1000m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities ) Site is less than 1000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

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

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

Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.

4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0
5.1 Landscape sensitivit A Site falls within an area of medium landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are resilient to change
: P ftvity ¥ and able to absorb development without significant character change.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivity ) Development could detract from the existing settlement character. Site is on the edge of the existing settlement and the proposals are for higher density development than the

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

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

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

6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Thle intensity ofl site development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
adjacent to the site.

6.4 Access to site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Existing access off St Leonards Road.

- . Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination on very small part of site (former Gun Emplacement). Potential adverse impact that could be
6.5 Contamination constraints (-) mitigated
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time. B425
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Site Suitability Assessment
Site Reference: SR-0064 Hertford
Parish: Nazeing
Size (ha): 2.91 : ) AT
3 £t !

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

Pecks Hill, Nazeing, Essex, EN9 2NX gﬁ‘?‘

. es hunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Nursery (Glasshouses) with residential dwelling.
= 4,95 Brentwood
Baseline yield: 100 dwellings
Client

Source for
baseline yield:

Site None
constraints:

Site selection None
adjustment:

Community

feedback: near to this site.
Dwellings: 100

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

Indicated in Call for Sites (equivalent to 35 dph)

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status Date

Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
SR-0064 Rev 2

Epping Forest
District Council
www.eppingforestdec.gov.uk

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

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

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

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

AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

EB8O0S5Fii

Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘I’Evfi“:ﬁcshzfr 2:I‘chziting site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 c?:\?eel(g)p?\:]e::?s migyﬁsgoign:ﬁs:]fc:%gsgé requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. ;[:glesrnn:n{detin;Ztliyre‘;vsnm?s.three buffer zones. The site may indirectly affect the habitats, but mitigation can be
1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site. I?ﬁ]:itev\ilss\-lvithin the 250m buffer for the Lee Valley Central LWS. The site is unlikely to affect the features and species
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets *) Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site. Unlikely to impact on setting of Conservation Area due to distance.
1.8b Impact on archaeology 0 There is a medium Iikelihopd that further ar_chagological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt A ISOi‘;e’ lizwwci)t?inr;eGdirfr? Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site between 400m and 1000m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land © Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement. 95% greenfield site, adjacent to an existing settlement (Lower Nazeing).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivity 0 g:ite falls withinA an area Qf low landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are able to accommodate
evelopment without significant character change.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivity A Development could detract from the existing settlement character. Sit_e is id_entified as a potential opportunity area. _Th_e proposals are for higher density development than the
neighbouring developments. Therefore, development is likely to affect the character of the area.
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 zz; ggrtirgi%eo;tii-te development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or Qtr;c:sgg tpergtitzrt:ct)et(;l1 ;n::spagseezrzsesr;tloo;mo;n?fsgj?cttttcz) trr:; :Lt:ég; z:: ::Lil: ;2‘ ytg:ti; fgzt;z?;ni-t is likely that they could be
6.4 Access to site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Existing access off Sedge Green.
6.5 Contamination constraints A Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. rF;]ci)‘tizr;iieatlj'contamination (Horticultural Nursery & within 250m of 3 landfill sites). Potential adverse impact that could be
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time.
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0064-N Hertford
Parish: Nazeing
Size (ha): 0.92 : ) AT
: £ !
Address: Chalkfield Nursery, Pecks Hill, Nazeing, Essex, EN9 2NX %
g
. es hunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Site of demolished glasshouse / nursery
4, Brentwood
-~ 5
Baseline yield: 28 dwellings
. Client

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

Job Title

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

ints:

Issue March 2018

Drawing No Issue
Site selection None SR-0064-N Rev 1

adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

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

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

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
DweII ings: 28 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 Effects of allocating site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination

with other sites).

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

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

Ancient Woodland

Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.

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

- P ty Sp: priority habitat, but mitigation could be implemented to address this.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site. The site is partially within the Lea Valley Central LWS 250m buffer zone. The site may indirectly affect the Local Wildlife

! P Site but mitigation could be implemented to address this.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.

: Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site. Unlikely to impact on setting of Conservation Area due to distance.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets (+)
There is a medium likelihood that further archaeological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is

1.8b Impact on archaeology 0

unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.

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

1.9 Impact of air quality 0

2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt A ISOi‘;e’ lizwwci)t?inr;eGdirfr? Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.

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

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

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

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

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

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

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

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

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

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

Site falls within an area of low landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are able to accommodate

5.1 Landscape sensitivity U development without significant character change.

5.2 Settlement character sensitivit A Development could detract from the existing settlement character. Site is identified as a potential opportunity area. The proposals are for higher density development than the
- ftivity & neighbouring developments. Therefore, development is likely to affect the character of the area.

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

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

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

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

6.4 Access to site © Potential for access to the site to be created through third party land and agreement in place, or existing access |There is no existing access to the site. Access would be required through third party land from Sedge Green or Pecks
. would require upgrade. Hill.

- . Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Horticultural Nursery / Landfill within 250m). Potential adverse impact could be mitigated.
6.5 Contamination constraints (-)
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Low level congestion expected at peak times within the vicinity of the site.
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0116 Hertford
Parish: Nazeing
Size (ha): 1.51 o A
Address: Land to the rear of Oakley Hall, Nazeing % °
o

Primary use:  Residential eshur -
Site notes: Former Nursery site, open storage

S 4,95 Brentwood

Baseline yield: 45 dwellings

Source for Assumption based on 30 dph Client

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

gti)tr?straints None Drawing Status Date

) Issue March 2018

Drawing No Issue

Site selection None SR-0116 Rev 2

adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

community The COU"!C" fjid not consult on a growth location which covers or is (20?1?:;inEssﬁ,stEa;{aE?DCe[&:?nce,o\p:tr;grrhn'aapr,‘?ni?::r::f\?;%‘;::??QBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,
feedback: near to thls s|te_ GeoBase, \Gl\é {}fadaster NL, Ordnance Survea\ﬁdE;lJsalpsard,sl;/IrECTll),mE;:rillmna (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
SQI:PCE. Esn: DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
DweII ings: 45 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘I’Evfi“:ﬁcshzfr 2:2(8:5;1tmg site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites © development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. '(I:';lr? sg?ézlzﬁt;iltlgdvgh;danlel)sesctlggous Woodland buffer zone. The site may indirectly affect the habitat, but mitigation
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets ~ Site is located within a Conservation Area or adjacent to a Listed Building or other heritage asset and effects can JAdjacent to Nazeing and South Roydon Conservation Area. Development here should consider impact on historic
. P 9 ) be mitigated. landscape and settlement patterns. Possible mitigation through appropriate layout and high quality design/materials.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo 0 There is a medium likelihood that further archaeological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
. P 9y unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt © Site is within Green Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very |The site lies mostly within a Green Belt parcel of very high sensitivity but is partially developed and existing planted
. v low, low or medium. buffers to the north would limit harm to the wider Green Belt to the north (which maintains the gap between Nazeing
and Roydon).
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site more than a 1000m from a bus stop.
. . Site is more than 1600m and less than 2400m from an employment site/location.
3.3 Distance to employment locations 0
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

6.6 Traffic impact 0 Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time. B428
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0135A

Parish: Nazeing
Size (ha): 0.40
Address: Stoneyfield, Hoe Lane, Nazeing

Primary use:  Residential

Site notes:

Baseline yield: 12 dwellings

Source for Assumption based on 30 dph

baseline yield:

Site None
constraints:
Site selection None

Existing dwelling house, garages and gardens

>
Hertford @g
. R A
b [ .
J < NS
: gﬁsr
es hunt @
S S"V;;f’i Ze 4,)5 Brentwood

Client

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status Date

Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
SR-0135A Rev 2

EB8O0S5Fii

adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council
Www.eppingforestde.gov.uk
Community  Feedback was received on NAZ-1 which is within or near to this Sources Ear HERE, Deorme. imemap, increment b Corp, GEBCO, USGS, FAD, NPS, NRCAN,
feedback: Site. Refer to Appendix B1 4 for further details_ GeﬁBase, \Gl\é {}gadaster NL, Ordnance Suwea":;dE(il€|ga3;gfg;f;:§"i"a (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
DweII ings: 12 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘I’Evfi“:ﬁcshzfr 2:2(8:5;1tmg site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites © development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is wholly within Deciduous Woodland and Traditional Orchard buffer zones. The site may indirectly affect the
- P P habitats, but mitigation can be implemented to address this.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets © Site is located within a Conservation Area or adjacent to a Listed Building or other heritage asset and effects can |Adjacent to Nazeing and South Roydon Conservation Area. Possible mitigation through appropriate layout and high
. P 9 be mitigated. quality design/materials. Historic landscape and settlement pattern should be considered.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo 0 There is a medium likelihood that further archaeological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
. P 9y unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt A Isol‘:ve |§ng?::eedirfrin Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site more than a 1000m from a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land

4.2 Impact on agricultural land

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

90% greenfield site, 800m from an existing settlement (Lower Nazeing).

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

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

. P fvity ¥ and able to absorb development without significant character change.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit 0 Development is unlikely to have an effect on settlement character. Site is identified as a potential opportunity area. Low density development is proposed which reflects the character of

- ftivity the area, subject to sensitive design reflecting the adjacent Conservation Area.
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Thle intensity Of. site development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or

adjacent to the site.
6.4 Access 1o site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Existing access off Winston Farm Lane.
- . Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Horticultural Nursery). Potential adverse impact that could be mitigated.

6.5 Contamination constraints (-)
6.6 Traffic impact Site below site size threshold where it would be expected to significantly affect congestion. B429
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Site Suitability Assessment : 3
Site Reference: SR-0135B Hertford @g
Parish: Nazeing
Size (ha): 0.72 3 o
Address: Ridge House, Hoe Lane, Nazeing, Essex, EN9 2RJ L%F% “ 3
. T
A §£§r
. es hunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Existing dwelling house, garages and gardens n
: 3»-?? 4,95 Brentwood

Baseline yield: 21 dwellings
Source for Assumption based on 30 dph Client
baseline yield: Epping Forest District Council

Job Title

Epping Forest District Local Plan
gti)tr?straints None Drawing Status Date

) Issue March 2018

Drawing No Issue

Site selection None SR-0135B Rev 2

adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

Community  Feedback was received on NAZ-1 which is within or near to this Sources Ear HERE, Deorme. imemap, increment b Corp, GEBCO, USGS, FAD, NPS, NRCAN,
feedback: Site. Refer to Appendix B1 4 for further details_ GeﬁBase, \Gl\é {}fadaster NL, Ordnance Survea\ﬁdE;lJsalpsard,sl;llrEchl),rf;:r;Zhina (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
DweII ings: 21 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘I’Evfi“:ﬁcshzfr 2:2(8:5;1tmg site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is wholly within Deciduous Woodland and Traditional Orchard buffer zones. The site may indirectly affect the
- P P habitats, but mitigation can be implemented to address this.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets © Site is located within a Conservation Area or adjacent to a Listed Building or other heritage asset and effects can |Adjacent to Nazeing and South Roydon Conservation Area. Possible mitigation through appropriate layout and high
. P 9 be mitigated. quality design/materials. Historic landscape and settlement pattern and setting of GlI* LBs to south-west should be
considered.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo 0 There is a medium likelihood that further archaeological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
. P 9y unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt A Isol‘:ve |§ng?::eedirfrin Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site more than a 1000m from a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is greenfield land that is neither within nor adjacent to a settiement. 90% greenfield site, 800m from an existing settlement (Lower Nazeing).

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

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

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

5.2 Settlement character sensitivit 0 Development is unlikely to have an effect on settlement character. Site is identified as a potential opportunity area. Low density development is proposed which reflects the character of
- luvity the area, subject to sensitive design reflecting the adjacent Conservation Area.

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

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

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

The intensity of site development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or Although protected trees are present on or adjacent to the site, as a result of their locations it is likely that they could be

6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) U adjacent to the site. incorporated into the proposed development subject to reasonable care in layout and design.

6.4 Access 1o site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Existing access off Winston Farm Lane.

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

6.6 Traffic impact Site below site size threshold where it would be expected to significantly affect congestion. B430
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Site Suitability Assessment 3
Site Reference: SR-0136 Hertford @g
Parish: Nazeing
Size (ha): 1.05 : ) AT
3 £t !
Address: Burleigh Nursery, Hoe Lane, Nazeing, Essex, EN9 2RJ [%F% ¥
=
. es hunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Existing dwelling house, garages and gardens and Nursery ™
S S"V;;fj 4,)5 Brentwood
Baseline yield: 32 dwellings
Client

Source for
baseline yield:

Site None

constraints:

Site selection None

adjustment:

Community
feedback:

Dwellings: 32

Assumption based on 30 dph

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

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status Date

Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
SR-0136 Rev 2
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© Contains OS data © Crown copyright and database right (2016)

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

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

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

AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
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Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘I’Evfi“:ﬁcshzfr 2:2(8:5;1tmg site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is almost wholly within Deciduous Woodland and Traditional Orchard buffer zones. The site may indirectly
- P ty Sp: affect the habitats, but mitigation can be implemented to address this.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1. Majority of the site is in Flood Zone 1. Higher Flood Risk Zones 2, 3a and 3b covering circa 2% is located along the
-f Floodris eastern site boundary and can be avoided through site layout.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets ~ Site is located within a Conservation Area or adjacent to a Listed Building or other heritage asset and effects can |Adjacent to Nazeing and South Roydon Conservation Area. Possible mitigation through appropriate layout and high
. P 9 ) be mitigated. quality design/materials. Impact on historic landscape and settlement pattern should be considered.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo 0 There is a medium likelihood that further archaeological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
. P 9y unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt A Isol‘:ve |§ng?::eedirfrin Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site more than a 1000m from a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations 0 Site is more than 1600m and less than 2400m from an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is greenfield land that is neither within nor adjacent to a settiement. 90% greenfield site, 900m from an existing settlement (Lower Nazeing).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit A Site falls within an area of medium landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are resilient to change
. P fvity ¥ and able to absorb development without significant character change.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit 0 Development is unlikely to have an effect on settlement character. Site is identified as a potential opportunity area. Low density development is proposed which reflects the character of
- ftivity the area, subject to sensitive design reflecting the adjacent Conservation Area.
6.1 Topography constraints A Topographical constraints exist in the site but potential for mitigation.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 The intensity of site development would be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or adjacent to [The protected trees on or adjacent to the site could be incorporated into the development proposed, subject to care in
. P ! 3 the site. the layout, but would be likely to have a significant adverse impact on the suitability of the site for development
6.4 Access 1o site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Existing access off Winston Farm Lane.
- . Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Horticultural Nursery / Transport Depot). Potential adverse impact that could be mitigated.
6.5 Contamination constraints (-)
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time.
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Site Suitability Assessment
Site Reference: SR-0150 Hertford
Parish: Nazeing
Size (ha): 1.43 : ) AT
: £ !
Address: The Fencing Centre, Pecks Hill, Nazeing, EN9 2NY %
o
. es hunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Fencing centre (open storage and glasshouse/warehouse storage)
4, Brentwood
-~ h)
Baseline yield: 43 dwellings
Client

Source for Assumption based on 30 dph
baseline yield:

Site None
constraints:

Site selection None

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status Date

Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
SR-0150 Rev 2

adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council

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

. T i i GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordi Si , Esri J: , METI, Esri China (H K ), SWisstc 3
feedback: site. Refer to Appendix B1.4 for further details. e 6 B e e o i (Hong Kong).suisstopo

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

Dwe" ings: 43 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

EB8O0S5Fii

Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘I’Evfi“:ﬁcshzfr 2:I‘Z(s:?ting site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 c?:\?eel(g)p?\:]e::?s Ilr}:fﬁigtlylﬂslgozznae;St;;eoreséssg(-) requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. '(I:';lr? lf«iel?;i)l’;?x:iiltlgdvvtgh;dargsesctigii(.)us Woodland buffer zone. The site may indirectly affect the habitat, but mitigation
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets *) Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site. Unlikely to impact on setting of Conservation Area due to distance.
1.8b Impact on archaeology 0 There is a medium Iikelihopd that further ar_chagological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt A ISOi‘;e’ lizwwci)t?inr;eGdirfr? Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site between 400m and 1000m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is previously developed land within or adjacent to a settlement. 70% brownfield site, adjacent to an existing settlement.
4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivity A Site falls within an area of medium Iandsqapfel sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are resilient to change The relevant site character context is partially urban but in part countryside, which i§ moderately seqsitive to the
and able to absorb development without significant character change. impacts of development. The form and extent of development would have to be sensitive to the location to avoid
potential adverse impacts.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivity *) g:)/:slccnz;n:nt may improve settlement character through redevelopment of a run-down site or improvement in tShi;eaii:;lfencing centre and is identified as a potential opportunity area. Redevelopment could enhance the character of
6.1 Topography constraints A Topographical constraints exist in the site but potential for mitigation.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Zgjea;grtirgi%eo;;i-te development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.4 Access to site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Existing access off Sedge Green.
6.5 Contamination constraints A Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Horticultural Nursery / Builders Yard). Potential adverse impact that could be mitigated.
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time.
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Site Suitability Assessment
Site Reference: SR-0152 Hertford
Parish: Nazeing
Size (ha): 1.11 : ) AT
: 2f !
Address: Lakeside Nursery, Pecks Hill, Nazeing, EN9 2NW %
o
. es hunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Open storage yard near nurseries
4, Brentwood
-~ h)
Baseline yield: 7 dwellings
Client

Source for Assumption based on 30 dph
baseline yield:

Site None
constraints:

Site selection None

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status Date

Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
SR-0152 Rev 2

adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council

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

. is of GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordnance Survey, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
feedback: near to this site. et: ase, K jaster rdnance uwea‘i\d ;r; GalpsazlserCom:‘:m ina (Hong Kong), swisstopo,

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

DweII ings: 7 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

EB8O0S5Fii

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

1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is wholly within a Coastal Floodplain Grazing Marsh buffer and partially within two other buffer zones. The site

- P ty Sp: may indirectly affect the habitats, but mitigation can be implemented to address this.

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

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

. P 9y unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt A Isol‘:ve |§ng?::eedirfrin Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site between 400m and 1000m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities ) Site is less than 1000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land © Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement. Split site (50% greenfield and brownfield), adjacent to an existing settlement (Lower Nazeing).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space. No public open space is located in the site area. Development will not involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit 0 Site falls within an area of low landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are able to accommodate

. P fvity development without significant character change.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit *) Development may improve settlement character through redevelopment of a run-down site or improvementin  |Site is an open storage yard behind existing housing. It is located within the settlement area and provides an

) ity townscape. opportunity for intensification. Therefore, redevelopment could enhance the character of the area.
6.1 Topography constraints Topographical constraints in the site may preclude development.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Zgjeaégrtirglzeo;;lte development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.4 Access to site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Existing access off North Street.

- . Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination on western part of site (Infilled Gravel Pit). Potential adverse impact that could be mitigated.

6.5 Contamination constraints (-)

6.6 Traffic impact

Site below site size threshold where it would be expected to significantly affect congestion.
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Site Suitability Assessment
Site Reference: SR-0160 Hertford
Parish: Nazeing
Size (ha): 3.04 3 o
Address: Fernbank Nursery, Nazeing Road, Nazeing, Essex ¥ ;
g
. es hunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Nursery
g 4,)5 Brentwood
Baseline yield: 73 - 122 dwellings
Client

Source for
baseline yield:

Site None
constraints:

Site selection None
adjustment:

Community

feedback: near to this site.
Dwellings: 73

Indicated in Call for Sites

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

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status Date

Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
SR-0160 Rev 2

Epping Forest
District Council
www.eppingforestdec.gov.uk

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

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

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

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

AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

EB8O0S5Fii

Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘I’Evfi“:ﬁcshzfr 2:2(8:5;1tmg site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites © development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is adjacent to a Coastal Floodplain Grazing Marsh habitat and is within four buffer zones. The site may
- P ty Sp: indirectly affect the habitats, but mitigation can be implemented to address this.
—_— " Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site. The site is within the 250m buffer for the Lee Valley Central LWS. The site is unlikely to affect the features and species
1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites 0 of the LWS
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
: Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site. Unlikely to impact on setting of Conservation Area due to distance.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets (+)
1.8b Impact on archaeolo 0 There is a medium likelihood that further archaeological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
. P 9y unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt A Isol‘:ve |§ng?::eedirfrin Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities ) Site is less than 1000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land © Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement. 100% greenfield site, adjacent to an existing settlement (Lower Nazeing).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit 0 Site falls within an area of low landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are able to accommodate
. P fvity development without significant character change.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit 0 Development is unlikely to have an effect on settlement character. Site is identified as a potential opportunity area. It is located on the edge of the existing settlement. However, low
- ftivity density development is proposed which reflects the character of the area.
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Zgjeaégrtirglzeo;tilte development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.4 Access to site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Existing access by Nazeingbury Parade.
- . Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Horticultural Nursery, Infilled Gravel Pit and within 250m of landfill site). Potential adverse
6.5 Contamination constraints (-) impact that could be mitigated.
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time.
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EB8O0S5Fii

Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0166 Hertford
Parish: Nazeing
Size (ha): 0.42 o A
Address: Spinney Nursery, Hoe Lane, Nazeing, Essex, EN9 2RJ % 3
g

Primary use:  Residential eshur -
Site notes: Existing dwelling house, garages and gardens

S 4,)5 Brentwood

Baseline yield: 13 dwellings

Source for Assumption based on 30 dph Client

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

gti)tr?straints None Drawing Status Date

) Issue March 2018

Drawing No Issue

Site selection None SR-0166 Rev 2

adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

Community  Feedback was received on NAZ-1 which is within or near to this Sources Ear HERE, Deorme. imemap, increment b Corp, GEBCO, USGS, FAD, NPS, NRCAN,
feedback: Site. Refer to Appendix B1 4 for further details_ GeﬁBase, \Gl\é {}fadaster NL, Ordnance Survea\ﬁdE;lJsalpsard,sl;llrEchl),rf;:r;Zhina (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
DweII ings: 13 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘I’Evfi“:ﬁcshzfr 2:2(8:5;1tmg site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is wholly within Deciduous Woodland and Traditional Orchard buffer zones. The site may indirectly affect the
- P P habitats, but mitigation can be implemented to address this.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets © Site is located within a Conservation Area or adjacent to a Listed Building or other heritage asset and effects can |Adjacent to Nazeing and South Roydon Conservation Area. Possible mitigation through appropriate layout and high
. P 9 be mitigated. quality design/materials. Historic landscape and settlement patterns and setting of Grade II* LBs to south-west should
be considered.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo 0 There is a medium likelihood that further archaeological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
. P 9y unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt A Isol‘:ve |§ng?::eedirfrin Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site between 400m and 1000m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is greenfield land that is neither within nor adjacent to a settiement. 80% greenfield site, 800m from an existing settlement (Lower Nazeing).

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

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

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

5.2 Settlement character sensitivit 0 Development is unlikely to have an effect on settlement character. Site is identified as a potential opportunity area. Low density development is proposed which reflects the character of
- fivity the area, subject to sensitive design reflecting the adjacent Conservation Area.

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

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

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

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

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

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

6.5 Contamination constraints A Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Horticultural Nursery / Car Breakers). Potential adverse impact that could be mitigated.
6.6 Traffic impact Site below site size threshold where it would be expected to significantly affect congestion. B435
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Site Suitability Assessment
Site Reference: SR-0172 Hertford
Parish: Nazeing
Size (ha): 0.27 : ) AT
: 2f !
Address: Vine Cottage, Betts Lane, Nazeing, EN9 2DA %
P
. eshunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Small field and two cottages.
4. Brentwood
= 125
Baseline yield: 10 dwellings comprising 4 market homes and 6 affordable homes
Client

Source for
baseline yield:

Site None
constraints:

Site selection None
adjustment:

Community

feedback: near to this site.
Dwellings: 10

Indicated in Call for Sites

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

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status Date

Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
SR-0172 Rev 2

ARUP

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

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

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

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

AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

EB8O0S5Fii

Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘I’Evfi“:ﬁcshzfr 2:ng?tlng site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
- . . Features and species in the site unlikely to be retained and effects cannot be mitigated. The site wholly encompasses a Traditional Orchard BAP priority habitat. The site is likely to directly affect the whole of
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats the habitat, and these effects may not be mitigable.
—_— " Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site. The site is within the 250m buffer for the Nazeing Triangle LNR LWS. The site is unlikely to affect the features and

1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites 0 species of the LWS
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets ~ Site is located within a Conservation Area or adjacent to a Listed Building or other heritage asset and effects can |Within Nazeing and South Roydon Conservation Area and adjacent to pair of Locally Listed Buildings. Possible

. P 9 ) be mitigated. mitigation through appropriate layout and high quality design/materials and by considering impact on Locally Listed

Buildings.

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

. P 9y unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt s;trey Iﬁi;ﬂthm Green Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be high or
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations “ Site is more than 2400m from an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is greenfield land that is neither within nor adjacent to a settiement. 70% greenfield site, 2,100m from an existing settlement (Lower Nazeing).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit A Site falls within an area of medium landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are resilient to change |The form and extent of any development would have to be sensitive to the location to avoid potential adverse impact

. P Y and able to absorb development without significant character change. on the wider landscape character.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit A Development could detract from the existing settlement character. Site is within a very low density area with scattered developments around it. Therefore, development is likely to affect

- ftivity & the predominantly rural character of the area.
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Zgjeaégrtirglzeo;;lte development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.4 Access to site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Existing access from Betts Lane.

o . No contamination issues identified on site to date. No potential contamination identified.

6.5 Contamination constraints 0

6.6 Traffic impact

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

Site Reference: SR-0191 Hertford
Parish: Nazeing
Size (ha): 0.68 : ) AT
. 2f !
Address: Royd, St Leonards Road, Nazeing 0
g
. eshunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Existing dwelling house and garden
4, Brentwood
-~ <
Baseline yield: 6 to 8 dwellings
. . . Client

Source for Indicated in Call for Sites
baseline yield: Epping Forest District Council

Job Title

Epping Forest District Local Plan
Site Flood risk would mean only 4/5 of site is developable. Also circa FE— o
constraints: 90% of the site is covered by SR-0507, with only the access left rawing Status ate

this means the site has a zero yield when avoiding double counting. Issue March 2018

Drawing No Issue

Site selection Capacity partially reinstated for site selection assessment, however SR-0191 Rev 2

adjustment: 20% reduction remains to account for flood risk. Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

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

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

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
DweII ings: 8 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 Effects of allocating site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination

with other sites).

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

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

Ancient Woodland

Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.

1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0
- . . No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is within three BAP priority habitat buffer zones. The site may indirectly affect the BAP priority habitats, but
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 mitigation can be implemented to address this.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk n Site within Flood Zone 2 and exception test not required. Some 36% of the site falls within Flood Zone 2 of which 20% is in Flood Zone 3a and 8% in Flood Zone 3b. The
-f Floodris ) location of the higher Flood Zones in the north-eastern part of the site are such that the south-western part of the site
could be developed.
: Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site. Unlikely to impact on setting of Conservation Area due to distance.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets (+)
1.8b Impact on archaeolo 0 There is a medium likelihood that further archaeological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
. P 9y unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt A lsol‘:ve |§ng?::eedirfrin Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities ) Site is less than 1000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest GP surgery.

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

The intensity of site development would be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or adjacent to [The protected trees on or adjacent to the site could be incorporated into the development proposed, subject to care in

6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) ) the site. the layout, but would be likely to have a significant adverse impact on the suitability of the site for development
6.4 Access to site © Potential for access to the site to be created through third party land and agreement in place, or existing access |Existing track off St. Leonards Road, which would require upgrading and access through third party land.
. would require upgrade.
- . Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (within 250m of 2 x landfill sites). Potential adverse impact that could be mitigated.
6.5 Contamination constraints (-)
6.6 Traffic impact Site below site size threshold where it would be expected to significantly affect congestion. B437
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Site Suitability Assessment
Site Reference: SR-0212 Hertford
Parish: Nazeing
Size (ha): 6.00 )\ B A
Address: Lea Bank Nursery, Sedge Green, Roydon, Essex, CM19 5JS % i
P
. s hunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Glasshouses
S ,,,)5 Brentwood
Baseline yield: 180 dwellings
Client

Source for
baseline yield:

Site None
constraints:

Site selection None
adjustment:

Community

feedback: near to this site.
Dwellings: 180

Assumption based on 30 dph

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

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan
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Epping Forest
District Council
www.eppingforestdec.gov.uk

© Contains OS data © Crown copyright and database right (2016)
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EB8O0S5Fii

Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘I’Evfi“:ﬁc;?hzfr 2:2(8:5;1tmg site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites © development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
L ! . No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is partially within Coastal Floodplain Grazing Marsh buffer zone. The site may indirectly affect the habitat, but

1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 mitigation can be implemented to address this.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1. Over 99% of the site is located in Flood Zone 1, with less than 1% in the north-west of the site in Flood Zone 2. This

-f Floodris can be avoided through site layout.

: Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site. Unlikely to impact on settings of Scheduled Monument, Conservation Area, or Grade | Listed Building due to distance.

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

. P 9y unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt ilet; Iﬁi;ﬂthm Green Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be high or
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations 0 Site is more than 1600m and less than 2400m from an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is greenfield land that is neither within nor adjacent to a settiement. 100% greenfield site, 1,000m from an existing settlement (Lower Nazeing).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit 0 Site falls within an area of low landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are able to accommodate

. P fvity development without significant character change.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit A Development could detract from the existing settlement character. Site is identified as a potential opportunity area. It is far away from main settlement and within an existing glasshouse

- ftivity & area. Development may contribute to urban sprawl and therefore, is likely to have a negative effect on the character of

the area.

6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Zgjeaégrtirglzeo;tilte development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.4 Access to site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Existing access off Sedge Green.
6.5 Contamination constraints A Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Horticultural Nursery, infilled pit / pond, electric sub station, within 250m of landfill site).

) inatl | & Potential adverse impact that could be mitigated.
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time.
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Site Suitability Assessment
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Primary use:  Residential
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S ,,,)5 Brentwood
Baseline yield: 146 dwellings
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Site None
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adjustment:
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feedback: near to this site.

The Council did not consult on a growth location which covers or is
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Dwell ings: ﬁ AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment

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

1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 g:j:lip?:e:\rﬁs Ilr}:fﬁigtlylﬂslgoignae;St[i’]foreséssg(-) requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed

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

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

Ancient Woodland

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

1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. ;Tﬁgzitlii ri\scginli?e"i):n v;:glgegtzzsttsIazgseizletx;‘ri]s‘Grazing Marsh buffer zone. The site may indirectly affect the habitat, but

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

1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.

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

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

unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.

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

2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt iiet; iﬁi;ﬂt_hin Green Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be high or

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

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

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

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

5.1 Landscape sensitivity 0 gite falls withinA an area Qf low landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are able to accommodate

evelopment without significant character change.

5.2 Settlement character sensitivity A Development could detract from the existing settlement character. Site is identified as a potential regenere_ation area. It is far away from mai_n s_ettlement and within_an existing
glasshouses area. Development may contribute to urban sprawl and therefore, is likely to have a negative effect on the
character of the area.

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

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

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

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

6.4 Access to site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Existing access off Sedge Green.

6.5 Contamination constraints A Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential_ contamination (Hortict_,ll_tural Nursery, car repairs and respraying, within 250m of 2 x landfill sites). Potential
adverse impact that could be mitigated.

6.6 Traffic impact 0 Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time.
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Site Suitability Assessment
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Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘I’Evfi“:ﬁc;?hzfr 2:2(8:5;1tmg site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites © development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is partially within Coastal Floodplain Grazing Marsh and Deciduous Woodland buffer zones. The site may
- P ty Sp: indirectly affect the habitats, but mitigation can be implemented to address this.
—_— " Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site. The site is within the 250m buffer for the Lee Valley North LWS. The site is unlikely to affect the features and species of
1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites 0 the LWS
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
: Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site. Unlikely to impact on Scheduled Monument, Conservation Area, or Grade | Listed Building due to distance.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets (+)
1.8b Impact on archaeolo 0 There is a medium likelihood that further archaeological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
. P 9y unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt ilet; Iﬁi;ﬂthm Green Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be high or
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations 0 Site is more than 1600m and less than 2400m from an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is greenfield land that is neither within nor adjacent to a settiement. 100% greenfield site, 800m from an existing settlement (Lower Nazeing).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space. No public open space is located in the site area. Development will not involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit 0 Site falls within an area of low landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are able to accommodate
. P fvity development without significant character change.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit A Development could detract from the existing settlement character. Site is identified as a potential opportunity area. It is far away from main settlement and within an existing glasshouse
- ftivity & area. Development may contribute to urban sprawl and therefore, is likely to have a negative effect on the character of
the area.
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Dist " d oil pipeli ) Gas or oil pipelines may constrain part of the site but there is potential for mitigation. Approximately 22% of the site is located in HSE middle consultation zone along the northern site boundary. Mitigation
-ca istance 1o gas and oll pipelines ¥ is possible due to location of the affected area. Sensitivity level 3. HSE guidance advise against development for
affected area.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
. The intensity of site development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or Although protected trees are present on or adjacent to the site, as a result of their locations it is likely that they could be
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) U adjacent to the site. incorporated into the proposed development subject to reasonable care in layout and design.
6.4 Access to site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Access off Sedge Green.
- . Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Horticultural Nursery and Haulage Depot). Potential adverse impact that could be mitigated.
6.5 Contamination constraints (-)
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time.
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0238 Hertford
Parish: Nazeing
Size (ha): 3.37 3 )
Address: Stoneshot Farm, Hoe Lane, Nazeing, Essex, EN9 2RN % 3
B

es hunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes:

‘ 4,95 Brentwood

Baseline yield: 24 dwellings comprising 12 market homes and 12 affordable
Source for Indicated in Call for Sites Cllent
baseline yield: Epping Forest District Council

Job Title

Epping Forest District Local Plan
Zi)tr?straints: None Drawing Status Date

Issue March 2018

Drawing No Issue
Site selection None SR-0238 Rev 2

adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

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

. i i GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordnance Survey, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
feedback: near to this site. P ,©0 and the GIS User Communi

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
Dwell ings: 24 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 Effects of allocating site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination

with other sites).

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

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

Ancient Woodland

Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.

1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is wholly within a Deciduous Woodland buffer zone. The site may indirectly affect the habitat, but mitigation
- P ty Sp: can be implemented to address this.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
18al £ on herit " 0 Site is located within the setting of a heritage asset and effects can be mitigated. Adjacent to Nazeing and South Roydon Conservation Area within wider landscape setting. Development here should
-0 Impact on heritage assets consider impact on historic landscape. Possible mitigation through appropriate layout and high quality design/materials.
There is a medium likelihood that further archaeological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
1.8b Impact on archaeology 0 N . N
unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.

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

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

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

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

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is greenfield land that is neither within nor adjacent to a settiement. 60% greenfield site, 1,500m from an existing settlement (Lower Nazeing).

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

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

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

5.2 Settlement character sensitivity A Development could detract from the existing settlement character. S;i)trea \fl ]:r:datwh?rleffz)orrgi;nﬁlire] Iﬁglﬁ?veen; ?:;cgl; ;I::\t/f;lne ;gc:e);i:tti:g gr:aasr:r;?elis;st r‘::\ere:\r.elgl).eveIopment may contribute to urban

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

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

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

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

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

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

6.6 Traffic impact Site below site size threshold where it would be expected to significantly affect congestion. B441

©Arup



Site Suitability Assessment
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Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘I’Evfi“:ﬁcshzfr 2:2(8:5;1tmg site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. '(I:';lr? sg?ézlzﬁt;iltlgdvgh;:r;esctlggous Woodland buffer zone. The site may indirectly affect the habitat, but mitigation
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
18al £ on herit " 0 Site is located within the setting of a heritage asset and effects can be mitigated. Within wider landscape setting of Nazeing and South Roydon Conservation Area. Development here should consider
-0 Impact on heritage assets impact on historic landscape. Possible mitigation through appropriate layout and high quality design/materials.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo 0 There is a medium likelihood that further archaeological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
. P 9y unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt © Site is within Green Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very |The site lies mostly within a Green Belt parcel of very high sensitivity but is partially developed and existing planted
. v low, low or medium. buffers to the north would limit harm to the wider Green Belt to the north (which maintains the gap between Nazeing
and Roydon).
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site more than a 1000m from a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations 0 Site is more than 1600m and less than 2400m from an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is greenfield land that is neither within nor adjacent to a settiement. 90% greenfield site, 1,200m from an existing settlement (Lower Nazeing).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit A Site falls within an area of medium landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are resilient to change
. P fvity ¥ and able to absorb development without significant character change.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit 0 Development is unlikely to have an effect on settlement character. Site is identified as a potential opportunity area. Low density development is proposed which reflects the character of
- ftivity the area, subject to sensitive design reflecting the adjacent Conservation Area.
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Zgjeaégrtirglzeo;tilte development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.4 Access 1o site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Existing access lane off Hoe Lane.
- . Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Horticultural Nursery). Potential adverse impact that could be mitigated.
6.5 Contamination constraints (-)
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time.
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0266 Hertford
Parish: Nazeing

Size (ha): 2.34 o A
Address: Oldfield Spring, Hoe Lane, Nazeing, EN9 2RW % 3

Primary use:  Residential
Site notes:
Baseline yield: 73 dwellings

Source for
baseline yield:

Site
constraints:

Site selection None
adjustment:

Community

feedback: near to this site.
Dwellings: 49

Assumption based on 30 dph

TPOs would reduce capacity by ¢.1/3

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

es hunt

4, Brentwood)

Client

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status Date

Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
SR-0266 Rev 2

ARUP

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

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

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

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

AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

EB8O0S5Fii

Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘I’Evgﬁc;?hzfr 2:2(8:5;1tmg site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites © development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is within a Deciduous Woodland buffer zone. The site may indirectly affect the BAP priority habitat, but
- P ty Sp: mitigation can be implemented to address this.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets ~ Site is located within a Conservation Area or adjacent to a Listed Building or other heritage asset and effects can |Within Nazeing and South Roydon Conservation Area. Development here should consider impact on historic
. P 9 ) be mitigated. landscape and settlement pattern. As site is currently open landscape, any development here could harm the
significance of the Conservation Area.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo 0 There is a medium likelihood that further archaeological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
. P 9y unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt A Isol‘:ve |§ng?::eedirfrin Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site more than a 1000m from a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations 0 Site is more than 1600m and less than 2400m from an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is greenfield land that is neither within nor adjacent to a settiement. 100% greenfield site, 1,500m from an existing settlement (Lower Nazeing).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit A Site falls within an area of medium landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are resilient to change |The key characteristics of the adjacent assessed landscape sensitivity zone extend to this site. The form and extent of
. P Y and able to absorb development without significant character change. any development would have to be sensitive to the location to avoid potential adverse impact on the wider landscape
character.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit Development is likely to substantially harm the existing settiement character. Site is far away from main settlement and within Conservation Area. Development may contribute to urban sprawl and
i ftivity therefore it could significantly alter the character of the settlement.
6.1 Topography constraints A Topographical constraints exist in the site but potential for mitigation.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 The intensity of site development would be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or adjacent to | The protected trees on or adjacent to the site could be incorporated into the development, subject to care in layout.
. P ! 3 the site. The extent of the trees would be likely to significantly constrain the number of dwellings which could be
accommodated.
6.4 Access to site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Existing access off Hoe Lane.
o . No contamination issues identified on site to date. No potential contamination identified.
6.5 Contamination constraints 0
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time.
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0270 Hertford
Parish: Nazeing
Size (ha): 0.37 : ) AT
: £ !
Address: Halston Nursery, Hoe Lane, Nazeing, Essex, EN9 2RJ %
g
. eshunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes:
4, Brentwood
-~ <
Baseline yield: 11 dwellings
. Client

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

Job Title

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

ints:

Issue March 2018

Drawing No Issue
Site selection None SR-0270 Rev 2

adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

community The COU"!C" fjid not consult on a growth location which covers or is (20?1?:;?nEssﬁ,SHdEa;{aE?D(:e[[’(:pnce,o\p:lrzi,gr;'aaprﬁnt:;tear::\?gg(;‘;r(s??gBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,
feedback: near to thls S|te. GeoBase, \Gl\é {}gadaster NL, Ordnance Survea\ﬁdE;lJsalpsaE,sI:IrECTll),mE;::llmna (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
SQI:PCE. Esn: DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
DweII ings: 11 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘I’Evfi“:ﬁcshzfr 2:ng?tlng site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is wholly within Deciduous Woodland and Traditional Orchard buffer zones. The site may indirectly affect the
- P ty Sp: habitats, but mitigation can be implemented to address this.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets ~ Site is located within a Conservation Area or adjacent to a Listed Building or other heritage asset and effects can JAdjacent to Nazeing and South Roydon Conservation Area, within wider landscape setting. Development here should
. P 9 ) be mitigated. consider impact on historic landscape. Possible mitigation through appropriate layout and high quality design/materials.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo 0 There is a medium likelihood that further archaeological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
. P 9y unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt A lsol‘:ve |§ng?::eedirfrin Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site between 400m and 1000m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is greenfield land that is neither within nor adjacent to a settiement. 100% greenfield site, 600m from an existing settlement (Lower Nazeing).

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

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

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

e Development could detract from the existing settlement character. The proposals are for higher density development than the neighbouring developments. Therefore, development is

5.2 Settlement character sensitivity ©) ) 9 Iikelypto szec\ the charactgr of the areya. i 9 o : P
6.1 Topography constraints A Topographical constraints exist in the site but potential for mitigation.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Zgjeaégrtirglzeo;;lte development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.4 Access to site © Potential for access to the site to be created through third party land and agreement in place, or existing access |Existing access down a small track - would need to be upgraded with widening.

. would require upgrade.

- . Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Horticultural Nursery). Potential adverse impact that could be mitigated.

6.5 Contamination constraints (-)
6.6 Traffic impact Site below site size threshold where it would be expected to significantly affect congestion. B444
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0298 Hertford

Parish: Nazeing

Size (ha): 16.84 o A
Address: Lower Nazeing, West Area ‘ %

. eshunt
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Broad Area West of Nazeing
4. Brentwood
- <5
Baseline yield: 497 dwellings
. Client
Source for Assumption based on 30 dph
baseline yield: Epping Forest District Council
Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan
Site Flood risk would reduce capacity by circa 1/4. Also circa 80% of the -
constraints: site has potential landfill contamination, further reducing site Drawing Status Date
capacity. Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
Site selection None SR-0298 Rev 2

adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

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

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

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
DweII ings: 99 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 Effects of allocating site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination

with other sites).

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

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

Ancient Woodland

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

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

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

—_— " Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site. The site is adjacent to Lee Valley Central LWS. The site is unlikely to affect the features and species of the LWS.

1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites 0
1.7 Flood risk n Site within Flood Zone 2 and exception test not required. Some 29% of the site is in Flood Zone 2 of which circa 17% is in Flood Zone 3a and 3b. Flood Zones 3a and 3b are

-f Floodris ) located in the south-western corner of the site and can be avoided through site layout.

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

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

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

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

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

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

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

4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space open spaces covers 81% of the site), with few opportunities for site re-orientation or re-provision.

5.1 Landscape sensitivit 0 Site falls within an area of low landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are able to accommodate
. P fvity development without significant character change.

5.2 Settlement character sensitivit A Development could detract from the existing settlement character. The scale of the proposed development and the extent of the site, is likely to have a negative affect on the rural
) ity ¥ character of the area. Development may contribute to urban sprawl.

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

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

6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.

6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Thle intensity Of. site development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or

adjacent to the site.

6.4 Access to site 0 Access to the site can be created within landholding adjacent to the highway. Access could be gained off Nazeing Road.

6.5 Contamination constraints Potential severe contamination on site, where assurances would have to be sought from the developer that Part of site on Landfill is likely unsuitable; would need to demonstrate that risks could be mitigated (extensive
. inatl ! remediation would not harm site viability. investigation and long term gas monitoring). Remainder of site (former stud smallholding) need to demonstrate risks

could be mitigated.
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Low level congestion expected at peak times within the vicinity of the site. B445
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0299

Parish: Nazeing
Size (ha): 12.07
Address: Lower Nazeing, South-west Area

Primary use:  Residential

Site notes:

Baseline yield: 356 dwellings
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. ey A
b B
& 3
i
es hunt @
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Client

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Site Flood risk would reduce capacity by circa 3/4. Also circa 15% of the P—
constraints:  Site is covered by SR-0507 (55 dwellings) as such this is omitted rawing Status bate
from the yield. Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
Site selection Capacity partially reinstated for site selection assessment to SR-0299 Rev 2

adjustment:

Community

feedback: near to this site.
Dwellings: 20

account for overlapping site (55 dwellings).

The Council did not consult on a growth location which covers or is

ARUP

© Contains OS data © Crown copyright and database right (2016)

Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,

GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordnance Survey, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
P ,©0 and the GIS User Communi

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,

AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk
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Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment

. . Effects of allocating site for the proposed use are not likely to be significant alone but should be checked for in- |Potential for recreational pressure effects in combination on Lea Valley Special Protection Area.
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites (-) combination effects
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites ) Site falls within an Impact Risk Zone and due to the nature and scale of development proposed it is likely to be |Due to the development type (over 50 residential dwellings), development of the site is likely to pose a risk and

' P Y possible to mitigate the effects of the proposed development. consultation with Natural England is required. However, it is likely that mitigation to reduce the risk would be possible.

1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of © Site contains Ancient and/or Veteran trees but at a sufficiently low density across the site that removal could be |There are 9 Ancient trees directly affected by the site. The trees are concentrated at the east of the site. Impacts to the
A-ncientr\)Noodland largely avoided or possible impacts could be mitigated. Ancient trees may be mitigated due to the low density and by considered masterplanning or translocation.
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.

- . . Features and species in the site may not be retained in their entirety but effects can be mitigated. The site encompasses two Deciduous Woodland habitats, and a portion of BAP priority habitat with no main features
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats ) habitat. It is within four buffer zones. The site is likely to directly affect the habitats, but mitigation may be able to

address this.

1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site. Z?ﬁ]:ltev\llsswnhln the 250m buffer for the Lee Valley Central LWS. The site is unlikely to affect the features and species
1.7 Flood risk “ Site within Flood Zone 3a where exception test required. Some 67% of the site is in Flood Zone 2 of which 50% and 30% respectively is in Flood Zones 3a and 3b. Higher risk
. Flood Zones affect the north-western part of the site making the south-eastern portion of the site more suitable for

development.

1.8a Impact on heritage assets *) Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site. Unlikely to impact on setting of Conservation Area due to distance.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo 0 There is a medium likelihood that further archaeological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is

. P 9y unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt A Isol‘:ve |§ng?::eedirfrin Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities ) Site is less than 1000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land © Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement. 100% greenfield site, adjacent to an existing settlement (Lower Nazeing).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space © Development may involve the loss of public open space but there are opportunities for on-site off-setting or ~ |Public open space is located in 56% of the site area. Development may involve the loss of some public open space,

: pacily P P P mitigation. but there may be opportunities for some on-site re-provision or re-orientation of development.

e Site falls within an area of medium landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are resilient to change
5.1 Landscape sensitivity Y and able to absorb development without significant character change.
e Development could detract from the existing settlement character. Considering the scale of the proposed development and its area coverage, it is likely to have a negative affect the

5.2 Settlement character sensitivity ©) semi-rural character of the area. Development may contribute to urban sprawl.
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 The intensity of site development would be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or adjacent to [The protected trees on or adjacent to the site could be incorporated into the development proposed, subject to care in

. P the site. the layout, but would be likely to have a significant adverse impact on the suitability of the site for development
6.4 Access to site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Existing access off Nazeing Road.
6.5 Contamination constraints A Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. rl?]%tizggtlj contamination (Horticultural nursery / industrial Boiler Stripping). Potential adverse impact that could be
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Low level congestion expected at peak times within the vicinity of the site.
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0300 Hertford
Parish: Nazeing
Size (ha): 19.04 o A
Address: Lower Nazeing, South Area ‘ %
g

Primary use:  Residential eshur -
Site notes: Broad Area South of Nazeing

S 4,95 Brentwood

Baseline yield: 447 dwellings and 14,900 sgm commercial

Source for Assumption based on 80:20 housing to employment 30 dph and Cllent
baseline yield: 0-4 plot ratio for commercial Epping Forest District Council
Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan
Site . None Drawing Status Date
constraints:
Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
Site selection None SR-0300 Rev 2

adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

H . . . P . © Contains OS data ® Crown copyright and database right (2016)
Communlty Feedback was received on NAZ-B which is within or near to this Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,

. T i i GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ord| S , Esri J; , METI, Esri China (H K ), swisstopo,
feedback: site. Refer to Appendix B1.4 for further details. s Opanotrebitias conmetom. ot G Ustr Cormmun ina (Hong Kong), swisstopo,

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
DweII ings: 447 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 Effects of allocating site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination

with other sites).

Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed

1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.

Ancient Woodland

Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.

1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0

151 t on BAP Priority Speci Habitat Features and species in the site may not be retained in their entirety but effects can be mitigated. The site encompasses the whole of a Traditional Orchard BAP priority habitat and is within two buffer zones. The site is
-0 Impact on riority Species or Habitats ) likely to directly affect the habitat, but mitigation can be implemented to address this.

1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.

1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.

1.8a Impact on heritage assets ~ Site is located within a Conservation Area or adjacent to a Listed Building or other heritage asset and effects can |Adjacent and partially within Nazeing and South Roydon Conservation Area and adjacent to Grade Il LBs to north-east
. P 9 ) be mitigated. of site. Possible mitigation through appropriate layout (locating development away from LBs) and high quality

design/materials.

1.8b Impact on archaeolo 0 There is a medium likelihood that further archaeological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
. P 9y unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.

1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.

2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt 0 Site is within Green Belt, but the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be none.

3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.

3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site between 400m and 1000m of a bus stop.

3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.

3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.

3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.

3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.

3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land © Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement. 95% greenfield site, adjacent to an existing settlement (Lower Nazeing).

4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).

Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.

4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0
5.1 Landscape sensitivit A Site falls within an area of medium landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are resilient to change
. P fvity ¥ and able to absorb development without significant character change.
e Development could detract from the existing settlement character. The scale of the proposed development, the extent of the site and its location within a Conservation Area is likely to
5.2 Settlement character sensitivity (-)

have a negative affect on the predominantly rural character of the area. Development may contribute to urban sprawl.

6.1 Topography constraints Topographical constraints in the site may preclude development.

Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.

6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Thle intensity Of. site development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
adjacent to the site.
. Potential for access to the site to be created through third party land and agreement in place, or existing access |Existing access via a private road.
6.4 Access to site (-) B
would require upgrade.
- . Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination over parts of the site (Farmyards / infilled ponds). Potential adverse impact that could be
6.5 Contamination constraints (-) mitigated
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time. B447
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0301

Parish: Nazeing
Size (ha): 21.84
Address: Lower Nazeing, North Area

Primary use:  Residential

Site notes:

Baseline yield: 653 dwellings

Source for
baseline yield:

Broad Area North of Nazeing

Assumption based on 30 dph

Hertford
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S 4,95 Brentwood
Client

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Site Circa 25% of the site is covered by SR-0434 (150 dwellings) and is FE— o
constraints:  aready accounted for, reducing yield. rawing Status ate
Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
Site selection Full capacity reinstated for site selection assessment (overlapping SR-0301 Rev 2

adjustment:  site).
Community
feedback:
Dwellings: 653

Feedback was received on NAZ-A which is within or near to this
site. Refer to Appendix B1.4 for further details.
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Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment

1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘I’Evfi“:ﬁcshzfr 2:I‘chziting site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination

1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 c?:\?eel(g)p?\:]e::?s migyﬁsgoign:ﬁs:]fc:%gsgé requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed

1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.

1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of © ISite conlaips Ancient alnd/crr Veteran trees bull gl a sufficiently low density across the site that removal could be |There are 3 Ancient trees directly affected py the site. The ltree are located at Fhe north edge qf the site and may be

Ancient Woodland argely avoided or possible impacts could be mitigated. affected by development. Impacts may be mitigated by considered masterplanning or translocation.

1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.

1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats © Features and species in the site may not be retained in their entirety but effects can be mitigated. ;!'he site glmost encompasses a Decidlu.ousl Woodlandl priority habitat and is in lhe relevant buffer zone. The site is
ikely to directly affect the habitat, but mitigation can be implemented to address this.

1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.

1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.

1.8a Impact on heritage assets 0 Site is located within the setting of a heritage asset and effects can be mitigated. Within wider Ian.dscape setting of l_\lazeir]g ar!d South Roydon ansewation Area.. Develqpmentl here sho_uld consider
impact on historic landscape. Possible mitigation through appropriate layout and high quality design/materials.

1.8b Impact on archaeology 0 There is a medium Iikelihopd that further ar_chagological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is

unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.

1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.

2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt A ISOi‘;e’ lizwwci)t?inr;eGdirfr? Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very

3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.

3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site between 400m and 1000m of a bus stop.

3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.

3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.

3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.

3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.

3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land © Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement. 100% greenfield site, adjacent to an existing settlement (Lower Nazeing).

4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).

4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.

5.1 Landscape sensitivity A Site falls within an area of medium Iandsgaplel sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are resilient to change

and able to absorb development without significant character change.

5.2 Settlement character sensitivity A Development could detract from the existing settlement character. The scale of the proposed development and_ the extent of the site, is likely to have a negative affect on the rural
character of the area. Development may contribute to urban sprawl.

6.1 Topography constraints Topographical constraints in the site may preclude development.

6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.

6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.

6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Zgjea;grtirgi%eo;tii-te development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or

6.4 Access to site 0 Access to the site can be created within landholding adjacent to the highway. Existing access from Maplecroft Lane.

6.5 Contamination constraints A Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. rF;]ci)‘tizrz;iieatlj'contamination over small part of the site (Farmyard / infilled ponds). Potential adverse impact that could be

6.6 Traffic impact 0 Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time.
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0302A

Parish: Nazeing
Size (ha): 32.40
Address: Lower Nazeing, south-east area

Primary use:  Residential

Site notes:
agricultural fields

Baseline yield:

Source for
baseline yield:

Site None

constraints:

Site selection

adjustment: I

Size.
Community
feedback: near to this site.
Dwellings: 797

Broad area east of Nazeing including Hoe Lane and Nurseries and

1,396 dwellings and 46,500 sqm commercial floorspace

Multi-parcel site, which has been split out. Assumed 1396 dwellings
and 46,500 sqm proportionally split between sites based on site

The Council did not consult on a growth location which covers or is

Hertford
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=
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Client

Assumption based on 80:20 housing to employment 30 dph and
0.4 plot ratio for commercial

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status Date

Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
SR-0302A Rev 2
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Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘I’Evfi“:ﬁc;?hzfr 2:2(8:5;1tmg site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is within the buffer zone for Deciduous Woodland and Traditional Orchard habitats. The site may indirectly
- P ty Sp: affect the habitats, but mitigation can be implemented to address this.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1. Majority of the site is in Flood Zone 1. Higher Flood Risk Zones 2 and 3a, covering circa 1%, are located along a
-f Floodris portion of the southern boundary and can be avoided through site layout.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets ~ Site is located within a Conservation Area or adjacent to a Listed Building or other heritage asset and effects can |Adjacent and partially within N&SR CA to south of site. Within wider landscape setting of N&SR CA. Development here
. P 9 ) be mitigated. should consider impact on historic landscape. Possible mitigation through appropriate layout and high quality
design/materials.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo 0 There is a medium likelihood that further archaeological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
. P 9y unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt Site is within Green Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be high or |The majority of the site overlaps a very high sensitivity Green Belt parcel which prevents the merging of Nazeing and
. v very high. Roydon and, to a lesser extent, Harlow. If the site was released it may harm the purposes of the wider Green Belt.
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site more than a 1000m from a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations 0 Site is more than 1600m and less than 2400m from an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land © Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement. Split site (50% greenfield and brownfield). Site is adjacent to an existing settilement (Lower Nazeing).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space. ?pr;iillglble part of the site contains public open space. The proposals could be configured to avoid loss of public open
5.1 Landscape sensitivit A Site falls within an area of medium landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are resilient to change
. P fvity ¥ and able to absorb development without significant character change.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit A Development could detract from the existing settlement character. Site is identified as a potential regeneration area. Considering the scale of the proposed development and its area
- ftivity . coverage, it is likely to have a negative affect the rural character of the area. Development may contribute to urban
sprawl.
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
. The intensity of site development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or Although protected trees are present on or adjacent to the site, as a result of their locations it is likely that they could be
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) U adjacent to the site. incorporated into the proposed development subject to reasonable care in layout and design.
6.4 Access to site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Access from Hoe Lane.
- . Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Horticultural Nurseries / Farm / Industrial). Potential adverse impact that could be mitigated.
6.5 Contamination constraints (-)
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time.
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0302B

Parish: Nazeing
Size (ha): 4.49
Address: Lower Nazeing, south-east area

Primary use:  Residential

Site notes:
agricultural fields

Baseline yield:

Source for
baseline yield:

Site None

constraints:

Site selection

adjustment: I

Size.
Community
feedback: near to this site.
Dwellings: 110

Broad area east of Nazeing including Hoe Lane and Nurseries and

1,396 dwellings and 46,500 sqm commercial floorspace

Multi-parcel site, which has been split out. Assumed 1396 dwellings
and 46,500 sqm proportionally split between sites based on site

The Council did not consult on a growth location which covers or is

Hertford
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=
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S 4,95 Brentwood
Client

Assumption based on 80:20 housing to employment 30 dph and
0.4 plot ratio for commercial

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status Date

Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
SR-0302B Rev 2
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Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘I’Evfi“:ﬁcshzfr 2:2(8:5;1tmg site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats ~ Features and species in the site may not be retained in their entirety but effects can be mitigated. The site is partially within the majority of a Deciduous Woodland habitat, and within two buffer zones. The site is likely
- P ty Sp: ) to directly affect the habitat, but mitigation can be implemented to address this.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1. Majority of the site is in Flood Zone 1. Due to the configuration of the site the higher Flood Zones (2, 3a and 3b),
-fFloodis covering 12%, affects the southern portion of the site and within the context of the whole site can be avoided through
site layout.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets ~ Site is located within a Conservation Area or adjacent to a Listed Building or other heritage asset and effects can JAdjacent to Nazeing and South Roydon Conservation Area, partially within to west of site. Impact on historic landscape
. P 9 ) be mitigated. should be assessed. Possible mitigation through appropriate layout and high quality design/materials.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo 0 There is a medium likelihood that further archaeological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
. P 9y unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt A Isol‘:ve |§ng?::eedirfrin Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site more than a 1000m from a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations 0 Site is more than 1600m and less than 2400m from an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land © Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement. Split site (50% greenfield and brownfield). Site is adjacent to an existing settilement (Lower Nazeing).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit A Site falls within an area of medium landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are resilient to change
. P fvity ¥ and able to absorb development without significant character change.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit 0 Development is unlikely to have an effect on settlement character. Site is identified as a potential opportunity area. Low density development is proposed which reflects the character of
- ftivity the area, subject to sensitive design for part of the site located in the Conservation Area.
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 The intensity of site development would be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or adjacent to [The protected trees on or adjacent to the site could be incorporated into the development proposed, subject to care in
. P ! 3 the site. the layout, but would be likely to have a significant adverse impact on the suitability of the site for development
6.4 Access to site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Access from Hoe Lane.
- . Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Horticultural Nurseries / Farm / Industrial). Potential adverse impact that could be mitigated.
6.5 Contamination constraints (-)
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time.
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0302C

Parish: Nazeing
Size (ha): 19.85
Address: Lower Nazeing, south-east area

Primary use:  Residential

Site notes:
agricultural fields

Baseline yield:

Source for
baseline yield:

Site None

constraints:

Site selection

adjustment: I
Size.
Community
feedback:
Dwellings: 488

Broad area east of Nazeing including Hoe Lane and Nurseries and

1,396 dwellings and 46,500 sqm commercial floorspace

Multi-parcel site, which has been split out. Assumed 1396 dwellings
and 46,500 sqm proportionally split between sites based on site

Feedback was received on NAZ-1 which is within or near to this
site. Refer to Appendix B1.4 for further details.
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Epping Forest District Council
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Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status Date

Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
SR-0302C Rev 2
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Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘I’Evfi“:ﬁcshzfr 2:ng?tlng site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
151 t on BAP Priority Speci Habitat Features and species in the site may not be retained in their entirety but effects can be mitigated. The site encompasses two Deciduous Woodland habitats and a Traditional Orchard habitat. It is within three buffer
-0 Impact on riority Species or Habitats ) zones. The site is likely to directly affect the habitats, but mitigation can be implemented to address this.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1. Majority of the site is in Flood Zone 1. Higher Flood Risk Zones 2, 3a and 3b, covering circa 10%, are located along the
-f Floodris north-western site boundary and can be avoided through site layout.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets ~ Site is located within a Conservation Area or adjacent to a Listed Building or other heritage asset and effects can JWithin N&SR CA. Currently open landscape; CA designated in part due to survival of historic landscape and settlement
. P 9 ) be mitigated. patterns so large development here could be harmful. Settings of GII* LBs to be considered.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo 0 There is a medium likelihood that further archaeological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
. P 9y unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt © Site is within Green Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very | The majority of the site lies within medium or very low sensitivity Green Belt parcels. A small part of the site does not
. v low, low or medium. meet the Green Belt purposes. If the site was released it would have limited harm to the purposes of the wider Green
Belt.
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site between 400m and 1000m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land © Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement. 95% greenfield site, adjacent to an existing settlement (Lower Nazeing).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit A Site falls within an area of medium landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are resilient to change
. P fvity ¥ and able to absorb development without significant character change.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit Development is likely to substantially harm the existing settiement character. The site is within a Conservation Area. The scale of the proposed development and the extent of the site is likely to
- ftivity have a significant negative affect the rural character of the area. Development would contribute to urban sprawl.
6.1 Topography constraints A Topographical constraints exist in the site but potential for mitigation.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
. The intensity of site development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or Although protected trees are present on or adjacent to the site, as a result of their locations it is likely that they could be
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) U adjacent to the site. incorporated into the proposed development subject to reasonable care in layout and design.
6.4 Access to site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Access from Hoe Lane.
o . No contamination issues identified on site to date. No potential contamination identified.
6.5 Contamination constraints 0
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time.
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0426

Parish: Nazeing
Size (ha): 5.42
Address: Nurseries to North of Sedge Green

Primary use:  Residential
Site notes:
Baseline yield: 162 dwellings

Source for Assumption based on 30 dph

baseline yield:

Site None
constraints:

Site selection None
adjustment:

Community

feedback: near to this site.

The Council did not consult on a growth location which covers or is

Hertford
;:=ﬁ’ .
=
@ﬁsr
es hunt @
S 4,95 Brentwood
Client

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status Date

Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
SR-0426 Rev 2

Epping Forest
District Council
www.eppingforestdec.gov.uk

© Contains OS data © Crown copyright and database right (2016)

Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,

GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordnance Survey, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
P ,©0 and the GIS User Communi

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,

EB8O0S5Fii

DweII ings: 162 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘I’Evfi“:ﬁcshzfr 2:2(8:5;1tmg site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is partially within Coastal Floodplain Grazing Marsh and Wet Woodland buffer zones. The site may indirectly
- P ty Sp: affect the habitats, but mitigation can be implemented to address this.
- " Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site. The site is within the 250m buffer for the Lee Valley Central LWS. The site is unlikely to affect the features and species
1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites 0 of the LWS
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1. Some 98% of the site is located in Flood Zone 1, with around 2% in the north-western part of the site in Flood Zone 2.
-f Floodris This can be avoided through site layout.
: Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site. Unlikely to impact on Conservation Area due to distance.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets (+)
1.8b Impact on archaeolo 0 There is a medium likelihood that further archaeological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
. P 9y unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt A Isol‘:ve |§ng?::eedirfrin Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest GP surgery.

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network

Not applicable.

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land (-)

4.2 Impact on agricultural land

Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement.

90% greenfield site, adjacent to an existing settlement (Lower Nazeing).

Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).

Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.

4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0
5.1 Landscape sensitivit 0 Site falls within an area of low landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are able to accommodate
. P fvity development without significant character change.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit A Development could detract from the existing settlement character. Site is on the edge of the existing settlement and within a existing glasshouses area. The number of houses is at a
- ftivity & higher density than the neighbouring developments. Therefore, development is likely to affect the character of the area.
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 The intensity of site development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or Although protected trees are present on or adjacent to the site, as a result of their locations it is likely that they could be
) P adjacent to the site. incorporated into the proposed development subject to reasonable care in layout and design.
6.4 Access 1o site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Existing access off Sedge Green.
- . Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Horticultural Nurseries and 2 x landfills within 250m). Potential adverse impact that could be
6.5 Contamination constraints (-) mitigated
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time.
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Site Suitability Assessment
Site Reference: SR-0427 Hertford
Parish: Nazeing
Size (ha): 5.63 )\ B A
Address: Nursery between Nursery Road and Pick's Hill and Lake Road ¥ ;
Nursery gﬁw

. eshunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes:

4. Brentwood
- <5
Baseline yield: 168 dwellings
Client

Source for
baseline yield:

Site None
constraints:

Site selection None
adjustment:

Community

feedback: near to this site.
Dwellings: 168

Assumption based on 30 dph

The Council did not consult on a growth location which covers or is

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status Date

Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
SR-0427 Rev 2

ARUP

© Contains OS data © Crown copyright and database right (2016)

Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,

GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordnance Survey, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
P ,©0 and the GIS User Communi

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,

AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

EB8O0S5Fii

Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘I’Evfi“:ﬁcshzfr 2:ng?tlng site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is adjacent to an area of Coastal Floodplain Grazing Marsh and partially within three buffer zones. The site
- P ty Sp: may indirectly affect the habitats, but mitigation can be implemented to address this.
- " Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site. The site is within the 250m buffer for the Lee Valley Central LWS. The site is unlikely to affect the features and species
1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites 0 of the LWS
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
: Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site. Unlikely to impact on setting of Conservation Area due to distance.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets (+)
1.8b Impact on archaeolo 0 There is a medium likelihood that further archaeological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
. P 9y unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt A lsol‘:ve |§ng?::eedirfrin Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site between 400m and 1000m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities ) Site is less than 1000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land © Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement. 95% greenfield site, adjacent to an existing settlement (Lower Nazeing).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space. No public open space is located in the site area. Development will not involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit 0 Site falls within an area of low landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are able to accommodate
. P fvity development without significant character change.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit A Development could detract from the existing settlement character. Site is on the edge of the existing settlement and the proposals are for higher density development than the
- ftivity & neighbouring developments. Therefore, development is likely to affect the character of the area.
6.1 Topography constraints A Topographical constraints exist in the site but potential for mitigation.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
. The intensity of site development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or Although protected trees are present on or adjacent to the site, as a result of their locations it is likely that they could be
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) U adjacent to the site. incorporated into the proposed development subject to reasonable care in layout and design.
6.4 Access to site © Potential for access to the site to be created through third party land and agreement in place, or existing access |Existing access off North Street, which may require upgrading to support development.
. would require upgrade.
- . Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Horticultural Nursery / large infilled gravel pit and 3 x landfills within 250m). Potential adverse
6.5 Contamination constraints (-) impact that could be mitigated.
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time.

B453

©Arup



Site Suitability Assessment
Site Reference: SR-0434 Hertford
Parish: Nazeing
Size (ha): 5.01 o A
Address: Land North of Maplecroft Lane, Nazeing % °
g

es hunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Greenfield site with the south of the site adjoining Maplecroft Lane

which is part of a built up housing area.
g 4,;5 Brentwood

Baseline yield: 150 dwellings

Client

Source for
baseline yield:

Site None

constraints:

Site selection None

adjustment:

Community
feedback:

Dwellings: 150

Feedback was received on NAZ-A which is within or near to this
site. Refer to Appendix B1.4 for further details.

Indicated in Call for Sites (equivalent to 30 dph)

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status Date

Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
SR-0434 Rev 2

Epping Forest
District Council
www.eppingforestdec.gov.uk

© Contains OS data © Crown copyright and database right (2016)

Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,

GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordnance Survey, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
P ,©0 and the GIS User Communi

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,

AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

EB8O0S5Fii

Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘I’Evfi“:ﬁcshzfr 2:ng?tlng site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is adjacent to a Deciduous Woodland habitat and is within the relevant buffer zone. The site may indirectly
- P ty Sp: affect the habitats, but mitigation can be implemented to address this.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
18al £ on herit " 0 Site is located within the setting of a heritage asset and effects can be mitigated. Within wider landscape setting of Nazeing and South Roydon Conservation Area. Development here should consider
-0 Impact on heritage assets impact on historic landscape. Possible mitigation through appropriate layout and high quality design/materials.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo 0 There is a medium likelihood that further archaeological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
. P 9y unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt A Isol‘:ve |§ng?::eedirfrin Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station A Site is more than 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site between 400m and 1000m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land © Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement. 100% greenfield site, adjacent to an existing settlement (Lower Nazeing).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit A Site falls within an area of medium landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are resilient to change
. P fvity ¥ and able to absorb development without significant character change.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit A Development could detract from the existing settlement character. Site is on the edge of the existing settlement and the proposals are for higher density development than the
- ftivity & neighbouring developments. Therefore, development is likely to affect the character of the area.
6.1 Topography constraints Topographical constraints in the site may preclude development.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Zgjeaégrtirglzeo;;lte development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.4 Access to site © Potential for access to the site to be created through third party land and agreement in place, or existing access |Access off Maplecroft Lane, gated farm access set back from road. Would require improvements.
. would require upgrade.
6.5 Contamination constraints © Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination on very small part of site. Minimal adverse impact with opportunity to enhance.
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time.
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Site Suitability Assessment
Site Reference: SR-0471 Hertford
Parish: Nazeing
Size (ha): 0.56 : ) AT
: £ !
Address: Presdale Farm House, Hoe Lane, Nazeing, Essex, EN9 2RJ %
g
. es hunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Residential
4, Brentwood
-~ h)
Baseline yield: 17 dwellings
Client

Source for
baseline yield:

Site
constraints:

Site selection None
adjustment:

Community

feedback: near to this site.
Dwellings: 15

Assumption based on 30 dph

Circa 10% site omitted as site in Flood Zone 3b.

The Council did not consult on a growth location which covers or is

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status Date

Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
SR-0471 Rev 2

ARUP

© Contains OS data © Crown copyright and database right (2016)

Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,

GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordnance Survey, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
P ,©0 and the GIS User Communi

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,

AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

EB8O0S5Fii

Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘I’Evfi“:ﬁcshzfr 2:ng?tlng site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites © development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is wholly within Deciduous Woodland and Traditional Orchard buffer zones. The site may indirectly affect the
- P ty Sp: habitats, but mitigation can be implemented to address this.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1. Majority of the site is in Flood Zone 1. Only 5% of the site is in Flood Zone 2, located along parts of the southern
-f Floodris boundary and can be avoided through site layout.
18al £ on herit " 0 Site is located within the setting of a heritage asset and effects can be mitigated. Adjacent to N&SR CA to south of site. Within wider landscape setting of N&SR CA. Development here should consider
-0 Impact on heritage assets impact on historic landscape. Possible mitigation through appropriate layout and high quality design/materials.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo 0 There is a medium likelihood that further archaeological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
. P 9y unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt © Site is within Green Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very |The majority of the site is with a very low sensitivity Green Belt parcel. The release of the site would have limited
. v low, low or medium. impact on the gaps between Lower Nazeing and surrounding towns, and on the purposes of the wider Green Belt.
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site between 400m and 1000m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is greenfield land that is neither within nor adjacent to a settiement. 80% greenfield site, 700m from an existing settlement (Little Nazeing).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit A Site falls within an area of medium landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are resilient to change
. P fvity ¥ and able to absorb development without significant character change.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit A Development could detract from the existing settlement character. Site is on the edge of the existing settlement. The proposals are for higher density development than the neighbouring
- ftivity & developments. Therefore, development is likely to affect the character of the area.
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Zgjeaégrtirglzeo;;lte development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.4 Access to site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Access off Hoe Lane.
o . No contamination issues identified on site to date. No potential contamination identified.
6.5 Contamination constraints 0

6.6 Traffic impact

Site below site size threshold where it would be expected to significantly affect congestion.
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0473 Hertford
Parish: Nazeing
Size (ha): 7.66 : ) AT
: £ !
Address: St. Leonards Farm, St. Leonards Road, Waltham Abbey, Nazeing, ¥
EN9 2HG vﬁ
§ T
. . . s hunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Agriculture.
‘ 4,95 Brentwood
Baseline yield: 229 dwellings
. Client

Source for Assumption based on 30 dph.
baseline yield: Epping Forest District Council

Job Title

Epping Forest District Local Plan
Site . None Drawing Status Date
constraints:

Issue March 2018

Drawing No Issue
Site selection None SR-0473 Rev 2

adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

Community  The Council did not consult on a growth location which covers or is Sources: . HERE, Datome. memap, neremen:  Cotp, GEBOO, USGS, FAO, NP5, NRCAN,
feedback: near to this site. GefBase’ \gh{g {}gauaster NL, Ordnance Survea):;dEi‘l glgaﬂsgfg;f;: r;:mna (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
Dwell ings: 229 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
. . Effects of allocating site for the proposed use are not likely to be significant alone but should be checked for in- |Potential for recreational pressure effects in combination on Lea Valley Special Protection Area.
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites (-) combination effects
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 Site falls within an Impact Risk Zone and due to the nature and scale of development proposed it is likely to be |Due to the development type (over 50 rural residential dwellings), development of the site is likely to pose a risk and
' P Y possible to mitigate the effects of the proposed development. consultation with Natural England is required. However, it is likely that mitigation to reduce the risk would be possible.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.

Ancient Woodland

Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.

1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. ;[:glesrnn:nEdptinai?jviyre‘;vsnm?s.three buffer zones. The site may indirectly affect the habitats, but mitigation can be
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1. Majority of the site is in Flood Zone 1. Higher Flood Risk Zoqes 2, 3a and 3b, covering less than 1%, are located along
a part of the eastern boundary and can be avoided through site layout.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets *) Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site. Unlikely to impact on setting of Conservation Area but impact on landscape should still be considered.
1.8b Impact on archaeology 0 There is a medium Iikelihopd that further ar_chagological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt 0 Site is within Green Belt, but the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be none.
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site between 400m and 1000m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land © Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement. 100% greenfield site, adjacent to an existing settlement (Lower Nazeing).

4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).

Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.

4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0

5.1 Landscape sensitivit A Site falls within an area of medium landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are resilient to change
. P fvity ¥ and able to absorb development without significant character change.

5.2 Settlement character sensitivit A Development could detract from the existing settlement character. Site is on the edge of the existing settlement. The proposals are for higher density development than the neighbouring
- fivity . developments. Therefore, development is likely to affect the character of the area.

6.1 Topography constraints A Topographical constraints exist in the site but potential for mitigation.

6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.

6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.

6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Zgjeaégrtsrglzeo;tilte development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or

6.4 Access 1o site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Access off St. Leonards Road.

6.5 Contamination constraints A Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination on very small part of site. Minimal adverse impact with opportunity to enhance.

6.6 Traffic impact 0 Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time. B456
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Site Suitability Assessment
Site Reference: SR-0486 Hertford
Parish: Nazeing
Size (ha): 1.21 : ) AT
: £ !
Address: Leaside Nursery and Sedgegate Nursery, Sedge Green, Nazeing, ¥
Essex, EN9 2PA o
BT
. s hunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Nursery.
= 4,95 Brentwood
Baseline yield: 45-55 dwellings
Client

Source for
baseline yield:

Indicated in Call for Sites (equivalent to 39-48 dph)

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Site Circa 60% of the site has potential contamination which may not be FE——— ot
constraints:  suitable for housing development (landfill). As such developable rawing Status ate
site area reduced to 40%. Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
Site selection None SR-0486 Rev 2
adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council
www.eppingforestde.gov.uk
Community The Council did not consult on a growth location which covers or is (20?1?:;inEssﬁ,stEa;{aE?DCe[&:?nce,o\p:tr;grrhn'aapr,‘?ni?::r::f\?;%‘;::??QBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,
. i i GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordi Si , Esri J: , METI, Esri China (H K ), SWisstc 3
feedback: near to this site. e«: ase, N K laster rdnance urveaynd ;r; GalpsazserCom;:nl ina (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
Dwellings: 18 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
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6.5 Contamination constraints

6.6 Traffic impact

Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘I’Evfi“:ﬁcshzfr 2:2(8:5;1tmg site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites © development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is adjacent to an area of Coastal Floodplain Grazing Marsh and wholly within two buffer zones. The site may
- P ty Sp: indirectly affect the habitats, but mitigation can be implemented to address this.
- " Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site. The site is within the 250m buffer for the Lee Valley Central LWS. The site is unlikely to affect the features and species
1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites 0 of the LWS
1.7 Flood risk n Site within Flood Zone 2 and exception test not required. Some 34% of the site is located in Flood Zone 2, covering the northern area, with the remainder in Flood Zone 1.
-f Floodris ) Mitigation possible through design and site layout.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets ) Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo 0 There is a medium likelihood that further archaeological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
. P 9y unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt A Isol‘:ve |§ng?::eedirfrin Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is greenfield land that is neither within nor adjacent to a settiement. 100% greenfield site, 200m from an existing settlement (Little Nazeing).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
: : Development could provide an opportunity to improve links to adjacent existing public open space or provide |A negligible part of the site contains public open space. The proposals could be configured to avoid loss of public open
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space W) access to open space which is currently private. space. Site adjacent to existing public open space and could provide opportunities to improve access to open land.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit 0 Site falls within an area of low landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are able to accommodate
. P fvity development without significant character change.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit 0 Development is unlikely to have an effect on settlement character. Site is identified as a potential regeneration area. Proposed density reflects the character of the area. Therefore,
- ftivity development is not likely to have an impact on the character of the area.
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Zgjeeu;lgrtirgl%eo;tilte development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.4 Access to site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Access off Sedge Green Road.

Potential severe contamination on site, where assurances would have to be sought from the developer that
remediation would not harm site viability.

Circa 60% of the site has potential contamination (Landfill site and Horticultural Nursery). Potentially significant
adverse impact that may not be possible to mitigate for Housing use. Remaining 40% has potential contamination on
site (nursery).

Site below site size threshold where it would be expected to significantly affect congestion.
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0507

Parish: Nazeing
Size (ha): 2.86
Address: Land at Little Cutlands,

Leonards Road, Lower Nazeing, Waltham Abbey, EN9 2HJ

Residential
Residential curtilage.

Primary use:
Site notes:

Baseline yield: 83 dwellings

Source for
baseline yield:

Assumption based on 30 dph

Hertford
P 1x
: f \
Incorporating Wilbea and Royd, St £
=
B
s hunt @
47.;5 Brentwood)
Client

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Site Circa a third reduction in capacity because of the location of the FE——— ot
constraints: site within Flood Zone 3a. rawing Status ate
Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
Site selection None SR-0507 Rev 2
adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council
www.eppingforestdec.gov.uk
Community The Council did not consult on a growth location which covers or is (20?1?:;?nEssﬁ,SHdEa;{aE?D(:e[[’(:pnce,o\p:lrzi,gr;'aaprﬁnt:;tear::\?gg(;‘;r(s??gBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,
. i i GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ord| Si , Esri J; , METI, Esri China (H K ), swisstopo,
feedback: near to this site. e«: ase, K jaster rdnance urveaynd ;r; GalpsazserCom;:nl ina (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
Dwellings: 55 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
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Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘I’Evfi“:ﬁcshzfr 2:ng?tlng site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of ~ Site contains Ancient and/or Veteran trees but at a sufficiently low density across the site that removal could be |There are 6 Ancient trees directly affected by the site. The trees are concentrated at the north edge of the site. Impacts
A-ncientr\)Noodland 6 largely avoided or possible impacts could be mitigated. to the Ancient trees may be mitigated due to the low density and by considered masterplanning or translocation.
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is adjacent to a BAP priority habitat with no main features habitat, and is wholly within three buffer zones. The
- P ty Sp: site may indirectly affect the habitats, but mitigation can be implemented to address this.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk n Site within Flood Zone 2 and exception test not required. Some 14% of the site is in Flood Zone 2 of which 8% is in Flood Zones 3a and 3b. Flood Zones 3a and 3b are located
-f Floodris ) along the northern and eastern site boundary and the impact can be mitigated through site layout.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets *) Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site. Unlikely to impact on setting of Conservation Area.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo 0 There is a medium likelihood that further archaeological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
. P 9y unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt A lsol‘:ve |§ng?::eedirfrin Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site between 400m and 1000m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities ) Site is less than 1000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land ) Majority of the site is greenfield land within a settlement. 75% greenfield site, within an existing settlement (Lower Nazeing).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space. ?pr;iillglble part of the site contains public open space. The proposals could be configured to avoid loss of public open
5.1 Landscape sensitivit 0 Site falls within an area of low landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are able to accommodate |The relevant site character context is urban and development is unlikely to adversely affect the wider landscape
. P fvity development without significant character change. character.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit 0 Development is unlikely to have an effect on settlement character. Site is on the edge of the existing settlement. However, low density development is proposed which reflects the
- ftivity character of the area. Therefore, development is not likely to have an impact on the character of the area.
6.1 Topography constraints A Topographical constraints exist in the site but potential for mitigation.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 The intensity of site development would be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or adjacent to [The protected trees on or adjacent to the site could be incorporated into the development proposed, subject to care in
. P ! 3 the site. the layout, but would be likely to have a significant adverse impact on the suitability of the site for development
6.4 Access to site © Potential for access to the site to be created through third party land and agreement in place, or existing access |Existing track off St. Leonards Road, which would require upgrading and access through third party land.
. would require upgrade.
- . Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (pond). Potential adverse impact, but could be mitigated.
6.5 Contamination constraints (-)
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time.
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0599 Hertford
Parish: Nazeing
Size (ha): 5.00 : ) AT
. £ !
Address: Old House Farm, Old House Lane, Nazeing, Essex, EN9 2LJ %
o
. es hunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: A number of open fields separated by dense tree boundaries.
4, Brentwood
-~ 5
Baseline yield: 200 dwellings
Cli
Source for Assumption based on 40 dph based on edge of settlement location fent
baseline yield: and the fact that the scheme will also include a primary school (this Epping Forest District Council
is an 'other use' not assessed in the SLAA). e
ob Title

Epping Forest District Local Plan

Site Site is 100% covered by SR-0300. As such the yield is omitted for FE— o
constraints: this site to avoid double counting. rawing Status ate
Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
Site selection Full capacity reinstated for site selection assessment (overlapping SR-0599 Rev 2

adjustment:  site). Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

H . . . P . © Contains OS data ® Crown copyright and database right (2016)
Communlty Feedback was received on NAZ-B which is within or near to this Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, \:lermap‘ increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,

. T i i GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ord| S , Esri J; , METI, Esri China (H K ), swisstopo,
feedback: site. Refer to Appendix B1.4 for further details. s © Opanctrebiiian conmotor. ot i Gl User oy or Kona). svissiopo

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
DweII ings: 200 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 Effects of allocating site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination

with other sites).

Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed

1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.

Ancient Woodland

Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.

1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is within Deciduous Woodland and Traditional Orchard buffer zones. The site may indirectly affect the habitats,
. p ty Sp but mitigation can be implemented to address this.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets ~ Site is located within a Conservation Area or adjacent to a Listed Building or other heritage asset and effects can JAdjacent and partially within N&SR CA and adjacent to GIl LBs to north-east of site. Possible mitigation through
. P 9 ) be mitigated. appropriate layout (locating development away from LBs) and high quality design/materials.
There is a medium likelihood that further archaeological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
1.8b Impact on archaeology 0 N . N
unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt 0 Site is within Green Belt, but the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be none.

Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.

3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station 0

3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site between 400m and 1000m of a bus stop.

3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.

3.4 Distance to local amenities ) Site is less than 1000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest infant/primary school.

3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.

3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land © Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement. 100% greenfield site, adjacent to an existing settlement (Lower Nazeing).

4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).

4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.

Site falls within an area of medium landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are resilient to change

5.1 Landscape sensitivity Y and able to absorb development without significant character change.

5.2 Settlement character sensitivit A Development could detract from the existing settlement character. Site is an area of historic field patterns to the south of Nazeing, and an area which is highly sensitive to change.
- fivity 3 Proposed development could negatively impact this historic character, but could be mitigated through layout and
design.
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.

The intensity of site development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or

6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 adjacent to the site.
. Potential for access to the site to be created through third party land and agreement in place, or existing access |Existing access via a private road.
6.4 Access to site (-) ;
would require upgrade.
o . No contamination issues identified on site to date. No potential contamination identified.
6.5 Contamination constraints 0
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Area around the site expected to be uncongested at peak time. B459
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Site Suitability Assessment
Site Reference: SR-0840 Hertford
Parish: Nazeing
Size (ha): 0.17 o A
Address: Retail strip at Nazeing Road, Lower Nazeing, Essex % 3
o
es hunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: A parade of local shops with residential flats above and associated
parking and access.
4, Brentwood
-~ h)
Baseline yield: 8 dwellings
Client

Source for
baseline yield:

Indicated in Settlement Capacity Analysis (equivalent to 48 dph)

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Site The site is located in the Lea Valley Regional Park but as the site is FE— o
constraints: already built up it unlikely to have any negative impact. rawing Status ate
Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
Site selection None SR-0840 Rev 2

adjustment:

Community

feedback: near to this site.
Dwellings: 8

The Council did not consult on a growth location which covers or is

Epping Forest
District Council
www.eppingforestdec.gov.uk

© Contains OS data © Crown copyright and database right (2016)

Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,

GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordnance Survey, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
P ,©0 and the GIS User Communi

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,

AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
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Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘I’Evfi“:ﬁcshzfr 2:ng?tlng site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
. . Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed

1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites © development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. ;[:gle?nlt:ntIZdvtv:(;)alcli{ir‘gsl?t?isthree buffer zones. The site may indirectly affect the habitats, but mitigation can be
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1. Over 99% of the site is located in Flood Zone 1, with less than 1% in the far south-east corner in Flood Zone 2. This

-f Floodris can be avoided through site layout.

: Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site. Unlikely to impact on setting of Conservation Area due to distance.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets (+)
There is a low likelihood that further archaeological assets would be discovered on the site.

1.8b Impact on archaeology (+)
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt *) Site is not located in the Green Belt.
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities ) Site is less than 1000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is previously developed land within or adjacent to a settlement. 100% brownfield site, within an existing settlement (Lower Nazeing).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land 0 Development of the site would not result in the loss of agricultural land.
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit 0 Site falls within an area of low landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are able to accommodate |The relevant site character context is urban and development is unlikely to adversely affect the wider landscape

. P fvity development without significant character change. character.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit A Development could detract from the existing settlement character. Site is located within the settlement area and provides an opportunity for intensification. However, number of proposed

- ftivity . houses is at a higher density than the neighbouring areas. Therefore, development is likely to affect the character of

the area.
6.1 Topography constraints 0 No topography constraints are identified in the site.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Zgjeaégrtirglzeo;;lte development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
6.4 Access 1o site ) Suitable access to site already exists.
- . Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Laundry / Farm). Potential adverse impact that could be mitigated.

6.5 Contamination constraints (-)

6.6 Traffic impact

Site below site size threshold where it would be expected to significantly affect congestion.
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Site Suitability Assessment
Site Reference: SR-0925 Hertford
Parish: Nazeing
Size (ha): 0.47 : ) AT
. £t !
Address: Land to the rear of Shadwalkers (Plot 1), Middle Street, Nazeing, ¥
Essex, EN9 2LH >3
b S
. s hunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Vacant fields, residential dwelling and outbuildings
g 4,.;5 Brentwood
Baseline yield: 14 dwellings
Client

Source for
baseline yield:

Site No constraints identified.

constraints:

Site selection None

adjustment:

Community
feedback:

Dwellings: 14

Assumption based on 30 dph

Feedback was received on NAZ-B which is within or near to this
site. Refer to Appendix B1.4 for further details.

Epping Forest District Council

Job Title
Epping Forest District Local Plan

Drawing Status Date

Issue March 2018
Drawing No Issue
SR-0925 Rev 1

ARUP

© Contains OS data © Crown copyright and database right (2016)

Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,

GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordnance Survey, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), swisstopo,
P ,©0 and the GIS User Communi

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,

AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk
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Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 ‘I’Evfi“:ﬁcshzfr 2:ng?tlng site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination
1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed |No requirement to consult with Natural England for residential development.
- P Y development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.
Ancient Woodland
1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0 Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is wholly within Deciduous Woodland and Traditional Orchards buffer zones. The site may indirectly affect the
- P ty Sp: BAP priority habitats but mitigation could be implemented to address this.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets Site would likely result in the loss of a heritage asset or result in a significant impact that cannot be mitigated. Site contains Grade |l Listed Building Shadwalkers and within Nazeing and South Roydon Conservation Area.
. P 9 Development on this site would cause harm to significance and setting of Listed Building.
1.8b Impact on archaeolo 0 There is a medium likelihood that further archaeological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
. P 9y unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt 0 Site is within Green Belt, but the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be none.
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities ) Site is less than 1000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.
3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.
4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is greenfield land that is neither within nor adjacent to a settiement. 80% greenfield, 10m from an existing settlement (Lower Nazeing).
4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).
4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit A Site falls within an area of medium landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are resilient to change |Proposals have the potential to influence landscape character. The form and extent of any development would have to
. P Y and able to absorb development without significant character change. be sensitive to the location to avoid potential adverse impact on wider landscape character.
5.2 Settlement character sensitivit Development is likely to substantially harm the existing settiement character. Site is located in a Conservation Area and encompasses Grade Il Shadwalkers. The proposed development is at a
- ftivity higher density than surrounding development and is likely to significantly harm the setting and character of the Listed
Building and wider area.
6.1 Topography constraints A Topographical constraints exist in the site but potential for mitigation.
6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.
6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.
6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Zgjeaégrtirglzeo;;lte development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or
. Suitable access to site already exists. Existing access from Middle Street. There is potential to provide further points of access from Old House Lane.
6.4 Access to site +)
o . No contamination issues identified on site to date. No potential contamination identified.
6.5 Contamination constraints 0

6.6 Traffic impact

Site below site size threshold where it would be expected to significantly affect congestion.
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0926 Hertford
Parish: Nazeing
Size (ha): 2.45 : ) AT
. £ !
Address: Land to the rear of Shadwalkers (Plot 2), Middle Street, Nazeing, ¥
Essex, EN9 2LH gﬁﬁf
. eshunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Vacant fields and outbuildings
: 4,.;5 Brentwood
Baseline yield: 74 dwellings
. Client

Source for Assumption based on 30 dph
baseline yield: Epping Forest District Council

Job Title

Epping Forest District Local Plan
Site ) No constraints identified. r— v
constraints:

Issue March 2018

Drawing No Issue
Site selection None SR-0926 Rev 1

adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

H . . . S . © Contains OS data ® Crown copyright and database right (2016)
Communlty Feedback was received on NAZ-B which is within or near to this Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, \:lermap‘ increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,

. T i i GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ord| S , Esri J; , METI, Esri China (H K ), swisstopo,
feedback: site. Refer to Appendix B1.4 for further details. s Opanotrebitias conmetom. ot G Ustr Cormmun ina (Hong Kong), swisstopo,

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
DweII ings: 74 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 Effects of allocating site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination

with other sites).

Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed |No requirement to consult with Natural England for residential development.

1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.

Ancient Woodland

Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.

1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 No effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of BAP priority habitats from site. The site is wholly within Deciduous Woodland and Traditional Orchards buffer zones. The site may indirectly affect the
- P ty Sp: BAP priority habitats but mitigation could be implemented to address this.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets ~ Site is located within a Conservation Area or adjacent to a Listed Building or other heritage asset and effects can |Within Nazeing and South Roydon CA and Grade Il LBs to north and south of site. Outside historic pattern of
. P 9 ) be mitigated. development but possible mitigation through appropriate density/layout/high quality design and materials. Only small
scale development.
There is a medium likelihood that further archaeological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
1.8b Impact on archaeology 0 N . N
unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt 0 Site is within Green Belt, but the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be none.

Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.

3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station 0

3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop ) Site is within 400m of a bus stop.

3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.

3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.

3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.

3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest GP surgery.

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land Majority of the site is greenfield land that is neither within nor adjacent to a settiement. 95% greenfield site, 50m from an existing settlement (Lower Nazeing).

4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).

4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.
5.1 Landscape sensitivit A Site falls within an area of medium landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are resilient to change |Proposals have the potential to influence landscape character. The form and extent of any development would have to
. P Y and able to absorb development without significant character change. be sensitive to the location to avoid potential adverse impact on wider landscape character.
Development could detract from the existing settlement character. The scale of the proposed development and the extent of the site in this location within a Conservation Area is likely to

5.2 Settlement character sensitivity ©) have a negative affect on the rural character of the area. Proposed development may contribute to urban sprawl.

6.1 Topography constraints Topographical constraints in the site may preclude development.

6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.

6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.

The intensity of site development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or

6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 adjacent to the site
. Access to the site can be created within landholding adjacent to the highway. Access can be achieved from Old House Lane to the site.
6.4 Access to site 0
- . Potential contamination on site, which could be mitigated. Potential contamination (Infilled Pond / Piggeries). Potential adverse impact could be mitigated.
6.5 Contamination constraints (-)
6.6 Traffic impact 0 Low level congestion expected at peak times within the vicinity of the site. B462
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Site Suitability Assessment

Site Reference: SR-0927 Hertford
Parish: Nazeing
Size (ha): 0.57 : ) AT
: £ !
Address: Land to the North of Maplecroft and to the East of Pecks Hill, ¥
Nazeing, Essex, EN9 2NY gﬁ‘ﬂf
. eshunt @
Primary use:  Residential
Site notes: Vacant field
g ,,{:5 Brentwood

Baseline yield: 10 dwellings
Source for Indicated in Call for Sites 2016-2017 Cllent
baseline yield: Epping Forest District Council

Job Title

Epping Forest District Local Plan
igsstra_nts No constraints identified. Drawing Status -

ints:

Issue March 2018

Drawing No Issue
Site selection None SR-0927 Rev 1

adjustment: Epping Forest
District Council

www.eppingforestde.gov.uk

H . . . P . © Contains OS data ® Crown copyright and database right (2016)
Communlty Feedback was received on NAZ-A which is within or near to this Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, \:lermap‘ increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,

. T i i GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ord| S , Esri J; , METI, Esri China (H K ), swisstopo,
feedback: site. Refer to Appendix B1.4 for further details. s Opanotrebitias conmetom. ot G Ustr Cormmun ina (Hong Kong), swisstopo,

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
DweII i ngs: 10 AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
Criteria Score Qualitative Assessment
1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 Effects of allocating site for the proposed use do not undermine conservation objectives (alone or in combination

with other sites).

Based on the Impact Risk Zones there is no requirement to consult Natural England because the proposed |No requirement to consult with Natural England for residential development.

1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected sites 0 development is unlikely to pose a risk to SSSls.
1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 Site is not located within or adjacent to Ancient Woodland.
1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside of 0 No Ancient or Veteran trees are located within the site.

Ancient Woodland

Site is unlikely to impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land.

1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Buffer Land 0
1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats © Features and species in the site may not be retained in their entirety but effects can be mitigated. #hsmelxll area qf the site is within an area.of. Decidyous Woo_d'lanc.i, and the sitg is wholly within the relevgnl buffer zone.
e site may indirectly affect the BAP priority habitat, but mitigation could be implemented to address this.
1.6 Impact on Local Wildiife Sites 0 Site has no effect as features and species could be retained or due to distance of local wildlife sites from site.
1.7 Flood risk Site within Flood Zone 1.
1.8a Impact on heritage assets *) Site is not likely to affect heritage assets due to their distance from the site. Unlikely to impact on setting of Conservation Area due to distance.
1.8b Impact on archaeology 0 There is a medium Iikelihopd that further ar_chag:ological assets may be discovered on the site, but potential is
unknown as a result of previous lack of investigation.
1.9 Impact of air quality 0 Site lies outside of areas identified as being at risk of poor air quality.
2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt A lSOi‘;e’ lizwwci)t?inr;e%ir;? Belt, where the level of harm caused by release of the land for development would be very
3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest rail or tube station.
3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop 0 Site between 400m and 1000m of a bus stop.
3.3 Distance to employment locations *) Site is within 1600m of an employment site/location.
3.4 Distance to local amenities 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from nearest town, large village or small village.
3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 Site is between 1000m and 4000m from the nearest infant/primary school.
3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school ) Site is more than 4000m from the nearest secondary school.
3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery *) Site is less than 1000m from the nearest GP surgery.

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network Not applicable.

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land © Majority of the site is greenfield land adjacent to a settlement. 100% greenfield site, adjacent to an existing settlement (Lower Nazeing).

4.2 Impact on agricultural land Development of the site would involve the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1-3).

4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 Development unlikely to involve the loss of public open space.

Site falls within an area of medium landscape sensitivity - characteristics of the landscape are resilient to change

5.1 Landscape sensitivity Y and able to absorb development without significant character change.

5.2 Settlement character sensitivity 0 Development is unlikely to have an effect on settlement character. I(;rc::;a(::;s.ity development is proposed which reflects surrounding development. Site is unlikely to affect settlement
6.1 Topography constraints A Topographical constraints exist in the site but potential for mitigation.

6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 Gas or oil pipelines do not pose any constraint to the site.

6.2b Distance to power lines 0 Power lines do not pose a constraint to the site.

6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 0 Zgjea;grtirgi%eo;;i-te development would not be constrained by the presence of protected trees either on or

6.4 Access to site *+) Suitable access to site already exists. Existing access from Maplecroft Lane.

6.5 Contamination constraints 0 No contamination issues identified on site to date. No potential contamination identified.

6.6 Traffic impact Site below site size threshold where it would be expected to significantly affect congestion. B463
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