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Abbreviations used

	BWEA
	British Wind Energy Association

	CPRE
	The Essex branch of the Campaign to Protect Rural England

	CPZ
	Countryside Protection Zone

	DC
	Development Control 

	DC DPD
	Development Control Development Plan Document

	DTSG
	Dunmow Town Strategy Group

	DTDG
	Dumow Town Design Group 

	EEDA
	East of England Development Agency

	EEP
	East of England Plan 

	EERA
	East of England Regional Assembly

	FoE
	Saffron Walden Branch of the Friends of the Earth

	GDTC
	Great Dunmow Town Council 

	HBF
	Home Builders Federation

	LA
	Local Authority 

	LDD
	Local Development Document 

	LPA
	Local Planning Authority 

	MGB
	Metropolitan Greenbelt 

	NOx
	Nitrogen Oxide 

	PACEC
	Appraisal of Employment Land Issues (PACEC March 2006)

	PC
	Parish Council 

	PCT
	West Essex Primary Care Trust

	PPS
	Planning Policy Statement 

	RPB
	Regional Planning Body 

	RSS
	Regional Spatial Strategy 

	SA
	Sustainability Appraisal 

	SSE
	Stop Stansted Expansion 

	SUDS
	Sustainable Underground Drainage Systems 

	ULA21
	Uttlesford Local Agenda 21


Introduction 

The Council consulted on the Issues and Options for the Core Strategy between January and March 2007. In total 200 different individuals, groups, and developers responded with a total of 2000 comments. This report summarises the responses made in writing (either by letter or email). They have been categorised by the theme, vision, objective and policy the comment is referring to. This report follows the contents of the core strategy and is split into two parts, the first being the findings of the vision, objectives and policy choices the second is a summary of the comments received on the options for growth.

This report gives officer’s recommended changes in response to the comments received. As part of the ongoing development of the Core Strategy officers have also looked again at the vision statements, objectives and policies and are suggesting additional changes which will try and remove duplication and reduce the overall number of policies to produce a more concise and focussed preferred options document.   

The council will consider these proposed changes as well as continuing with informal consultation as part of the issues and options stage. This will then be used to help develop a preferred options document for the next stage of consultation on the Core Strategy.

Readers of this report should refer to the full original submitted correspondence in order to understand the comments in context. You can do this by going into the Limehouse Consultation section of the council’s website.  Once on the website click onto planning on the left hand side, then Local Plans and Local Development Framework, then Core Strategy and Key Diagram. In the main body of the text there is a link “The comments received can be viewed at the online consultation page.” Click this and it will take you into Limehouse. Once in Limehouse click on the Core Strategy in the Document list on the left hand side. On the left hand side is the contents list. Under each vision statement, objective, policy and paragraph there is a view icon, the number of comments made relating to that section will be shown in brackets next to the view icon. To view the comments click on the view icon. 

Theme 1 – Economy, Employment and Training
	Vision Statement 1 – Employment growth

Facilities exist for companies to grow without leaving Uttlesford




Summary of Representations

There was overall support for the vision.

The Highways Agency stress it is important to have regard to the impact of any expansion on the highways network.  They support policies which will enable the provision of employment land using sustainability based criteria: Ensure maximum use of existing transport hubs and reduce the need to travel, the distance travelled and encourage travelling by sustainable modes.

Developers/landowners consider that employment growth must be matched with proportionate level of housing growth.  Locations being promoted as appropriate are Great Dunmow, Saffron Walden and Stansted Mountfitchet, all of which are seen as key employment centres providing significant areas of business opportunity.  A new community east of Stebbing is also proposed as a location for employment growth.  A developer/landowner considers that the strategy needs to be robust and flexible enough to take into account the needs arising from future plans for airport expansion and suggest land between Great Dunmow and Stansted, north of the A120 as a broad location for a new employment site.

SSE suggest two new vision statements.  The first is a range of employment opportunities is available at key locations across the district and there are significant employment opportunities over and above those at Stansted Airport.  The second is that there are opportunities for local employment close to where people live, which reduces travel to work.

Thaxted PC thought the vision meaningless considering that two of the village’s employers were looking to relocate to Haverhill.  Stansted PC support the vision, wanting to avoid a disproportionate reliance on jobs related to Stansted Airport.

Officer Comments
It is recognised that the location of employment must be linked to the location of housing and this will be taken into account in the decision on the growth options.

To give existing employers the choice to stay within the District, the Core Strategy will identify land and make policy provision for employment purposes. 

All effects including the impact on the highway will be considered when looking at employment growth.

In response to the issues raised by SSE  it is suggested that Strategic Objective 1 be amended to refer to sustainable locations, and that the distribution of employment will take into account government guidance on sustainable communities. This objective already includes securing employment in addition to that at the airport. It is acknowledged, however, that the focus of the vision statement is on the needs of existing companies and does not reflect the views of EEDA in its representations on Policy E1, which are that the core strategy should reflect the regional and sub regional role of the district.
It is important to make it clear that the vision statements relate to what we are seeking to achieve by 2021.

Officer Recommendation

1) The date of 2021 will apply to all the vision statements. Rather than amend each vision to make reference to 2021 it is suggested that the date is added at the start of all the vision statements so that it will say By 2021 Uttlesford will enjoy etc. Slight wording changes are also being suggested to make the vision statements read better as a result of this change.  

2) Expand the scope of the vision statement by amending it to read “Facilities exist for companies to grow in Uttlesford”.

	Strategic Objective 1 – Employment Growth

To support a local economy which retains and encourages growth of existing and new employers by providing enough land and premises of the right type and in locations that will meet the anticipated needs and aspirations of businesses. 


Summary of Representations

The majority of representations were in support of the objective. 

The objective is generally supported by the development industry, noting that employment growth needed to be matched with a growth in housing.  As well as support for development in the Districts towns, one developer wanted to see the objective support the rural economy.  There is also support for seeing employment growth close the airport and strategic routes and in a new community east of Stebbing.

A local business stresses the importance of allocating the appropriate level of employment land in the right location.  Defence Estates wants the Council to recognise the importance of the need for additional facilities at Carver Barracks, Debden, as army restructuring will mean an extra 200 personnel joining the base.  

The Dunmow Society is concerned about allocating employment land in excess of need and that no more employment land should be allocated whilst land was still available for development.  If more land is needed it should be identified at Stansted Airport.   PRE thought the objective open ended and could lead to development in inappropriate locations. FoE (Saffron Walden Branch) want the objective to read “in sustainable locations”.

Hadstock PC want locations to take account of the suitability of the road network.  Stansted Mountfitchet PC think locations should relate well to settlements and reduce the need to travel.  Thaxted PC considers the objective inappropriate as the village had already lost its employment land.

An individual did not want the objective to encourage employment growth that could lead to increased travel by workers or immigration.  Priority is to provide housing suitable for and affordable by those able to fill existing vacancies or who currently commute long distances to work in Uttlesford.

The Environment Agency wants the Council to develop sustainability criteria for site selection including capacity of water resources and sewage treatment plants.

Officer Comments
It is recognised that the location of employment must be linked to the location of housing and this will be taken into account in deciding on the growth options.  The level of employment land will be covered in policy E1.  The level of employment land to be identified will take into account Regional policy and the conclusions of the ‘Appraisal of the Employment Land Issues’ 2006 study by PACEC 

The future development at Carver Barracks will be covered by the Site Specific DPD.

All effects including the impact on the highway will be considered when looking at employment sites.  The amendment suggested by FoE would meet a number of the concerns raised.  

Officer Recommendation

Amend objective to read: “To support a local economy which retains and encourages growth of existing and new employers by providing enough land and premises of the right type and in sustainable locations that will meet the anticipated needs and aspirations of businesses

	Core Strategy Policy E1

Employment Land Provision

Deliver enough new development land to meet local employment and support enterprise up to 2021




Summary of Representations

The policy is generally supported by developers.  

A number of representations, particularly EEDA say the policy should identify the amount and type of employment land ideally by sector.  EEDA consider the policy should be wider than meeting local employment and should reflect the regional and sub-regional role of the district.  

EERA, ULA21 and FoE want the policy to stress the need for development to be located in the most sustainable manner, bringing jobs and homes closer together to create sustainable communities.

Officer Comments

In response to the comments above and with a view to producing a more concise and focussed preferred options document. Officers are suggesting that all the employment issues are combined into a single policy.   
It is accepted that the policy needs to include more detail about how much and what type of employment land will be required to be provided.  

The Appraisal of Employment Land Issues conducted by PACEC identifies the need for 20-25 ha of employment land up to 2021.

It identifies the need for B1 office space, particularly in Saffron Walden given its positive market town image and residential quality; for B2/B8 industrial/warehousing for companies with a need to be close to the M11/Stansted Airport for which the A120 improvements have opened up this corridor as a location for such companies.  The report also considers that sites at Great Dunmow, Start Hill, Takeley, and Elsenham have the potential to capture B1 research & Development industries.

The Regional Economic Strategy identifies Stansted/Harlow as a growth area and two of the elements for development are the support of rural diversification and affordable housing; and realising the advantages of Stansted Airport as an economic asset.  By identifying sites in strategic locations it is considered that the Core Strategy will meet the RES.  
As a consequential change to the deletion of Policy E4 (see comments below) officers are also suggesting that an additional criterion is included re: homeworking  

Additional criteria are also being suggested in relation to safeguarding of existing sites and how the needs of firms which need to expand within the district are dealt with.

As a result of the proposed changes to this policy it is suggested that the title should be amended to Employment Strategy. 
Officer Recommendation

The policy would read as follows:

Policy E1: Employment Strategy 
New and existing employment will be supported by:

· Identifying 25 ha of additional employment land in site allocations DPDs
· Safeguarding land within the Stansted Airport site for operational and directly associated airport employment as set out in the RSS
· Safeguarding existing employment sites where they remain appropriate in sustainability terms
· Allocating land in DPDs at Saffron Walden for B1 development.
· Allocating land in DPDs for B2/B8 industrial/warehousing close to the M11 and Stansted    
· Allocating land in DPDs for B1 research and development
· Supporting alternative work practices that reduce the need to travel, including working from home
· Allowing the relocation and growth of firms to take place on sites beyond development limits. Sites will need to be justified and assessed against sustainable policy criteria set out in other DPDs
This is the preferred approach to the delivery of sustainable employment opportunities. 

The final criterion could be replaced by an alternative where sites would be specifically identified for relocation and growth. It is not considered that this would be so appropriate because there is a risk that identified sites would not be taken up if they do not meet the needs of the firms seeking to relocate.          
	Core Strategy Policy E2

Safeguarding Existing Employment sites

Safeguarding existing employment sites where these remain appropriate

Either by:

Continuing to protect employment sites which are appropriate in sustainability terms such as connections to highway network and accessibility by public transport, walking or cycling but where there are uncertain prospects of commercial interest

Or

Allowing the market to decide which sites are appropriate and releasing sites where there is no commercial interest of other uses.




Summary of Representations
There is support for the first alternative from some Parish Councils, individuals, CPRE, ULA21, FoE.  This alternative is considered to give clear guidance expected from a Core Strategy.  Removing protection would lead to a loss of sites as land owners held out for the more profitable residential development.  ULA21 and FoE want to see unsuitable sites replaced with more sustainable sites.  Ashdon Parish Council are concerned with what would happen to sites with no interest under this alternative and suggest a fall back strategy for such areas with priority given to use for sports and recreational facilities or open space.
There is some support for a mixture of the two alternatives using the PACEC report as a basis for identifying those sites which it would be more appropriate to release and protecting the sustainable sites.  The second alternative is considered too uncertain to leave to the market completely.

There is some support for the second alternative which it is considered would facilitate the enhancement of the District overall by releasing sites for other uses.  

Officer Comments

The Council’s preferred option is likely to be a mixture of the two approaches

It is agreed that sites which have no merit should not be retained but sites in sustainable locations should be safeguarded.

This policy applies to existing industrial estates and proposal sites.

The Appraisal of Employment Land Issues conducted by PACEC will be used to decide which existing industrial estates to continue to safeguard and which can be  released for alternative uses.  The future use of any released sites will be assessed in relation to identified needs within the area.      
Officer Recommendation

It is suggested that this policy is included as a criteria within Policy E1 which would read: Safeguarding existing employment sites where these they remain appropriate in sustainability terms”

	Core Strategy Policy E3

Employment Growth

Allow existing companies to grow within the District

Either by

Including a Core Strategy Policy which would allow firms’ proposals for growth/relocation to be considered against a set of criteria for sustainable development which would be set out in the Development Control Policies.  This could include criteria where it would be justified for development to take place, probably on Greenfield sites in areas where development is not normally permitted.  Criteria would include connections to the highway network, accessibility by public transport, impact on residential areas, and impact on wildlife and landscape.

Or

Allocating new sites – these would probably be Greenfield sites beyond existing development limits.  The criteria used to identify sites would include connections to the highway network, accessibility by public transport, impact on residential areas, and impact on wildlife and landscape.



Summary of Representations

The majority of representations were in support of this policy. 

The first alternative is supported by Great Chesterford PC, two individuals and two developers.  The PC considers that this option would not sterilise sites in advance of commercial need.

The second alternative is supported by Thaxted PC, CPRE and two developers/landowners.  CPRE consider that this policy approach is clear for all parties and avoids the risk of ‘planning by appeal’.  

One representation supports a combination of the two alternatives.

The Parish Councils of Ashdon, High Roding and Stebbing do not support the allocation of Greenfield sites.  Ashdon PC is particularly concerned that the proposed policy does not protect villages from heavy through traffic.  

Two developers/landowners object to the policy as it fails to acknowledge the needs of new enterprises and should not just relate to existing companies.

ULA21 want employment growth to be constrained by sustainability criteria and confined to that which serves the needs of the existing population. 
The PCT want the policy expanded so that developments are well located to settlements and require contribution to public transport infrastructure improvements for less accessible sites and make provision for necessary supporting community facilities.  

Officer Comments

The aim of this policy is to allow firms to expand in locations beyond development limits where the onus will be on firms to prove that existing allocated sites do not meet their requirements. This cannot be restricted to existing firms only. The criteria which will be set out in detail in the Development Control Policies DPD will include sustainability criteria, and such sites will need to be well related to settlements and transport infrastructure.    

It is suggested that this policy should be replaced by a criteria in Policy E1. The  sustainable policy criteria that will need to be met will be set out in other DPDs     

Officer Recommendation

Include a criteria in Policy E1 to read:

Allowing for the relocation and growth of firms to take place on sites outside development limits. Sites will need to be justified and assessed against sustainable policy criteria set out in other DPD’s      

	Other comments

Paragraph 3.1 Consultation Responses


Summary of Representations
The development of business uses at a site at Little Canfield is objected to by Takeley PC in order to protect this rural residential area.  Development of a site for distribution uses south of Junction 9 of the M11 is objected to by Great Chesterford and Arkesden PCs and an individual.  There is only access to the M11 southbound at this junction and the surrounding roads do not have the capacity to meet this proposal.   

Officer Comments

Comments noted and will be taken into account in determining location of employment development.  Specific locations will be dealt with in Site Specific DPD.
	Vision Statement 2 – Working from Home

Opportunities exist for those who want to, to work from home


Summary of Representations
Just one representation was received on the Vision from the developer promoting a new settlement east of Stebbing which would allow for completely new modern IT infrastructure making a new settlement ideal for working from home.

Officer Comments
There was little support for this vision statement although there is some support for the idea of working from home as a way of reducing the need to travel. As some of the representations point out in detail home working can fall into 3 main categories – 

· Information based work – broadband and a small office are the only requirement, low travel needs, particularly suited to rural areas
· “White van” work – where the HQ is at home but the work involved visiting clients and the transport of specialist equipment. This requires small workshops and somewhere to park trade vehicles without causing annoyance to others. Very suitable for low density housing in small settlements – lack of public transport is not a problem as it can never be used for this type of work. 

· Provision of services (such as medical, alternative therapy, hairdressing etc), and production/repair.  Having these services based in homes, distributes them across the district and increases the difficulty of providing public transport for customers compared to locating services in retail centres.


It’s only the information based work which will achieve the objective of reducing travel (to work) and this does not require a specialist house design. The live/work units which have been permitted in the District are in practise residential units with study space and there have been a number of objections to this concept, particularly when these have been located on land allocated for employment use    

Officer Recommendation

Officers are recommending that this vision statement together with Strategic Objective2 and Policy E4 is excluded from the Core Strategy. In the light of the support for the objective and the policy an additional criteria could be included in E1 to support alternative work practices that reduce the need to travel, which could include home working.     

	Strategic Objective 2 – Working from Home

Reduce travel to work by supporting development which gives people the opportunity of working from home


Summary of Representations

The majority of representations were in support of this objective. 
The strategic objective is generally supported by Great Chesterford PC, FoE, Environment Agency, PCT and a number of individuals and developers/landowners.  The main concern raised was that the different forms working from home can affect their suitability within residential areas.  FoE suggested the Objective refer specifically to live-work units.

Officer Comments

See comments above
Officer Recommendation

Strategic Objective should be deleted 

	Core Strategy Policy E4 – Working from Home

Provide people with the opportunity to work from home by encouraging a variety of house types.


Summary of Representations
There is some support for this policy but a number of representations have also raised some doubts about the need for a specific policy 

The policy is supported by the Highways Agency and EERA as a means of reducing the need to travel.  It is supported by a number of developers, one of which sees it as a form of sustainable development in rural settlements which do not fall within the traditional definition of sustainable locations.

Others such as Ashdon and Stansted Mountfitchet PCs, ULA21, FoE and some individuals feel the concept of working from home needs clarification, as do the various associated house types.  Use of the policy as a way of developing employment land for residential purposes should be avoided.  Ashdon Parish Council think research needs to be done into what kinds of workers want to work from home but can’t at present.

The PCT want a requirement for an element of ‘live – work premises’ within new developments.  EEDA want to include a reference to the use of broad band technology to assist home working to drive forward broadband usage.

Officer Comments 
See comments above

Officer Recommendation

Delete the policy but include criteria in the Employment Strategy policy E1.

	Vision Statement 3 – Biomass and Sustainable Energy

Uttlesford is a leading centre for the use and production of biomass and other sustainable energy sources



Summary of Representations

The majority of representations were in support of the vision. 
The vision is supported by the Environment Agency, and by a developer who considers a new settlement east of Stebbing would maximise the development of biomass technology to power the development.  An individual considers that food production to be sold locally will save more energy than could be generated from biofuel production, and that traditional agriculture is better for biodiversity than biomass production.

Officer Comments

In light of comments made on E7, the need to include this vision as part of Core Strategy is questioned. 
Officer Recommendation

Exclude this vision statement from the Core Strategy 
	Strategic Objective 3 – Renewable Energy

To encourage the supply and use of renewable energy and low carbon technologies


Summary of Representations

The majority of representations were in support of the objective. 

An individual suggests that the objective needs to be made clearer and it should be reworded to say “To minimise the effects of CO2 emissions by encouraging the supply and use of renewable energy and low carbon technologies”.  

The Environment Agency commend the Objective but stress the importance of translating the objective into a requirement for developers to ensure that major developments provide a certain level of on site renewables as well as incorporating low carbon technologies into development design. The objective is supported by the British Wind Energy Association.

Officer Comments

Agree that the objective needs to be clearly stated.

Proposed policy E5 and polices in the Site Specific and Development Control DPDs will provide policies to ensure the use of renewables in development.

Officer Recommendation

There is some duplication between the renewable energy policies in this section and under the District Character Theme. If the objectives and policies about biofuels etc are to be deleted then the objectives and policies in this section can be combined in a single objective under the District Character theme.   

Amend objective to read: “To Minimise green house gas emissions by encouraging the supply and use of renewable energy and low carbon technologies.”  
	Strategic Objective 4 – Biomass and Biofuels

To support micro-generation and the sustainable cultivation of biomass crops (eg miscanthus rape seed oil). To support the production of solid, liquid and gaseous biofuels from biomass crops and other organic residues and to encourage the use of biofuels for energy.




Summary of Representations
The majority of representations were in support of the objective. 

FoE supported the objective but wanted to amend the wording to ensure that biomass production was not encouraged so much that it dominates the local agriculture or we shall be importing all our food. The Environment Agency commended the authority on its objective.  A developer considered a new settlement east of Stebbing would allow maximum development of biomass technology to power the settlement.

Some concerns were raised, however. Essex Wildlife Trust, Ashdon PC, Dunmow Society and some individuals expressed concern that it may have adverse impacts on biodiversity in the wider countryside. Furthermore, the energy expended in the production and distribution of biomass-derived fuels must be carefully evaluated.  English Heritage wanted the benefits balanced against the negative effects in some locations on the historic character of the landscape and the survival of archaeological remains. There are concerns that it may lead to use of genetically modified crops and an increase use of rape seed and associated asthmatic allergies.  

Officer Comments

There is support for the promotion of renewable energy but concern about the emphasis on biomass production. The sustainability work has highlighted the potential adverse effects of unrestricted use of agricultural land for the production of biofuels which reduces land available for food production and may threaten biodiversity.  In the light of the comments made on the damage that large-scale non-indigenous biomass crops can have on the environment this may not be an objective which the Council would wish to pursue.
Officer Recommendation
Delete objective.  The support of micro-generation and other technologies can be included as part of objectives on renewable energy under the District Character Theme

	Core Strategy Policy E5 - Renewable Energy

Encourage the use of renewable and low carbon technologies for single buildings and at a neighbourhood scale


Summary of Representations
The majority of representations were in support of the policy. 

The Environment Agency and a number of developers support the policy.  One developer considers the policy should be flexible to accommodate this fast changing area of technology.  

The Dunmow Society considered that the need for more energy could be reduced through building design.  A developer considered that the matter should be dealt with through building regulations.  

An individual suggested that the policy should recognise the efficiency of heat engines and promote the use of combined heat and power.  Stansted PC is keen to see business premises energy efficient.  ULA21 and FoE want the policy to encourage the development of businesses specialising in renewable energy technologies.  

BWEA believe the policy should also require integration of on site renewable energy technologies in all major development in accordance with PPS22 and suggest a new policy promoting all forms of renewable energy and at all scales.  Arkesden PC are concerned that to meet the targets of the EEP an unacceptable level of inland wind farms will be needed.

Ashdon PC observe that the proportion of the historic building stock that is timber framed (and often listed) reduces the potential impact of the policy and suggest that other policies need amending to encourage these types of housing to be made more energy efficient.

Officer Comments
It is not considered that the policy is overly specific and inflexible to changing technology.  

Building design to reduce energy is included in the Adopted Urban Place Supplement.

Building Regulations do cover energy efficiency but national and regional guidance is to encourage 10% of energy supply in developments to come from renewables.  

The policy is aimed at all uses and all technologies.  

The difficulty of increasing the energy efficiency of the District’s historic buildings is recognised, and will be considered in the light of specific guidance and legislation relating to listed buildings and buildings in conservation areas. 

Officer Recommendation

Include amended policy under the District Character theme.  
	Core Strategy Policy E6 – Biofuels

Encourage development that will use biofuels as an energy source


Summary of Representations
FoE and Environment Agency support the policy.  

One developer considers that the policy should recognise the opportunities of Combined Heat and Power and this could best be promoted through large comprehensively designed developments.  Another developer considers that use of biofuels would be better promoted through Building Regulations. 

An individual suggests the need for a new policy encouraging processing plant facilities to reduce bulk transportation and increase of employment opportunities.

Officer Comments
The vision statement under the District Character Theme and the strategic objectives supporting it will give support for all renewable and low carbon technologies. With the proposed deletion of Vision Statement 3 and Strategic Objective 4, we do not have a reason to promote biofuels over other renewables and therefore there is no need for this policy.  
Officer Recommendation

Delete policy

	Core Strategy Policy E7 – Biomass

Protect agricultural land for biomass production


Summary of Representations
The majority of representations were objecting to the policy. 

A number of concerns are raised about the practicalities of this policy.  Ashdon PC fail to see how protecting the land would encourage biomass production. A landowner considers the policy should focus on protecting the best and most versatile land. ULA21 consider that biomass already exists as a by-product of agriculture and woodland management and suggest that land should not be restricted to biomass crops.  FoE want the wording amended to read “protect agricultural land suitable for sustainable biomass production.”  A developer suggests that consideration will need to be given to settlement planning and, if both are appropriate, whether residential development or biomass crops take priority.  The use of biomass for combined heat and power is promoted by ULA21 and a developer.  The HBF consider that the focus should be on carbon reduction and allow developers to deliver this in a number of ways.

An individual suggests that the policy needs clarifying in that it relates to crop production and not processing building.

Officer Comments
The potential negative impacts of this policy are considered sufficient to recommend deletion at this stage. Development proposals involving the growing of suitable crops and the use of biomass and biofuels where these are appropriate and consistent with other policies being suggested for the Core Strategy will, however, be considered.   

Officer Recommendation

Delete policy
Theme 2 – Getting Around

	Vision Statement 4 – Public Transport

We have to ensure that there are convenient comfortable, safe and affordable alternatives to private transport whether by bus or rail.  Public transport is high quality, frequent, takes priority on our road network, operates 18 hours per day and is affordable/free 


Summary of Representations

There was an overall level of support for the vision.

One individual pointed out whilst they supported the overall vision they did feel that it was unrealistic as the people that chose to live in the villages would not use public transport. They want the proportion of the population this is to be achieved for stated. 

A developer points out that one single new development will maximise the effect of developer contributions towards sustainable transport solutions. 

ECC point out that there is little in the whole document that acknowledges the importance of ensuring good access to key locations for people with disabilities 
Stansted Mountfitchet PC want no further deterioration in rail service for commuters because of trains travelling to the airport.
SSE consider it is unrealistic not to refer to proposals for developing road and rail infrastructure in connection with Stansted Airport.

Officer Comments

We agree with the comment about the realism of this vision.  Achieving a bus or rail service as an alternative to private transport for many villages in the District is considered unlikely.  It may therefore be more appropriate to make this vision specific to parts of the District and relate it to particular settlements eg the main towns and/or villages on West Anglia rail corridor and/or villages on B1256 corridor.  
Officer Recommendations
Amend vision to read: “By 2021 there will be convenient, comfortable, safe and affordable alternatives to private transport whether by bus or rail serving the settlements of ………………..”
	Vision Statement 5 – Footpaths and Cycle Paths

A network of footpaths and cycle paths exists throughout the District


Summary of Representations

There was a mix of representations of support and objection. 

The Vision is supported by Hatfield Heath PC, and the EERA.

British Waterways supports of the vision statement and encourages the use of the towpath along the River Stort for walking and cycling, however, they raise concerns over safety.  They state their concerns that towpaths are under increased pressure from developers and tourism and want the Council’s support in securing section 106 funding. 

The Dunmow Society suggests that foot and cycle paths will not be a substitute for getting to work or going shopping.  The PCT suggest the vision should include reference to “improving” the network of routes.
An individual objects to this statement as it is not fully reflected in Strategic Objective 6 and understood in relation to a new development only. 

Officer Comments

The support of British Waterways is welcomed.

The vision is looking into the future when there will be network of routes made up of existing paths which have been protected and new paths which have been created as part of development.
Officer Recommendations

The inclusion of the words “By 2021” at the beginning of the vision statements will help to make it clear that all visions are future aspirations.   
	Vision Statement 6 – The Road Network

The road network has been improved without the need for new road building – except in new developments.




Summary of Representations

Three representations were made, two of which were objections. 

Cambridgeshire County Council expressed concerns that there is not a specific policy on developer contributions which may be required to support new development. They feel that a policy should be introduced and that it should include any potential contributions towards the cost of infrastructure within Cambridgeshire. 

Essex County Council Spatial Planning considered this vision to be too restrictive and suggests that it could be misinterpreted. They suggest the vision statement should read “Along existing corridors, the road network will be improved without the need for building new roads, except in new developments.”

Officer Comments

We agree that the need for developer contributions and the Council’s preferred  approach to this will be developed through the Core Strategy. Road improvements are one aspect of this process.        
Officer Recommendations
That this vision statement is not included in the Core Strategy. 

	Strategic Objective 5 – Reducing Car Travel

Reducing the need to travel by car, promoting realistic alternatives to the car and locating new development so that journeys can be reduced and residents and employees can access public transport but recognising the continuing role that the car has in meeting transport and accessibility needs in this rural area.


Summary of Representations

There is a mix of supporters and objectors; however the majority support this statement. 

One representation objected considering that there should be a policy in the Core Strategy which requests that developers refer to car parking standards for future development. 

Developers/ landowners support the objective. It was suggested that development near to the airport would promote sustainable transport for those who work there. The West Anglia Rail Corridor was thought to be a sustainable location for new development.  Locations being promoted as appropriate are Stansted Mountfitchet and Newport, land close to the airport and east of Stebbing. 

An individual comments that development of 3000 homes at Andrews Field, Stebbing, would be contrary to the objective as it would not reduce the need to travel by car. 

A number of individuals object to this strategic objective stating that in this rural area the car is needed. 

The West Essex PCT object to the strategic objective suggesting that it should be amended to refer to the need for improvements to public transport services and to the introduction of facilities to the remote areas of the district. They wish to promote and secure investment in transport infrastructure to reduce social exclusion by improving accessibility to communities and allow ease of movement for emergency vehicles. They also want to establish a realistic approach towards location of community facilities. 

An individual and developer state that Great Dunmow has good road networks and the potential to link into other road networks to encourage a more sustainable transport pattern. 

SSE comment that is it unrealistic not to refer to the proposals for developing the road and rail infrastructure in connection with the airport. 

Officer Comments

Car Parking policy will form part of the Development Control DPD.

The objective recognises that the car will continue to meet the needs of many people in the District.  However this does not preclude the objective of reducing the need to use the car and giving the choice of other means of transport by locating development in appropriate locations.  

Most of the representations are promoting sites which are considered to meet this objective.  These will be taken into account in consideration of the growth options.

In relation to the comments of the PCT, the council recognises the rural isolation that some residents face.  The objective aims to develop policies that will assist in overcoming this.  However, it is also recognised that providing a convenient public transport system in many the villages is unlikely and there will still be reliance on the car to access community services.  
Officer Recommendations
Retain objective with no change
	Strategic Objective 6 – Walking and Cycling

Existing cycle routes and footpaths to be protected.  For new routes the strategic focus should be on links that will improve network connectivity and remove barriers to walking and cycling.




Summary of Representations

The majority of respondents were in support of this objective. 

One representation supports this objective, but suggests that it should also refer to the opportunity provided by new development to enhance the footpath and cycle network. 

Developers/landowners support the objective. One stated that new growth would be best located in the larger settlements which have the facilities. Locations being promoted as suitable are Southern edge of Great Dunmow and land east of Stebbing. 

An individual objects and suggests that the second sentence should read “new routes to be promoted to improve network connectivity and remove barriers to walking and cycling. This would enhance new development and old.”

West Essex PCT also objects and suggests a change to the first sentence which they feel should read “existing cycle routes and footpaths to be protected and improved.”

Officer Comments

We agree that the objective should make it clear that new walking and cycling routes will be expected as part of major new developments.

We agree that objective should include improvement of existing routes.
Officer Recommendations

Amend Objective to read: “Existing cycle routes and footpaths will be protected and improved.  New routes will be provided as part of new developments which will improve network connectivity making it easier for people to walk and cycle.”   

	Core Strategy Policy GA1 – Public Transport

Make sure new development is accessible by public transport and supports means of transport other than the car with high quality pedestrian and cycle links to services and facilities.


Summary of Representations

The majority of representations supported this policy. 

Developers/landowners supported the policy, one suggesting that large new developments would allow for developer contributions towards public transport. Locations being promoted as appropriate are land east of Stebbing, Thaxted Road Saffron Walden and land in Uttlesford at the edge of Bishops Stortford and Great Dunmow. 

One developer and one individual express concern that, whilst they thought it important for larger sites to be located near public transport, smaller sites and one house developments should be treated differently as they felt this was not such an important factor. 

A few individuals stated that very few people use public transport, one suggesting that this should not be an important consideration when it comes to location of housing. 

There were some suggestions to change the wording of the policy. These came from a developer, Essex County Council and the West Essex PCT. The developer recommended that it read “Encourage new development to locate in areas accessible by public transport where links to services and facilities are available, or, in areas where public transport is not available, for development to demonstrate that alternative means of sustainable development can be achieved’

Essex County Council felt that it would be more appropriate to use the heading “Sustainable Access” rather than public transport. They express their concern that the importance of ensuring good access to key services for people with disabilities is not properly acknowledged. The West Essex PCT objected and suggested that the policy should include reference to the need for new development contribution to public transport and accessibility.  

Officer Comments

The policy should be retained in some form.  Although the Council recognise that at present few people use public transport, in line with government guidance and the RSS development must be located so that there is the opportunity for a choice of means of transport and the potential to improve the provision of public transport. Demand management through ensuring that journeys can be made by alternatives to the private car will be an essential response to congestion on the strategic route network and parts of the local network.

Ensuring access for people with disabilities is covered by policy LC3
The policy should be retitled and the wording changed slightly 
Officer Recommendations
Amend Policy to read:

Public Transport Accessible Development 

Make sure New development is  should be accessible by public transport and support means of transport other than the car with high quality pedestrian and cycle links to services and facilities  

	Core Strategy Policy GA2 – Travel Plans

Require travel plans for business and school travel plans as appropriate




Summary of Representations

Overall support for this policy. 

Two developers agreed with and supported this policy but felt that clear size thresholds needed to be stated. 

Officer Comment

We agree that policy should specify when Travel Plans will be requested, but this may be too detailed for Core Strategy. This policy is more suited to a Development Control DPD rather than the Core Strategy. It may also be a requirement in relation to certain sites in a site allocations DPD.    
Officer Recommendations

Not to include this policy in the Core Strategy but to include it in the Development Control DPD and any relevant Site Allocations.   
	Core Strategy Policy GA3 – Travel Options

Provide for demand responsive travel options which would support a dispersed pattern of growth e.g. taxi buses, car pools.




Summary of Representations

The majority of representations support this policy. 

An individual and FoE suggest car clubs and community dial a ride. 

West Essex PCT and a developer object to the policy stating that dispersed growth does not support new services and community infrastructure. Whilst the PCT question the aims of this policy in terms of promoting a sustainable form of development. 

Officer Comments

These initiatives can be supported through agreements in relation to specific sites.  For this reason it is suggested that this policy should not be included in the Core Strategy. Relevant criteria can be included in Development Control and Site Specific policies. 

Officer Recommendations
Delete this policy from the Core Strategy but to include requirements for demand responsive travel options in relation to development of specific sites.  
Theme 3 – District Character 
	Vision Statement 7 – Houses and Facilities

The houses and facilities people need are available and affordable locally.  


Summary of Representations

There is an overall level of support for this vision. 

A developer wishes to remind the council that the East of England targets should be considered minima. The Core Strategy should make land provision to meet housing requirements for 15 years from adoption. They suggest that a sustainable location for a new settlement is as close to the airport as possible. They state that a location between Stansted and Great Dunmow north of the A120 should be considered as the new settlement option. 

Developers suggest that growth distributed between settlements within the district would be the best way to achieve this vision. 

The Theatres Trust is concerned that there is no mention of the arts. There should be a policy to protect and promote local culture and the arts. This would link in with Uttlesford’s Leisure and Cultural Strategy. The Trust points out that the word ‘facilities’ needs to be defined in the statement. 

Arkesden PC states its concern that there is no mention of inward migration as this puts pressure on the housing stock and services. 

An agent feels the council has not considered or assessed the special needs housing requirement of accommodation for the elderly. 

Officer Comments

There is no need to go into detail about facilities as it is covered in policies elsewhere in the core strategy and we would have to include a list of everything which would be inappropriate.

The special needs housing requirement for the elderly is discussed in strategic objective 7 – housing provision. 

Officer Recommendations
Retain vision statement with no change. 

	Strategic Objective 7 - Housing Provision 

To meet the housing requirement for Uttlesford as set out in the East of England Plan and to make sure that the housing being provided creates balanced communities and meets local housing needs in terms of type and tenure including affordable and special needs housing. 


Summary of Representations

There is overall support for this objective. 

British Waterways supports the objective suggesting that residential moorings can provide alternative housing choice and form of affordable housing. 

An agent and an individual consider the council has not assessed the special needs housing requirement of accommodation for the elderly. The council should undertake an assessment to establish the need for this type of housing. A number of developers agree that there are not enough brownfield sites to accommodate all of the housing required and agree that greenfield sites will have to be used. However, one developer strongly disagrees with this and is promoting a brownfield site in Saffron Walden. 

A number of developers point out that the policy H1 and the EEP states that the figure of 8000 new houses is a minimum and the Council should recognise opportunity for growth beyond this. 

A developer suggests that the Council should indicate how they will provide more social housing for rent and what mix the council will seek. They feel this issue should be addressed in the core strategy policies. 

Stebbing and High Roding PCs agree that affordable housing needs to be provided but want it within development limits. 

The Defence Estates suggest that the core strategy should take into account the impact of defence personnel on housing and affordable housing. 

The West Essex PCT want key working housing to be included. 

Locations being promoted as suitable include Great Dunmow, Stansted Mountfitichet and Stebbing. However, English Heritage states that urban extensions to Great Dunmow would be inappropriate. 

Officer Comments

In response to the developer’s comment about housing mix, the details of this will be covered in the Development Control DPD. 

In response to the developers comments about there being a shortage of brownfeld sites, the Council will take into account the government’s advice on the use of brownfield land. 
The Core Strategy will be consistent with the East of England Plan. 

Officer Recommendations
Retain the objective with no change.
	Strategic Objective 8 – Infrastructure 

To plan provision of infrastructure that will allow people to access social, educational, health, employment, recreational, green space and cultural facilities within the district 


Summary of Representations

There is overall support for this objective. 
The West Essex PCT support the objective but feel that policies should reinforce the requirement for developer contributions to social and physical infrastructure by acknowledging health care provision as a key community priority. 

A number of representations supported the objective but expressed the importance of making best use of existing infrastructure and making sure development is situated in sustainable locations. British Waterways promotes the River Stort and its towpath as a form of infrastructure required by new development. 

The Theatres Trust object as there is lack of suitable policy to cover leisure, recreation, community and cultural facilities. 

The DTSG object stating that a methodology for assessing the need for infrastructure should be specified and adopted. 

A number of representations from developers, individuals, groups and Felsted PC suggest that the objective needs to have reference to the provision of infrastructure in a timely manner and that it is planned at the outset. 

Sites suggested as appropriate include Stebbing, Thaxted Road, Saffron Walden and Ongar Road, Great Dunmow. 

The Environment Agency suggests that it should also include services and facilities such as water provision and sewage treatment facilities. 

Officer Comments.

The River Stort and its tow path can only make a limited contribution in terms of the District as a whole.  

At a strategic level it is felt that this objective sets out adequately the context. The preferred Spatial Strategy will be one which makes the best use of existing infrastructure and sites development in the most sustainable locations.  The detailed requirements will be set out in other DPDs and/or SPD as appropriate     

The concerns raised are recognised. The infrastructure requirements will also depend on the growth option but the submitted Core Strategy will need to set out how developer contributions will be managed 
We agree that the objective should refer to community facilities. It is also suggested that the employment is excluded, because access requirements are set out in full in policy E1- Employment Strategy

Officer Recommendations
Agree an approach setting out how the infrastructure and facilities requirements arising from new developments will be assessed and the mechanisms by which they will be met. 

	Core Strategy Policy DC 1 – Housing Needs

Define a spatial strategy that will provide enough housing to meet identified needs in Uttlesford. (The second part of this document sets out a number of different ways that this could be done and the council would like your comments on the options.) 


Summary of Representations

There is a mixed response to this suggested policy. 

A number of developers support the policy but state that the council must remember the figure of 8000 new homes is a minimum and should be exceeded where possible. One developer states that the council must ensure it refers more closely to the requirement of PPS3. 

The DTSG object stating that it is not correct to say the purpose of this policy will be to meet identified needs, the policy in truth will be to provide sufficient housing to meet East of England targets. They feel this should be clarified. 
A few developers objected to the policy saying that it refers to the need for a strategy rather than what the strategy might be. 

One developer objects to the policy as it fails to identify the number of dwellings required over the plan period and it does not identify specific housing needs within the district. 

A couple of representations were made as objections as they felt that this policy will become more meaningful at the preferred options stage. 

One developer objects saying that the core strategy needs to take account of the proposed changes to the RSS which requires that rates of delivery are continued beyond 2021 where the core strategy extends beyond that date. It is suggested that the council should make provision for 9,200 dwellings. 
Officer Comments

The strategy will be better defined once Members have decided on the preferred option. This can then be reflected in the policy in more detail.

A review of the housing requirements in PPS3 and East of England Plan has been carried out. East of England targets represent assessment of housing numbers needed – the Council will be able to determine needs for different types of housing within this overall target.  
Officer Recommendations
Change policy DC1 to become a policy which will set out the Housing Strategy including criteria which will replace DC2 (Affordable Housing) and DC4 ( Sites for Gypsies and Travellers) 

New policy to read:  
The Housing Strategy

The housing strategy will:

· Provide for 9,672 new homes between 2001 and 2024

· require the provision of an element of affordable housing by securing 40% affordable housing in schemes of 15 units or more or sites of 0.5ha or above

· make provision for affordable housing for local people in rural areas by permitting exception sites for 100% affordable housing on certain sites when provided in association with a Registered Social Landlord.

· provide housing to meet other housing needs such as key workers, the disabled, elderly and agricultural workers

· provide for Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling show people 
	Core Strategy Policy DC2 – Affordable Housing 

Maximise the availability of affordable housing by negotiating an element of affordable housing at 40% of the total provision of housing. 


Summary of Representations

There is significant objection to this policy. 

A number of developers feel that regard to specific circumstances of each site should be taken into account and that each site should be judged on its own merit. 

Developers pointed out that PPS3 allows for sites of less than 15 units not to provide any affordable housing. 

One developer suggested that they should be allowed to make land available for affordable housing rather than actually building them. 

A number of developers and Takeley PC feel that 40% is too high and refer the council to the EEP and policy H3 where 35% affordable homes is specified. Takeley PC object stating that they think 30% is a better percentage. 

A number of developers stated that a percentage this high would deter developers from building the housing that is desperately required. 

Officer Comments

The current policy is based on the Housing Needs Survey. The Council will review this through a Strategic Market Assessment with partners.
In response to the comments made about PPS3 this sets out the minimum requirements a LPA can ask for and it is up for the LPA to demonstrate need. 

The figure of 35% in the East of England Plan is the proportion of the regional total of new homes delivered as a result of planning pemissions granted after the adoption of the RSS that are expected to be affordable housing.  It is not a policy requirement for each district.     

Officer Recommendations
The requirement for 40% affordable housing should remain unchanged but that this requirement should be included in a strategic housing policy (DC1).  See comments above. 

	Core Strategy Policy DC3 – Providing Services

Make sure that enough school classrooms, pre-school facilities, primary healthcare facilities, shops, employment opportunities, open space and green infrastructure are available to meet the need of new and existing populations. 


Summary of Representations

The majority of representations are in support of this policy. 

The Planning Partnership supported the policy but felt that reference should be made to phasing of provision of community facilities along with new housing development. 

A number of representations suggested reference should be made to other facilities. Including public transport, water, sewage, village halls, post offices, and libraries. FoE and the Environment Agency both felt that play space and open space should be included. 

The DTSG suggested additions to the policy, including: comprehensive assessments of the capacity of the towns and larger villages, the capacity of the range of social infrastructure available to be assessed and the need for new or improved accessibility will be identified and the scale and pace of housing growth will be determined by the necessary infrastructure. 

Officer Comments

We agree to extending the range of facilities mentioned.  

It is implicit in the Strategic Objective 8 – Infrastruture that the responsible bodies should plan the provision of infrastructure to support the dlievery of the spatial strategy.  Generally, limited spare capacity is available, and therefore the phasing of development will need to inform and be informed by infrastructure plans and programmes.  Where relevant, development will need to provide to facilities or contribute towards their provision. 

It is also suggested that the employment opportunities are excluded because these requirements are set out in full in policy E1.

Officer Recommendations

Amend policy to read: “Make sure that enough school classrooms, pre-school places, primary healthcare, sports provision and children’s playspace, water,  sewage disposal, shops, employment opportunities, open space, green infrastructure and community and cultural facilities, are available to meet the need of new and existing populations.”
	Core Strategy Policy DC 4 - Sites for Gypsies and Travellers

Allow for Gypsy and Traveller sites and sites for travelling showpeople to be provided within the District when specific needs are identified. Criteria to be used when assessing applications to include access to the public transport and road network; access to services and facilities; impact on residential areas, landscape and wildlife. 




Summary of Representations

The majority of the representations were observations. 

Takeley PC is concerned that this will place immense pressure on the local amenities and services. 

Officer Comments

The Council is required to make provision in the Core Strategy and other DPD’s for Gypsies and Travellers as one element of its housing need The East of England Plan review suggests that sites for a further 15 plots will be needed in Uttlesford. Detailed criteria for the selection of sites should be included in a Development Control DPD and a specific policy is not required in the Core Strategy although Gypsies and Travellers should be included as one element of the housing need contained within a housing strategy policy.    
Officer Recommendations
Include this requirement as a criteria within the housing strategy policy. 

	Vision Statement  8 – Separate Towns and Villages

Our towns and villages continue to be separate entities with green space between them. 


Summary of Representations

There is overall support for this vision.  

The vision is supported by Felsted, Ashdon and Hatfield Heath PCs, and the Environment Agency.

The Dunmow Society considers the vision should also be to protect green spaces within towns and villages.
The CPRE object to the vision saying that strategic objective 10 sets out a much better vision. English Heritage also object stating that safeguarding the character, quality and setting of the towns and villages should be included in the vision. 

Officer Comments
Take on board the comments made by English Heritage and change vision to include their points. 

In response to CPRE objection this is an overarching vision with the objectives setting out the detail.   

It would not be appropriate to list all features which contribute to the local distinctiveness and historic character of the towns and villages in this vision. Policies will be included in the Core Strategy to protect these important elements.

Officer Recommendations
Amend vision statement to read: The local distinctiveness and historic character of our towns and villages will be preserved and enhanced and they will continue to be separate entities with green space between them. 

	Strategic Objective 9 – Metropolitan Green Belt 

To protect the Metropolitan Green Belt (MGB) by only allowing building in the most exceptional circumstances. 




Summary of Representations

The majority of representations were in support of the objective. 

British Waterways support the objective but want the supporting text to green belt policies to acknowledge that marinas and other forms of outdoor recreation should be permitted in the green belt. 

A developer supports the objective stating that development should be directed away from Great Dunmow, Saffron Walden and Stansted Mountfitichet. Whereas another developer proposes that Stansted Mountfitichet would be an appropriate place to develop. 

A couple of developers have mentioned that a green belt review for Uttlesford may be necessary. One suggests that the policy should be amended to read “to protect the MGB by only allowing building in the most exceptional circumstances. Local review of boundaries will only be permitted where it can be demonstrated that the purpose of the green belt for a particular area or site are no longer applicable.” 

HBF object warning the council that the safeguarding of the green belt boundaries could result in the promotion of longer commuter journeys from further away. 

Officer Comments

One of the fundamental assumptions underpinning work on the Core Strategy so far is that the existing green belt will be maintained. 
Officer Recommendations
To make it clear that the greenbelt will stay as it is now, amend the objective to read: “To maintain and protect the MGB only allowing building in the most exceptional circumstances.” 

	Strategic Objective 10 – District Character 

To preserve, conserve and, where possible enhance the locally distinctive and historic character of the urban and rural settlements and their settings within Uttlesford and to retain separation between settlements. 

 


Summary of Representations

The majority of representations are in support of this objective. 

GDTC and the DTSG both object saying that it does not go far enough in identifying what is distinctive and special about the district. They both propose the following additions: the character and distinctiveness of our villages and market towns will be strongly protected and enhanced. The landscape character and quality will be enhanced. 

A developer proposes that development east of Stebbing would meet this objective. Where as an individual states that development at Andrews Field Stebbing would be contrary to the objective. 

A developer proposes that development should be directed out of the three main towns to meet this objective. 

Officer Comments

In relation to the concerns raised by GDTC and DTSG that the document does not mention what is special about the area, there will be a section in the preferred options document to give an overview of the character of the District. The Council has also carried out historic and environment characterisation and assessment work which forms part of the evidence base. This work will help to inform the development of the spatial strategy that will be set out in the preferred options document. 

Officer Recommendations
Retain objective with no change.
	Core Strategy Policy DC5 – Metropolitan Green Belt

Define the broad area of the Metropolitan Green Belt within Uttlesford as unchanged from the current adopted MGB. 




Summary of Representations

There is overall support for this policy. 

An individual supports the policy but feels it should allow for green belt to be defined if a large new settlement was to be built. 

The Environment Agency supported the policy but felt that it was unnecessary as it repeated national policy. 

A number of developers objected to the policy and thought that the boundaries should be reassessed. Two developers thought it necessary to reassess as the policy does not allow for amendments if Stansted Mountfitchet was to be developed. One developer that the boundaries should be reassessed against the defined purposes of PPG2.

The HBF felt that the safeguarding of the green belt boundaries may result in longer commuter journeys, and the council should be sure that its housing requirement is capable of delivery. 

Officer Comments

Guidance is that Green Belt Boundaries should be altered only in exceptional circumstances. Evidence suggests that the spatial strategy can be delivered effectively without the need for a review of the existing green belt. 
The intention is that the Core Strategy should identify the appropriate extent of the Green Belt. Control of development within the Green Belt is set out in National Policy and will not be repeated in the LDF.  
Officer Recommendations
Retain policy with no change. 
	Core Strategy Policy DC6 – Protecting the Countryside

Protect the countryside as an area where there will be strict control on new development outside existing settlements and any land needed for development. 




Summary of Representations

The majority of representations were in support of the policy. 

A developer supports the policy but considers policies DC6 and 8 are very similar and their aims need to be more explicit. They suggest that the policies should make reference to protecting the countryside beyond urban areas, defined settlements and areas allocated for development. 

A developer objects stating that the policy fails to identify how the council will undertake protection of the countryside. It does not take into consideration the growth strategy options put forward by the council which includes land in the countryside. 

A number of developers said that each case should be based on criteria and considered on its own merits in accordance with PPS7. 

Land promoted as being suitable Thaxted Road, Saffron Walden, Ongar Road, Great Dunmow and Staggs Farm, Great Dunmow. 

Officer Comments

DC6 and DC8 are very similar. There is no need for both policies. It is suggested that Policy DC6 is kept under this vision statement but amended to make it clear that the countryside will be protected for its own sake. The suggested amendment to clarify what we mean by settlements is also accepted but it will not be appropriate to specify land allocated for development because some sites will be determined by a criteria based approach and will not be allocated e.g. exception sites for affordable housing.  

Officer Recommendations
Amend the policy to read:
Protect the countryside for its own sake as an area where there will be strict control on new development outside existing defined settlements and any land needed for development. 

	Core Strategy Policy DC7 – Countryside Protection Zone

Define the broad area of the Countryside Protection Zone as unchanged from the currently adopted CPZ. Keep the concept of the Countryside Protection Zone as an area where development which would adversely affect the open characteristics of the zone and lead to coalescence between the airport and existing development will be strictly controlled.  


Summary of Representations

The majority of representations object to this policy. 

A number of developers object to this policy. One developer states that the existing coverage should be reviewed in order to provide additional development land use in the event of airport expansion. A couple of developers and the West Essex PCT feel that this policy is unnecessary as it duplicates policy DC6. One developer states that the policy should only be retained if DC6 provides insufficient protection otherwise the approach may be contrary to guidance set out in PPS7. One developer feels that the policy is unnecessary but if it is retained then they object to land south of Stansted Road, Elsenham being included in the CPZ. Another states that if the policy is kept it would fetter the proper consideration of growth options 2a, 2c and 2d and would be inconsistent with policies DC6 and EC8. 

Officer Comments

The CPZ was introduced in response to the specific circumstances associated with  the airport. It has been supported at Local Plan Inquiries. The boundary would need to take into account the Air Transport White Paper. The boundaries will be defined in the development control DPD.       

Officer Recommendations
Retain this policy

	Vision Statement 9 – The Countryside

Our countryside, its biodiversity, agricultural, cultural and visual qualities will be protected and accessible to all. 



Summary of Representations

The majority of representations were in support of this vision. 

There is support for this vision from Essex Wildlife Trust, Hatfield Heath Parish Council and Environment Agency.  Felsted PC considers it a worthy vision which needs practical, deliverable policies.
SSE pointed out that it is unrealistic not to refer to the threat posed by Stansted Airport development on the landscape and historic character of the district. 

British Waterways felt that the word leisure should be included in this statement. 

Officer Comments

Stansted Airport is covered elsewhere in the Core Strategy. 

In response to British Waterways, it is felt that the word leisure should not be included as it is the natural, cultural and visual qualities of the countryside which lead to  people using  the countryside  for leisure purposes and it is these qualities we are trying to protect. 
This vision statement is about the qualities of the countryside which are to be protected. Biodiversity is not limited to the countryside but is also to be found within settlements. Biodiversity is included in Vision Statement 10 so officers are recommending that this vision statement should be changed to refer to habitats  
Officer Recommendations

That this vision statement be changed to read:

Our countryside, its biodiversity, habitats, agricultural, cultural and visual qualities will be protected and accessible to all. 
	Vision Statement 10 – Biodiversity and the Natural Environment

The Districts high levels of biodiversity and high quality natural environment have been maintained and enhanced. 




Summary of Representations

There were two representations in support of the vision and two objecting.

Essex County Council Spatial Planning objects to the policy suggesting that it should read “The Districts high levels of biodiversity and high quality natural and historic environment have been maintained and enhanced.”

The Environment Agency also object to this vision saying that the focus seems to be high levels of biodiversity and quality natural environment, the implication of which is that low to medium biodiversity and poor to medium natural environment will not be maintained or enhanced. 

Officer Comments

Agree to make change suggested by Essex County Council to make reference to historic environment. 

Suggest that the Environment Agency’s comments are included and change the wording of the Vision. 

Officer Recommendations
The vision be changed to read:

Biodiversity and the Natural and Historic Environment 

The District’s high quality natural and historic environment high levels of and richness in biodiversity will have been maintained and environments requiring improvement will have been enhanced. 

	Strategic Objective 11 – Landscape Character

To protect conserve and where possible enhance the varied landscape character within Uttlesford reflecting Landscape Sensitivity and promoting local distinctiveness. 




Summary of Representations

The majority of representations were in support of the objective. 

The DTDG and GDTC objected. The Town Council felt that a new policy should be added to recognise, protect and enhance tranquillity based on a reliable survey of tranquil areas. The DTDG felt that the document does not go far enough in identifying what is distinctive and special. They suggested amendments to the objective, the character and distinctiveness of our villages and market towns will be strongly protected and enhanced. The landscape character and quality will be enhanced. They also want the English Heritage characterisation of the landscape in the west of the District to be referred to. 

English Heritage are in support of the objective but suggest an addition at the end “promoting local distinctiveness and an understanding of the historic significance of landscape features.” 

Officer Comments

Agree to make change suggested by English Heritage 

In response to DTDG and GDTC comments about tranquillity, the government advice for the Core Strategy is to be strategic, and it would form part of the landscape character which is included in the policies. 
The English Heritage study looked at the Historic Settlement Character of the Stansted M11 Sub Reqion.  A Landscape Character Assessment has also been commissioned and this and other relevant studies may be relevant in assessing landscape character and sensitivity. It would not be appropriate to mention all relevant studies in the objective.

Officer Recommendations
Amend objective to read: “To protect, conserve and where possible enhance the varied landscape character within Uttlesford reflecting landscape sensitivity and promoting local distinctiveness and an understanding of the historic significance of landscape features.”
	Strategic Objective 12 – Historic Built Environment

To protect and enhance the natural and historic built environment including biodiversity, conservation areas, heritage value and open space through positive improvement. 




Summary of Representations

There are three objections and three in support. 

GDTC objects stating that it is not clear why the natural environment is included. English Heritage also feel that it should simply refer to the historic environment and not include biodiversity as this is addressed in SO13.

Essex County Council Spatial Planning objects suggesting that it should be altered to the Natural and Historic Environment. 

Officer Comments

The title of this objective does not match with the content and there is some duplication with other objectives. The title should be changed to make reference to the natural environment as well as the historic environment as suggested by Essex County Council. Because this is a strategic objective officers are suggesting that the details are taken out and that these are included in two separate policies: one relating to the natural environment including biodiversity and the other relating to the historic environment.

Officer Recommendations
Amend the objective to read:
Protecting the Natural and Historic  Built Environment

To protect and enhance the natural environment including its biodiversity and the historic environment including biodiversity, conservation areas, heritage value and open space through positive improvement. 

	Strategic Objective 13 – Biodiversity 
Encourage development to contribute to a network of biodiversity sites, green infrastructure and open spaces which link communities. 




Summary of Representations

The majority of representations were in support of the objective. 

The Environment Agency support the objective but emphasise that the value of wildlife corridors should be maintained under the Core Strategy Policy and the council should consider the provision of green infrastructure and opportunities to establish and create new habitats, linkages and corridors. 

DTDG and GDTC object both saying that development should be required to contribute to the increase and enhancement of biodiversity and it should be encouraged throughout the district to implement the Biodiversity Action Plan. 

Officer Comments

Officers consider that this is something which should be required through policy rather than being expressed as an objective.

Officer Recommendations
To delete this objective and to include the requirement as a criteria in policy DC9 – Protection of Nature Conservation and Geological Sites 
	Core Strategy Policy DC8 – Protecting the Countryside

Protect the countryside for its own sake by controlling new development and only permit development if its appearance protects or enhances the particular character of the part of the countryside within which it is set or there are special reasons why the development in the form proposed needs to be there.  



Summary of Representations

The majority of representations objected to the policy. 

A number of representations from developers, landowners, the CPRE and the West Essex PCT feel that this policy overlaps and repeats policy DC6. The CPRE suggests an amalgamation of the two policies would be best. 

The CPRE feels that the policy should set out what constitutes exceptional circumstances. A developer also states that the policy fails to provide clarity of what type of development are considered appropriate in the countryside. 

Developer/landowners object to the policy saying that due to the lack of Brownfield sites there will be a need for greenfield land release which will form part of the countryside. Therefore each case should be considered on its merits in accordance with PPS7. 

Officer Comments

Policy DC6 and DC8 have the same title and cover the same issues. 

Agree with CPRE and suggest an amalgamation of the policies. 

PPS 7 states that priority should be given to the re-use of previously-developed ('brownfield') sites in preference to the development of greenfield sites, except in cases where there are no brownfield sites available, or these brownfield sites perform so poorly in terms of sustainability considerations (for example, in their remoteness from settlements and services) in comparison with greenfield sites. In Uttlesford the amount of brownfield land available is limited and it is recognised that Greenfield land will be released. Sites will be identified in accordance with National Guidance  and the agreed strategy – other sites may be released where they meet criteria set out in the relevant DPD’s. Apart from these exceptions the countryside will be protected. 

Officer Recommendations
Delete this policy as it is now included in Policy DC4 – Protecting the Countryside  
	Core Strategy Policy DC9 – Protection of Designated Sites 

Protect and where possible enhance sites that are designated for their importance to nature conservation or geology and non-designated sites of ecological value. Development that would adversely affect nationally designated sites or sites of local significance will not be permitted. Where development is permitted it should protect and enhance the site’s nature conservation interest. 


Summary of Representations

Three representations are in support and three are objecting. 

Essex Wildlife Trust supports the policy, however, they point out that the title refers to designated sites but the policy text refers to non-designated sites. They suggest that the council liaise with Natural England to agree national model policy wording. 

DTSG and GDTC object to this policy suggesting that policies DC9, 10 and 11 need to be amended to reflect the points made in relation to the strategic objectives 11,12 and 13. 

Officer Comments

Agree with Essex Wildlife Trust that the title and the text do not match. The policy should refer to all sites or ecological value whether designated or not.
In relation to GDTC and DTSG please refer to previous comments. 

Officer Recommendations
Amend policy to read: 
Protection of Nature Conservation and Geological Sites

Protect and where possible enhance sites that are designated for their importance to nature conservation or geology and non-designated sites of ecological value.

· Development that would adversely affect nationally designated sites or sites of local significance will not be permitted

· Where development is permitted it should protect and enhance the site’s nature conservation interest

· Development will be required to contribute to a network of biodiversity sites, green infrastructure and open spaces which link communities

	Core Strategy Policy DC10 – Landscape Character 

Protect and where possible enhance the landscape character of Uttlesford in order that any development is designed and in scale with the special characteristics of the area. 


Summary of Representations

The majority of representations were in support of the policy. 
GDTC and DTSG were the only objectors to this policy. They say that the document does not go into any detail about what is so special about the district. They also state that specific responses are needed to the opportunities in the SA. Where an opportunity exists it should be made clear which specific policy is designed to secure it or if no policy is proposed, why not

Officer Comments

The core strategy will identify the character of the district and its unique qualities, hence the reason for this policy.

The special characteristics of each of the areas within Uttlesford are set out in the Landscape Character Assessment. The Council has also carried out a Historic Settlement Character Assessment for particular settlements.   
Officers are suggesting wording changes to this policy to clarify the policy.   
Officer Recommendations
Amend policy to read: 

Landscape Character

All development should be in scale and designed to complement the special characteristics of the area within which it is sited to protect and where possible enhance the landscape character of Uttlesford. 
	Core  Strategy Policy DC 11 – Historic Environment 

Protect the historic environment and open spaces. Development that would harm sites of historic importance will not be permitted. 




Summary of Representations 

There is overall support for this policy. 

GDTC and DTSG object. They feel that policies DC9 10 and 11 need to be amended in relation to their comments on SO 11,12 and 13. They say that the document does not go into any detail about what is so special about the district. They also state that specific responses are needed to the opportunities in the SA. Where an opportunity exists it should be made clear which specific policy is designed to secure it or if no policy is proposed, why not.
English Heritage also object to this policy they feel that it is likely to require several policies, or a single policy with many parts to it, covering listed buildings, conservation areas, archaeology, historic parks and gardens, historic settlements and landscape.

Officer Comments

Although the landscape is not specifically mentioned in this policy, it is covered by policy DC10. 

The detailed policies in relation to the relevant elements mentioned by English Heritage will be included in the Development Control Policies DPD. It is not necessary to have these policies in the Core Strategy
Officer Recommendations
Change policy wording to: “Protect and enhance the historic environment and open spaces. Development that would harm sites of historic importance will not be permitted. 
	Core Strategy Policy DC12 – Agricultural Land 

Protect the best and most versatile agricultural land. Development of such agricultural land would only be permitted after other options such as previously developed land and land within development limits have been assessed. 


Summary of Representations 

The majority of representations were in support of the policy. 
A developer/landowner objects to the policy asking the council to look at it again. They state that greenfield land allocation will likely comprise of some agricultural land and each case should be considered on its merits. They feel that the current wording of this policy is vague and creates uncertainty about the considerations which it will have to addresses. 
Officer Comments

This policy will not be read in isolation and therefore it does not provide uncertainty. 

Officer Recommendations
Make a minor change to the policy adding “and discounted” after “assessed” at the end of the policy. 
	Vision Statement 11 – Our Towns 
Our towns are clean, safe and attractive places. 



Summary of Representations 

The majority of representations were in support of the statement. 

English Heritage feel that the statement reflects national objectives rather than being tailored to Uttlesford and the historic importance of the district’s towns should be underlined.
This vision is supported by EERA.
DTSG, DTDG and GDTC object to the vision stating that it is vital the viability and vitality of the towns is supported and maintained. They also feel the statement should make reference to the Essex Design Initiative.

Officer Comments

It would be appropriate to refer in the vision to  “Vitality and viability” of town centres because this give some sense of their important function as retail centres within the District and reflects national policy. 

It is not appropriate in the vision to make reference to specific guidance such as the Essex Design Initiative 

Officer Recommendations
Amend vision statement to read: “The vitality and viability of our towns has been maintained and enhanced and they are clean, safe and attractive places.” 

	Strategic objective 14 – Development in Towns 

To create safe, inclusive and accessible environments in Saffron Walden and Great Dunmow through new development which is of high quality, design led and meets the needs of residents and visitors. 


Summary of Representations 

The majority of representations were in support of the objective. 
A couple of representations expressed concern that Great Dunmow and Saffron Walden have already reached their capacity. 

An individual supported the vision but felt that it should be extended to include any new settlement and existing villages. 
Officer Comments

On balance it is considered that this is not a strategic objective but a policy, and should be included as such. All settlements need to have safe, inclusive and accessible environments but the focus of the vision statement to which this policy relates is the vitality and viability of towns. 

Officer Recommendations
Amend wording slightly and make policy as follows:

To maintain existing historic features and open spaces and create safe, inclusive and accessible environments in Saffron Walden and Great Dunmow. This will be achieved through new development which is of high quality and design led and meets the needs of residents and visitors.

	Strategic Objective 15 – The Public Realm 

To improve the public realm of our towns by encouraging new high quality open space, streetscape, street furniture, signage, lighting and public art.


Summary of Representations 

The majority of representations were in support of the objective. 

English Heritage object suggesting that it should also be safeguarding existing historic street surfaces and open spaces. 

Officer Comments

This objective is considered on reflection to be too detailed for a core strategy. A more general objective should be included that makes reference to the public realm and the historic nature of the town centres but sets this in an overall context of the role and function of the market towns within the District. This will be set out in more detail in the submitted spatial strategy.    
Officer Recommendations
Include a new objective which reads:

Support high quality new development and improvements to the public realm that respects, preserves and enhances the historic nature of the town centres of Saffron Walden and Great Dunmow and supports their function as important local retail centres within the District.  

	Core Strategy Policy DC13 – Development in Towns

Support high quality new development that respects the historic nature of the town centres of Saffron Walden and Great Dunmow. 


Summary of Representations 

There are two representations in support and two objections. 
English Heritage support but suggest “respects or enhances” as an amendment. 

Developer/landowner objects as the policy does not support development in or around other settlements. They suggest that the policy should be altered to allow this. 

A developer objects and suggests amendment ‘Development in the town centres of Saffron Walden and Great Dunmow should only be permitted where it either preserves or enhances the respective historic nature of those towns’.

Officer Comments

It is suggested that this policy is included as part of the strategic objective above which sets out the role and function of the centres. The need to preserve and enhance the historic nature of the towns is reflected in the amended wording above.

Officer Recommendations
See new strategic objective above (SO15).

	Core Strategy Policy DC 14 – Requirements for New Development 

Make sure all new development is to a high standard of design, reduces demand for energy and water, is compatible with and will not adversely affect surrounding buildings; enhances the public realm, safeguards existing environmental features; meets the reasonable needs of all potential users and reduces the potential for crime. 


Summary of Representations 

The majority of representations were in support of the policy. 
CPRE support the policy but consider a requirement for on site renewable energy should be included. 

ULA21 is in support but suggests it should include the words “encourages walking and cycling by ensuring the creation of shortcuts for pedestrians and cyclists.” 
An individual objects suggesting the policy is too weak and it should aim for a low carbon eco settlement. 

Officer Comments

This policy is more suited to a development control DPD. Some of the requirements will be covered in a Core Strategy Policy which aims to make sure that all development (not just that in town centres) meets standards that will reduce demand for resources.  Walking and cycling are covered by policy GA1     

Officer Recommendations
That this policy is deleted 

	Core Strategy Policy DC15 – Retail Centres 
Support the function of Saffron Walden and Great Dunmow as important local retail centres within the District by permitting development which would maintain or enhance their role as retail and service centres. 



Summary of Representations 

The majority of representations objected to the policy. 

A landowner objects saying that the core strategy should provide a strategic policy framework for retail uses and town centres. 

DTSG, DTDG and GDTC object all suggesting that it needs to be strengthened to promote and encourage new retailing, commercial and other activities that will ensure thriving town centres. 

Felsted PC objects stating that concentrating retail and service outlets in the market towns is contrary to policies involving services and reducing car travel. 

Officer Comments

Felsted PC’s comments are noted but Saffron Walden and Great Dunmow are the main service, retail and employment centres. 

We suggest amendment to the policy in response to DTSG, DTDG and GDTC comments.

Members will consider what the approach to new retail development should be i.e. whether there should be new sites specifically allocated or whether the current situation where expenditure passes out of the district to higher order centres nearby should  continue.   
Officer Recommendations
Amend policy to read: 

Function of the Market Towns

The Council will encourage new retailing, commercial and other development consistent with their character, which will maintain and enhance the roles of Saffron Walden and Great Dunmow as retail and service centres.

	Vision statement 12 – Carbon Neutral Development

We have ensured that all new development is as close to carbon neutral as possible. 


Summary of Representations 

A developer objects to vision statement 12 and consider that this should be assessed on a site by site basis and should not be applied to all residential developments

The Environment Agency object stating that the core strategy should pledge a requirement for developments to meet sustainability ratings. 

SSE considers that all efforts to secure carbon neutral development will be stultified if Stansted Airport is allowed to expand and this should be spelt out.

Land promoted as being suitable is land east of Stebbing. 

The vision is supported by EERA, Hatfield Heath PC. 
Officer Comments

In response to the developers comment, the word ‘possible’ enables the specific circumstances of each site to be taken into account. 

The Environment Agency comments are noted however this will be more appropriate in DC policies.

Stansted Airport is addressed under vision statement 14.

Officer Recommendations
Retain vision statement with no change. 

	Vision statement 13 – Water Supply 

Water supplies and demand have been managed to a sustainable balance. 



Only three representations made, two in support and one observation. 
The vision is supported by EERA, Environment Agency, and Hatfield Heath PC

The Environment Agency suggests that the production of a water conservation strategy will help in achieving the standards set out in the code for sustainable homes. 

Land proposed as being suitable, land east of Stebbing

Officer Comments

Support is noted. Water conservation strategies generally apply to larger areas than individual districts. 

Officer Recommendations
Retain vision statement with no change. 
	Strategic objective 16 – Reduce Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

To encourage development that reduces greenhouse gas emissions and to discourage development that would significantly increase greenhouse gas emissions. 



Summary of Representations 

The majority of representations were in support of this objective. 

The Environment Agency is in support of this objective but notice there is not a core strategy policy on this. They refer the council to the draft supplement to PPS1 on Planning and Climate Change. 

Cambridgeshire County Council object saying that reference should be made to adapting to the effects of climate change. 

An individual objects to the objective stating that it is too weak and should be changed to “to plan for development that reduces greenhouse gas emissions.” 

Officer Comments

There is some overlap between Strategic Objective 16 and Strategic Objective 17. It is considered that strategic objective 16 should be about reducing greenhouse gas emissions and strategic objective 17 should be about efficient use of resources. Strategic objective 16 should also reflect the policies regarding renewable forms of energy which officers are suggesting should be deleted from the Economy and Employment section of the document       

Officer Recommendations
Amend objective 16 to read:

Reduce Greenhouse Gas Emissions

To minimise greenhouse gas emissions by encouraging the supply and use of renewable energy and low carbon technologies.  
Include new policy on renewable energy. 

Renewable energy and low carbon technologies will be supported for single buildings and neighbourhoods where the benefits outweigh any other relevant local and wider environmental, economic, social and other considerations.    

	Strategic objective 17 – Using Natural Resources 
To ensure that greenhouse gas emissions, water consumption and the use of other natural resources arising from the construction, operation and eventual disposal of new developments is reduced to the lowest practical minimum. 


Summary of Representations 

The majority of representations were in support of this objective. 

All representations realise the importance of this issue, especially the lack of water supply available in this area. 

A developer agrees with the objective but feels there should be more promotion of solar energy systems. They also feel that the lowest practical minimum should be clearly defined in the policy. 

Officer Comments

In relation to the comment made by the developer it is not necessary to define this as it may be different for each development. The Council will refer to sources of advice like the Urban Place Supplement and other relevant guidance to determine the practical measures which should be incorporated. These will be set out in detail in the other DPDs  
Officer Recommendations
Amend the objective to read:

Using Natural Resources

The use of resources, including water, is reduced to the lowest practical minimum in the construction, operation and eventual disposal of new developments.

	Core Strategy policy DC16 - Efficient use of Natural Resources

Set out a framework that will support development that is carbon neutral and makes the most efficient use of natural resources (detailed criteria will be set out in development control DPD and SPD)




Summary of Representations

The majority of representations were in support of this policy.

Felsted PC and FoE both support the policy but want the water supply issue raised. Felsted PC also want the policy to address how the cost of energy and infrastructure will be met. 

GDTC and DTSG both object stating that a framework is needed to evaluate the resource impacts of the volume of new development proposed and options for its location. Policies to restrict resource use need to be stricter and proposed use should be taken to determine the carbon trajectory of the district as proposed in the EEP. 

Developer objects stating that the policy needs to identify which types of development will be subject to this. 

Location proposed as suitable for development is land east of Stebbing. 

Officer Comments

GDTC, DTSG and the objecting developer’s points will be covered in the DC DPD and the SPD. 

Officer Recommendations
Delete this policy and include the new policy below which covers carbon neutral development and the use of natural resources as well as addressing the water supply issue. 

The district council will encourage development which:

· Meets the needs of all potential users

· Reduces consumption of energy and water

· Minimises the production of pollution and waste

· Incorporates facilities for recycling water and waste 

	Core Strategy Policy DC 17 – Development and Flood Risk 

Prevent development within floodplains and require flood risk assessments as appropriate. 


Summary of Representations 

The majority of representations were in support of the policy. 

An individual is in support of the policy but wants a requirement for new developments to minimise the amount of storm water that is discharged into water courses. 

The Environment Agency object as there is no mention of the sequential approach and precautionary principle to development. They recommend the sequential approach to allocations of any potential growth areas or development be followed. They refer to PPS25 para 7 and 14, the exception test and annex D. they think there should be a policy on SUDS and supporting text should indicate that developers must carry out an investigation of soil condition as part of the process for the feasibility of implementing SUDS. They refer the council to the Thames Catchment, North Essex and Great Ouse Catchment Flood Management Plans, and point out that the supporting text should refer to the Strategic Flood Risk Assessment.

Officer Comments 

PPS25 paragraph 7 states: LPAs should prepare LDDs that set out policies for the allocation of sites and the control of development which avoid flood risk to people and property where possible and manage it elsewhere, reflecting the approach to managing flood risk in this PPS and in the RSS for their region;

Para 14 states: the sustainability appraisal of RSSs and LDDs should incorporate or reflect the RPB’s RFRA and the planning authority’s SFRA, so as to ensure that the planning strategies for the area support the Government’s objectives for development and flood risk set out in this PPS.

PPS 25 also states: A sequential risk-based approach to determining the suitability of land for development in flood risk areas is central to the policy statement and should be applied at all levels of the planning process.

This Policy is setting the scene for development control policies. The Core Strategy should contain a strategic objective about flood risk. A strategic flood risk assessment is being carried out for the district and will form part of the evidence base. Initial indications suggest  that there are no flood risk issues which cannot be overcome in relation to the sites being considered in the Core Strategy options.  
Officer Recommendations 

Include new strategic objective:

Reducing Flood Risk

Allocate sites and control development to avoid flood risk to people and property.

and policy as follows: 

Reducing Flood Risk

The Council will seek to allocate new development beyond the floodplain. Flood risk assessments will be required for appropriate sites and management sought. In accordance with the sequential approach the most vulnerable development will be directed to areas of lowest flood risk. 

	Vision Statement 14 – Stansted Airport

The impact of Stansted Airport has been minimised so that its presence is recognised as an asset to the district which attracts people to live, work and visit. 


Summary of Representations 

The majority of representations were in support of the vision statement. 

A large number of representations in support expressed concerns about the environmental effects of airport development. 

Stansted PC makes an observation saying that ways should be found to minimise the negative impacts of fly parking, light pollution, and erosion of community in Stansted. They also want all businesses related to the airport to be located within the airport boundary. 

EERA points out that if policy E8 in the EEP is taken forward then rejection in the core strategy of a second runway would not be consistent with it. 

EEDA objects as they want to see that appropriate aviation infrastructure is planned in line with the Air Transport White Paper. They consider the vision to be in conflict with the Regional Economic Strategy, The Air Transport White Paper, the Eddington Transport Study and the Future of Air Transport report. 

Officer Comments 

This vision statement is deliberately neutral on the principle of further development at the airport as the role of Stansted is outlined in the 2003 Air Transport White Paper. The Core Strategy needs to be consistent with the two runway airport that the White Paper supports, notwithstanding the District Council’s continuing opposition to Government policy.
Officer recommendations 
No change to this Vision Statement 
	Strategic Objective 18 – Design

The design qualities of the terminal building and strategic landscaping of the site should act as a benchmark for subsequent phases of the development to ensure that facilities respect the countryside setting and provide a high standard of passenger experience of all users, especially if their mobility is impaired or they have some other disability 


Summary of Representations 

No representations were received.

Officer Comments

It is suggested that this strategic objective is too detailed and it would be better if it were included as a policy.  
Officer Recommendations 

Include this strategic objective as a policy.
	Strategic Objective 19 – Travel

The maximum number of journeys to and from the airport by air passengers and workers will be made by public transport. Appropriate surface access infrastructure and service capacity is provided to meet airport related demand without impacting on capacity to meet demands of other network users. 


Summary of Representations 

Two representations made both in support but with conditions. 

SSE suggests that the word number be changed to proportion. 

Essex Wildlife Trust is concerned that the provision of new car parks should be minimised as the airport expands to send out a clear message that private car usage is discouraged. 

Officer Comments 

The intention is to increase the proportion of trips being made by public transport. This needs to be managed in an appropriate way. Simply reducing the number of car parking spaces could result in increased parking in areas around the airport or ‘kiss and fly’ trips which would be contrary to the Council’s approach.    
Officer Recommendations 
Substitute “proportion” for “number”.

	Strategic Objective 20 – Noise and Air Quality 

The council will seek to make sure that due weight is attached to the impact of air noise, ground noise and air quality on the health and amenity of local communities. 




Summary of Representations 

One representation in support and one objecting. 

SSE supports the objective but suggest alternative wording “the council will seek to minimise the impact of air noise, ground noise and air quality on the health and amenity of local communities.”

English Heritage objects as they feel that the impact of noise on the historic environment should be considered. 

Officer Comments 

Agree that the objective should be amended to include the suggested changes  
Officer Recommendation 

Amend strategic objective to read: “the council will seek to minimise the impact of air noise, ground noise and air quality on the health and amenity of local communities and the historic environment.”

	Strategic Objective 21 – Effects of Air Quality on Biodiversity 

The council will seek to make sure that due weight is attached to the Impact of poor air quality on local biodiversity, in particular the effects of nitrogen deposition on Hatfield Forest National Nature Reserve (NNR) and Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI)


Summary of Representations 

Three representations made, two in support , one objection. 

SSE is in support but suggest the objectives reads “the council will seek to minimise the poor air quality on local biodiversity…..”

The Environment Agency objects as the objective is unlikely to be achieved if aircraft fly over Hatfield Forest.

Officer Comments 
The Environment Agency’s comment is not accepted as different proposals or operational measures could exacerbate impacts of Hatfield Forest.  Evidence to the Stansted G1 Inquiry suggests that impacts on the Forest are not limited to nitrogen deposition.

Officer Recommendations 

Amend Strategic Objective 21 to read:
The Council will seek to minimise the impact of poor air quality on local biodiversity, in particular on Hatfield Forest National Nature Reserve and Sites of Special Scientific Interest.”
	Strategic Objective 22 – Local Communities 

The council will seek to maintain the cohesion of local communities particularly affected by the airport. 


Summary of Representations  

No representations 

Officer Recommendations 

No change

	Strategic Objective 23 – Development to 2021

The core strategy as a whole will need to be sufficiently robust to accommodate the uncertainty surrounding the level of airport development by 2021, because of commercial and economic regulation considerations, and potential difficulties in achieving the governments proposed external climate changes costs test, and demonstrating that the benefits outweigh the significant local environmental costs.


Summary of Representations 

The majority of representations were in support of the objective. 

SSE support but feel it should be made clear that Uttlesford are opposed to the increased use of the existing runway. 

Two developers object stating that the core strategy needs to be robust and flexible enough to take account of the airports growth and the different possibilities. One developer states that the expansion is in line with national guidance and the council should be seeking to maximise the benefits that it will bring. 

Officer Comments 

Members views will be sought on the preferred approach in the light of national airports policy and its specific provision for a two runway wide spaced runway at Stansted on the one hand, and the Council’s stated opposition to additional runways at Stansted.  
Officer Recommendation 

This objective should be retained.
	Core Strategy Policy DC 18 – Land Within The Airport 

Encourage efficient use of land within the airport whilst protecting its environmental assets and avoid unnecessarily prominent structures. Require opportunities to address existing light pollution and the visual impact if car parking to be utilised. 


Summary of Representations 

Three representations made two in support one objection. 

A developer supports the policy but feels that in the event of a significant expansion proposal being approved it will be necessary to identify land outside the existing boundary for airport related development. 

The West Essex PCT object stating that it needs to ensure the adequate community facilities are built into the social infrastructure requirement for airport related development. 

Officer Comments
Members views are being sought on the Core Strategy approach to additional development at the airport. In relation to the PCT comments community facilities will be required in relation to all development. This is not necessarily related to the airport. 
Some of the detail in this policy would be more appropriate in a site specific or development control policy and should be deleted
Officer Recommendations 

Amend policy to read:

Land within the Airport

. Require opportunities to address existing light pollution and the visual impact if car parking to be utilised..  

	Core Strategy Policy DC 19 – Airport Employment 

Seek to contain operational and directly associated airport employment on the airport site itself and safeguard land within the airport boundary for that purpose only. 




Summary of Representations 

Strong objection to this policy

A number of developers/landowners object as more land outside of the existing boundary will be needed given the ambitions of Stansted Airport to expand. One developer states that this policy conflicts with strategic objective 23 as it states the core strategy needs to be versatile. 

One developer feels that the boundary should be wider to locate some new employment into existing and proposed settlements to stop some unnecessary journeys. 

Officer Comments 

This approach is consistent with policy E8 in the East of England Plan   

Officer Recommendations 

Delete this policy and include a criteria in the employment strategy policy (E1). 

	Core Strategy Policy DC 20 – Air Quality, Noise and Infrastructure 

Ensure: 

· The effects of development do not breach relevant air quality objectives related to the protection of human health and ecosystems,

· The community benefits from individual aircraft being less noisy are not negated by an increase in the number of air transport movements.

· The necessary transport infrastructure and service capacity to serve the airport is secured while maintaining and improving public transport mode share. 


Summary of Representations 

The majority of representations were in support of the policy. 

SSE support the policy but want an additional fourth bullet point “the maximum proportion of journeys to and from the airport by passengers and workers are made by rail rather than road.”

Essex Wildlife Trust are concerned for the level of NOX.

FoE and ULA21 both say that car parking should be restricted. FoE suggests policy wording “improving public transport mode share and operating a parking policy designed to reduce the use of the private car.” 

Officer Comments

In relation to the points raised by SSE it is not appropriate to specify rail as opposed to bus and coach,because rail cannot serve all potential markets. Bus and coach is the only viable public transport mode for many passengers. The objective of the Stansted Surface Access Strategy is to increase public transport mode share. An integrated approach including a parking strategy is an essential requirement. Reducing the parking facilities at the airport could result in parking elsewhere in the district or ‘kiss and fly’ without measures to increase the use of public transport.          
Officer Recommendations 
Amend policy to read: “The necessary transport infrastructure and service capacity to serve the airport is secured while maintaining and improving public transport mode share within the framework of a surface access strategy” 

	Vision Statement 15 – 

This vision statement is being developed in association with the options for growth set out in part 2 of this document. Depending on which growth option is favoured the vision statement will say:

New housing developments have been dispersed with significant extensions to many existing settlements

Or

New housing developments have been concentrated on relatively few sites to enable the provision of the maximum level of public service infrastructure. 


Summary of Representations

The majority of representations object to the vision statement. 

GDTC and DTSG object as they feel the vision statement does not reflect the policy parameters and framework in the EEP. 

Ashdon PC points out that the two options give the impression that a single new settlement will not be the preferred options. They feel that this decision can not be made until we have the consultation results. They are in support of a new settlement suggesting that land adjoining another LA should be developed so that the combined housing will allow for provision of a school. 

A developer objects to the first statement as they feel that growth in few sites will allow for more provision of infrastructure, schools and community facilities.

 Officer Comments 
Testing of the range of growth options suggest that the latter concentration approach performs better against the objectives of the core strategy.

Officer Recommendations 
Amend the Vision Statement  to read:

“New housing developments have been concentrated on relatively few sites to enable the provision of the maximum level of public service infrastructure.”
Theme 4 – Living In Communities
	Vision Statement 16 - Health Services
Accessible, high quality health services and effective promotion of healthy living mean that healthy lifestyles are available to all.  




Summary of Representations

The majority of representations were in support of the vision. 

Stansted Mountfitchet PC wants to ensure that health services are provided locally and the importance of protecting existing local open space.  The PCT support the vision and suggest rewording the vision to read “   promotion of healthy living through good design in the built environment and provision of suitable green infrastructure mean that healthy ….”   

A developer considers that a new settlement at Stebbing would provide access to new health services and outdoor recreation.
SSE suggests an additional vision on maintaining the cohesion of local communities.

Officer Comments

With regard to SSE’s comments this is covered by Strategic Objective 22.

Appreciate the comments of the PCT which gives the Vision a land use perspective but the vision is providing a spatial perspective to the Core Strategy (ie working with partners to achieve appropriate level of health service in District).  

Officer Recommendation

No Change
	Strategic Objective 24 - Provision of Health Services

To support the well being of Uttlesford residents by making sure enough health services and other community facilities e.g. for sport are provided to meet current needs and the additional requirement arising from any new development


Summary of Representations

The majority of representations are in support of the objective. 
It is supported by the PCT and FoE and by three developers, one of whom considered that a new settlement at Stebbing would allow purpose built health and recreational facilities.  

An individual considers that services should be accessible without the need for a car for a percentage of the towns’ populations with a lower figure for the rest of the District.
Officer Comments

The Core Strategy needs to reflect the priorities in the Community Plan, which has a strong emphasis on health and well being. For these reason, although there is some duplication with the infrastructure objective under the District Character Theme it is appropriate to include this as an objective in the Core Strategy. It is suggested that this objective should be retitled Health and Well Being.

Officer Recommendation

Retain Objective but amend title to “Health and Well Being”
	Core Strategy Policy LC1 - Health and Community Facilities

Require the provision of health and other community facilities where these are needed


Summary of Representations

Only one representation received making an observation. 
The PCT suggest that the policy is reworded with the words “as part of development proposals” added to the end of the policy.

An individual considered that the policy should mention the need for support and care for the elderly.  Another individual considered that the term ‘health services’ should be defined.  For instance, does this just mean Doctors, Dentists, or also Hospitals and if so providing what level of services?

Felsted PC consider that enhancing the quality of communities relies on more than just health services and the policies should address these further requirements (shops, entertainment, schools, green spaces, gardens, community friendly roads and public security etc) for sustainable communities

A developer considers that a new settlement in Stebbing would allow for health and community services.

The policy is supported by FoE

Officer Comments

Agree that the amendment suggested by the PCT should be included. In relation to the Felsted PC comments these elements are covered by the infrastructure policy under the District Character Theme. The policy could be amended to take out reference to community facilities to avoid this. The nature of the facilities to be provided does not need to be specified in this Policy but will be set out in more detail in relation to relevant elements of the Spatial Strategy and subsequent DPDs and/or SPD 

Officer Recommendation

Amend policy to read as follows:

Health Facilities

Require the provision of health facilities where these are needed as part of development proposals.

	Core Strategy Policy LC2 – Sports Provision and Children’s Play 

Address the shortfall in sports provision and children’s play space


Summary of Representations

The majority of representations were in support of the policy. 
The policy is supported by a developer and FoE
Officer Comments

Suggest this policy does duplicate the infrastructure policy and should be deleted
Officer Recommendation

Delete policy
	Core Strategy Policy LC3 - Health Impacts of Development

Take into account the health impacts of development such as noise, smell, dust, electro magnetic radiation or exposure to pollutants


Summary of Representations

The majority of representations were in support of the policy. 
An individual considers that the policy needs clarifying as to whether it is referring to impacts during construction or through the ongoing use of the building once completed.

The policy is supported by a developer and FoE
Officer Comments

Suggest that the policy should be amended to clarify that the impacts are relevant both during construction and in use

Officer Recommendation

Amend Policy to Read:

Take into account the health impacts of development during construction and in use such as noise, smell, dust, electro magnetic radiation or exposure to pollutants.

	Core Strategy Policy LC4 – Accessibility

Ensure development will include the highest standards of accessibility and inclusion for all people regardless of disability, age or gender


Summary of Representations

Four representations received two in support and two objecting. 
Comments were received from three developers.  One considered a new settlement at Stebbing would allow access consideration to be at the heart of the development.  Another wants the policy amended to ‘Encourage’ development to include the highest standards of accessibility.  A third considers the policy does not refer to other policies or types of development and should be amended to be more explicit in its reference to the Core Strategy.

The policy is supported by FoE.

Officer Comments

This general statement is considered to be appropriate to the Core Strategy. 
Officer Recommendation

No change
Summary of representations received on Growth Options

	Growth Option
	Object
	Support
	Support with conditions
	Observations
	Total

	Concentrate development at Saffron Walden
	53
	6
	2
	1
	62

	Concentrate development at Great Dunmow
	49
	7
	0
	0
	56

	Concentrate development at Stansted Mountfitchet
	49
	4
	0
	2
	55

	Concentrate development at Largest Centres
	39
	19
	6
	1
	65

	New settlement has to be 10,000 dwellings
	7
	3
	0
	0
	10

	New Settlements at Stebbing or Elsenham or Nr Airport
	37
	2
	2
	4
	45

	Assessment that this option not appropriate
	14
	39
	1
	0
	54

	Distribute development over range of settlements
	24
	42
	3
	1
	70

	Distribute along West Anglia Rail Corridor
	37
	15
	6
	1
	59

	Distribute development in villages
	36
	31
	4
	1
	71

	Distribute development along A120 Corridor
	37
	26
	4
	3
	70


General observations
· General concern about impact of scale of development on services/infrastructure

· Need to preserve character of existing settlements

· Need to locate development on good public transport links

· Concentration Option makes best use of existing transport hubs.

· Need to locate development close to employment centres

· Location of housing will depend on where residents will work – are they commuting out of district or local?

· Locate housing in vicinity of Airport in accordance with RSS

· Strategy must be consistent with RSS – SS policies

· Releasing land reserved for other uses should be resisted.

· Need a strategy which looks beyond 2021

· Need a strategy which will produce a development with a low carbon footprint.

· Cannot rely on one option as all have flaws.

· Proposing a wide range of options polarises the issues and ignores linkages between options.

· The choice of a wrong option could lead to the loss of local distinctiveness.  Distributing development at a scale appropriate to each settlement will not result in the loss of settlement character.

· Option must be inaccordance with regional policies SS4 (development in towns), E8 (Airports) and T7 (Transport in Rural areas).

· Not all permitted/allocated sites may be genuinely available.

· Need to increase housing delivery by increasing the availability of genuinely deliverable housing sites a number of which should be large sites.

· Need to ensure 5 year supply of housing land

· Need Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment.

· Core strategy needs to be for 15 years from adoption ie 2009-2024 and therefore need to roll forward 400 dwlgs per year from 2021 to 2024 therefore looking for a total of 9200 units of which sites for 4200 need to be found.

Water Resources
· Water supply and sewage are important factors for consideration.

· Water cycle studies study would help inform the development plan process, as well as firm up on the phasing of development to match the timing of increases in capacity at existing sewage treatment works (STWs) and possibly new STWs.
Highway Network
· Increased congestion on M11 and A120 are important factors for consideration.

· Rise in cost of public transport fares will lead to increases in car use.

· Councils need to work with bus companies to improve services (not just pay lip-service to providing better services to reduce car use).

Developer Contributions
· Important for developers to fund infrastructure to ensure proper development of new communities.

· Need to set out clearly what is expected of developer’s contributions.

· Need to describe what scale of development may be subject to financial contribution.

Concentrating all development at Saffron Walden

Reasons for objection

· Unlikely all 3000 units can be appropriately accommodated

· For the points raised under the Issues

· Impact on southern Cambridgeshire and in particular capacity of A1301 (A1307??)

· Detrimental impact on regeneration plans for Haverhill

· Detrimental to growth of other settlements

· Deprive other areas of affordable housing

· Inadequate local employment therefore lead to increased journeys

· Unlikely to achieve delivery rates

· Would not support employment growth at Airport.

· Existing secondary school can not accommodate growth (ECC)

· Unlikely to provide sustainable transport (ECC)

· Problematic to deliver and implement health infrastructure in the short term and development needs of other settlements would be compromised (PCT)

· No solution beyond 2021

· Employment land should only be allowed to change to residential use if it can clearly be demonstrated it is no longer suitable.

Reasons for Support

· Range of existing services

· reduce the need for people to travel

· encourage a sustainable transport pattern

· existing organic growth creating demand for additional housing and employment
New Issues raised

· No safe foot/cycle route to railway station

· Restricted access to M11 at Junction9

· Edge of town retail development will reduce viability of town centre

· No mention of Castle/museum as part of Historic Environment.

· Extensive and important archaeological deposits exist

· Issue SW11 should read “…land west of Little Walden Road which is in the flood plain”.

· Further studies required to assess capacity of STW. (EA)

Concentrating all development at Great Dunmow

Reasons for Objection

· Pressure on services and facilities

· Impact on historic fabric

· Already had/having significant development

· No links to rail service

· Capacity to absorb scale of development – environmentally/build form/socially/employment

· Will limit development opportunities/sustainability of other settlements and therefore increase need for journeys.

· Will not address local housing need across district.

· Inappropriate development densities may be needed to achieve growth in housing.

· Unnecessary pressure placed on land allocated for other purposes.

· Ability of transport infrastructure to cope (even with some improvements)

· Deliverability

· Existing secondary school can not accommodate growth (ECC)

· Unlikely to provide sustainable transport (ECC)

· Problematic to deliver and implement health infrastructure in the short term and development needs of other settlements would be compromised (PCT) 
· No solution beyond 2021

Reasons for Support

· Link to strategic road network – will support sustainable transport modes

· Infrastructure and facilities provided as part of development to serve the immediate community
· Important employment centre – support local economy

· Encourage sustainable relationship between housing and employment and therefore reduce journeys

· Existing and bypass roads reduce direct adverse effect on historic town centre

· Proximity to  airport

· Development of new school a viable option

· Support for development of smaller greenfields around town.

New Issues raised

· If NW bypass completed traffic management measures needed to ensure town centre benefits

· Employment within Dunmow is very limited and generally offers lower paid jobs making house purchase difficult

· Edge of town retail development will reduce viability of town centre

· Importance to consider the contribution the open and green spaces within the town make to the character.  

· Increase in vandalism and disturbance which comes with a larger population

· The flooding in this area determined to be greater than the 1 in 100 year event (EA)

Concentrating all development at Stansted Mountfitchet

Reasons for Objection

· Conflict with MGB policy

· Congestion on B1383

· Deficit in sports and play space

· Landscape sensitivity

· Impact on historic town

· Limited capacity for new shops in town centre & proximity to BS makes new shops less viable – lead to more journeys

· Already accommodating development at Rochfords

· Capacity of railway

· Existing secondary school can not accommodate growth (ECC)

· Unlikely to provide sustainable transport (ECC)

· Problematic to deliver and implement health infrastructure in the short term and development needs of other settlements would be compromised (PCT)
· No solution beyond 2021

Support

· Links to M11/A120

Concentrate development in three centres 

Reason for Objection

· Inadequate services – limited capacity of town centres

· Level of expansion would not provide improvement to services and facilities needed

· Already taking extensive amount of development

· Impact on character.

· No solution beyond 2021

Reasons for Support

· Create sustainable settlements

· Capable of offering access to jobs, services and community facilities

· Deliverability

· Consistent with RSS

· Reduce impact on each settlement

Option Supported by

Anglian Water Services

National Trust

ECC (still some issue of inadequate space at existing schools and scale of development in each settlement not make new schools viable)

Highways Agency

Environment Agency

New Settlement

Reasons for objection

· Lead in time for delivery

· 3000 not provide sustainable community.  Would not support own jobs, schools, services etc and therefore lead to increased journeys.

· New settlement needs to be 5000-10,000, if smaller is dormitory village.

· Contrary to RSS

· Detrimental impact on rural character of area

· Place unacceptable pressure on roads, schools, hospitals

· Coalescence

· Contrary to proposed strategic objectives of core strategy

Reasons for support

· Can be less than 10,000

· Look to linked, networked (high quality public transport) new settlement forming a cluster of settlements of 5-10,000 units.

· Sustainable long term solution - capacity to expand and look beyond 2021

· Must be located on major transport route

· Achieve Eco-settlement

· Overcome issues of adding to congestion in other settlements, school capacity.

· Potential for joint project with BDC

· Protect historic settlements from urbanisation

New Issues raised

· Location should have easy access to railway station.

· Feasibility work on the provision of public transport based on an orbital route running both clockwise and anti-clockwise linking Elsenham with Stansted Mountfitchet, Bishop’s Stortford and Stansted Airport indicates that growth of around 1500-1800 dwellings can support a 20 minute frequency on this route (in both directions) 6 days a week with a reduced service on a Sunday. With appropriate timetabling this would provide a bus to Bishop’s Stortford every 10 minutes.
· A new settlement will allow for the design of Home Zones.

· Development at Stebbing would not be able to link into the A120 at an existing junction.
· With a new settlement employment land can be planned to take into account transport access to major routes
· View that growth of 4,200 houses can support a significant range of shops and services such as a full range of shops, restaurants, formal and informal recreational facilities, a new health centre and dental practice, community and faith buildings and libraries etc. Taking account of the existing 900 or so households [in Elsenham] this creates a viable and sustainable critical mass to support a robust range of services.
· Data indicates that Stebbing area is one of high, possibly exceptional, diversity and therefore particularly susceptible to change caused by development.

Distribute over a range of settlements
Reasons for objection

· Does not generate critical mass to deliver services and facilities

· More difficult to achieve planning gains

· Increase journeys

· Difficult to solve issue of inadequate space at existing schools and scale of development in each settlement not make new schools viable.

· Need to put large scale housing adjacent to settlements with services and facilities

· Would not support much needed social and physical infrastructure necessary to accommodate major growth.

Reasons for Support

· Spread across settlements with necessary infrastructure

· Social housing available through range of settlements

· Support village infrastructure

· Support rural economy

· Retain rurality – avoid large scale development in one location

· Road infrastructure not overburdened in one particular area

· Environmental impact of development minimised

· Recognises role of market towns and villages in line with RSS

· Greater choice of housing and where to live.

· Allows for development pressures to be absorbed more evenly with less strain on existing services, but allowing for new provision to be phased with significant growth. It would also allow smaller scale locally generated growth to be provided throughout the District without dispersing the main concentrations of development, which should be located at key larger settlements.

The preferred strategic approach also allows for key improvements to transport, social and green infrastructure to be made. In this way, the lag in provision of community facilities including health care in particular, due to funding structures and associated lack of capacity may be more effectively addressed through a combination of manageable phasing requirements and public and private sector funding. (PCT)

Other permutations suggested.

· Spread over hierarchy but with new large development taking bulk of houses

· Object to hierarchy other than allowing village infill.

· Mixture of concentrated and dispersed.

Development along West Anglia rail corridor

Reasons for Objection

· Limited capacity to integrate into transport network and improve public transport – increase platform lengths therefore increase car journeys

· Impact on historic settlements

· Difficult to solve issue of inadequate space at existing schools and scale of development in each settlement not make new schools viable.

· Infrastructure already overloaded. 

· No critical mass to achieve infrastructure improvements

· Coalescence

· Skew development to west of district

· Facilitate out commuting.

· Ambitious for all 3000 but scope for significant contribution.

Reasons for support

· Main line railway stations

· Principle bus routes

· Transport links to employment sites outside district.

New Issues raised

· No dedicated cycle routes between Gt Chesterford and Saffron Walden and many of the roads are too narrow to be adapted.

Development in Villages

Reasons for objection

· Lead to unsympathetic and unsustainable communities

· Past experience shows incremental expansion of allocations not sustainable in transport terms

· No critical mass to provide physical and social infrastructure

· Damage character of villages

· Long term burden on schools transport budget

· Contrary to PPS3 and RSS

· Development of Greenfield sites

· Major adverse effect on maximum number of communities

· Uncertainty of deliverability.

· No/few existing services/facilities

Reasons for support

· Support village services

· Provide affordable housing in villages

· Strengthen rural communities

· District Council seems to loose control over large developments

Other Comments

· Scale of development dependant upon services

· Some villages have a role but all development in villages inappropriate.

New Issues raised

· Clarify that in the results of Arkesden Parish Plan there was a further 16% who wanted only conversion of existing, which results in a total of 46% who wanted no NEW development and a total of 99% who wanted no significant development in the village.
A120 Corridor

Reasons for Objection

· Oakwood park already too big

· Scale of development already planned

· Coalescence

· No rational for aligning growth with A120 – its simply a road

· Pressure on existing services and facilities

· Detrimental to character of countryside and settlements

· Lead to increase car journeys – out commuting to Chelmsford and Colchester

· Scale of development not certain of delivering infrastructure.

· Takes development away from villages. Limits choice of where to live.

· Contrary to planning policy, 

· Difficult to solve issue of inadequate space at existing schools and scale of development in each settlement not make new schools viable

Reasons for Support

· Accessibility and connectivity of road

· Links to airport and other employment opportunities

· Support existing settlements

· Consolidate public transport role of B1256

· Corridor a good location for employment development with the motorway and trunk road access being important to businesses.

New Issues Raised

· The hourly bus service links VERY POORLY with the Stansted Express service, finishing at 6pm, which for London workers can frequently result in over an hour wait at Stansted for a bus.
· It would probably be useful if the bus services the other way linked to train services from Chelmsford or Braintree, which is not currently viable.

Other Options Suggested
· Close to Haverhill with employment centre at Haverhill and route into Cambridge

· Herts/Essex/Cambs border

· Uttlesford/Braintree border

· Combination of options 1a, 2a and 2c (SW/GD/Villages)

· Duel Centred town (Create second centre with own retail centre adjacent to existing town.)

· Maximise land within urban areas, appropriate infill in towns/villages and bulk in New Settlement.

· Release surplus industrial land adjacent River Stort.

· A combination of options 2a and 2b (focussed dispersal).  This has the benefits of accessibility and transport links, increasing the potential for airport workers to live locally, deliverability, achieve community benefits.

Summary comments Stakeholder comments
	
	Planning policy
	Education
	Transport
	Sewage

	1a-Concentrate Saffron Walden
	Has some merit but the evidence to support concentration is weak
	This option could not be supported on the basis that SW County High could not cope with or be expanded to cope with additional pupils on their current site.  
	Unlikely to provide a sustainable transport option
	Existing sewers are at capacity, we would have considerable reservations over any new developments that discharged to watercourses in this vicinity and the potential harmful impacts on the quality of the river environment.

	1b-Concentrate

Great Dunmow
	Has some merit but the evidence to support concentration is weak
	Limited further expansion of Helena Romanes is possible but not to cope with 2,000 homes. 
	Unlikely to provide a sustainable transport option
	

	1c-Concentrate

Stansted Mountfitchet
	Has some merit but the evidence to support concentration is weak
	Expansion of Mountfitchet High to accommodate 2,000 homes would be viable but only with  some additional site area. 
	Unlikely to provide a sustainable transport option
	More environmental suitability for transfer of any increased sewage flows to Bishop's Stortford STWs.  Preferable to see no significant increase in sewage effluent input at Stansted STW or potential harmful impacts on the quality of the river environment

	1d-Concentrate

development in largest centres
	All factors being equal, this strategy is preferred
	As per comment on 1a any expansion of SW County High would be extremely difficult.  Some limited expansion of Helena Romanes may be possible while Mountfitchet offers the greatest opportunity to expand.  
	Preferred transport solution
	A suitable option as reduces the environmental impact from concentrations of development at single sites.

	1e- Concentrate development in a single new settlement
	Against policy in RSS, impact on existing settlements negative,scale and implementation issues
	A new settlement of 3,000+ family homes could allow the establishment of a new secondary school and with sufficient site area this could cater for future growth demands post 2021. 
	Insufficient scale to provide proper and sustainable transport solution
	Sewage flows from development in the Takeley or Stansted area could flow to Bishop's Stortford treatment works, or via Takeley and onward transfer to Rye Meads STW - Preferable for no further increases in organic loading to the headwaters of the Pincey Brook. 



	2a-Distribute development over a range of settlements
	Spreading development is primarily unsustainable
	As stated the capacity of each village primary would need to be taken into account.  Difficult to comment on without more precise detail
	Not Sustainable in Transport Terms
	Smaller STW may struggle to accommodate additional development. Costly to upgrade a number of works.

	2b-Distribute development along the West Anglia Rail Corridor
	This option would skew development to the west of the District
	As per comments on 1d, a significant allocation to Stansted Mountfitchet could be accommodated with appropriate expansion of the secondary school and a new primary.  The suggested element within the catchment of SW County High would again be very problematic.

	Not supported because of capacity constraints on the railway and lack of planned rail investment
	more appropriate for transfer of any increased sewage flows to Bishop's Stortford treatment works

	2c-Distribute all the development in villages around the District
	This would be contrary to planning policy and be unsustainable
	This option would place a long term burden on the secondary school transport budget and under scenario (i) would have the same effect on primary. 
	Not Sustainable in Transport Terms
	Smaller STW may struggle to accommodate additional development. Costly to upgrade a number of works.

	2d-Distribute development along the A120 Corridor and at Great Dunmow
	A strategy based on a road corridor irrespective of settlement structure is unsustainable
	Not supported
	Not Sustainable in Transport Terms
	Spread discharge between a number of rivers.  Costly to upgrade a number of works.
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