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Uttlesford District Council Local Plan Pre-Submission
Representation Form
This form is for any individual, group or company that wishes to make representations on Uttlesford
District Council’s Pre-Submission Local Plan.
1. Introduction
The public consultation offers an opportunity to comment on the Local Plan before it is submitted to
a Planning Inspector for independent examination. The representations will be considered alongside
the published plan when submitted, which will be examined by a Planning Inspector. The Planning
and Compulsory Purchase Act 20041 (as amended) (PCPA) states that the purpose of the
examination is to consider whether the plan complies with the legal requirements, the duty to cooperate and is sound.
2. Legal Compliance
2.1 The Inspector will first check that the plan meets the legal requirements under s20 (5) (a) and the
duty to co-operate under s20 (5) (c) of the PCPA before moving on to the test for soundness.
Before making a representation on legal compliance you should consider the following:








The Plan in question should be included in the current Local Development Scheme (LDS) and
the key stages should have been followed. The LDS is effectively a programme of work
prepared by the Local Planning Authority (LPA), setting out the Local Development
Documents (LDDs)2 it proposes to produce. It will set out the key stages in the production of
any plans which the LPA proposes to bring forward for independent examination. If the plan
is not in the current LDS it should not have been published for representations. The LDS is
available on the UDC website.
The process of community involvement for the Local Plan should be in general accordance
with the LPA’s Statement of Community Involvement (SCI). The SCI sets out the LPA’s
strategy for involving the community in the preparation and revision of LDDs (including
plans) and the consideration of planning applications.
The plan should comply with the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England)
Regulations 2012 (the Regulations)3. On publication, the LPA must publish the documents
prescribed in the Regulations, and make them available at its principal offices and on its
website. The LPA must also notify the various persons and organisations set out in the
Regulations and any persons who have requested to be notified.
The LPA is required to provide a Sustainability Appraisal Report when it publishes a plan. This
should identify the process by which the Sustainability Appraisal has been carried out, and
the baseline information used to inform the process and the outcomes of that process.

1

View at Http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2004/5/contents
LDDs are defined in Regulation 5 – see link below.
3
View at http://.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2012/767/contents/made
2
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Sustainability Appraisal is a tool for appraising policies to ensure they reflect social,
environmental and economic factors.
3. Soundness
3.1 Soundness is explained in paragraph 182 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). The
inspector has to be satisfied that the plan is positively prepared, justified, effective and consistent
with national policy:






Positively prepared: This means that the plan should be prepared based on a strategy which
seeks to meet objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements, including
unmet requirements from neighbouring authorities where it is reasonable to do so and
consistent with achieving sustainable development.
Justified: The Plan should be the most appropriate strategy when considered against
reasonable alternatives, based on proportionate evidence.
Effective: The Plan should be deliverable over its period and based on effective joint working
on cross-boundary strategic priorities.
Consistent with national policy: The Plan should enable the delivery of sustainable
development in accordance with the policies in the NPPF.

3.2 If you think the content of the plan is not sound because it does not include a policy where it
should do, you should go through the following steps:





Is the issue with which you are concerned already covered specifically by national policy in
sufficient detail? If so does it need to be included?
Is what you are concerned with covered by other policies in the plan on which you are
seeking to make representations or in any other plan?
If the policy is not covered elsewhere, in what way is the plan unsound without the policy?
If the plan is unsound without the policy, what should the policy say?

4. Duty to Co-operate
4.2 Before making a representation on compliance with the duty to co-operate you should
consider the following:




The duty to co-operate came into force on 15 November 2011 and any plan submitted for
examination on or after this date will be examined for compliance. LPAs will be expected to
provide evidence of how they have complied with any requirements arising from the duty.
The PCPA establishes that non-compliance with the duty to co-operate cannot be rectified
after the submission of the plan. Therefore the Inspector has no power in this regard. Where
the duty has not been complied with, the Inspector has no choice but to recommend nonadoption of the plan.
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5. Sustainability Appraisal
The LPA is required to provide a Sustainability Appraisal (SA) when it publishes a plan. The
Sustainability Appraisal identifies the process by which the Sustainability Appraisal has been carried
out and the baseline information used to inform the process and the outcomes of that process.
6. General Advice
5.1 If you wish to make a representation seeking a modification to a plan or part of a plan you should
make it clear in what way the plan or part of the plan is inadequate having regard to legal
compliance, the duty to co-operate and the four requirements of soundness set out above. You
should try to support your representation by evidence showing how the plan should be modified. It
will be helpful if you also say precisely how you think the plan should be modified. Representations
should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting information necessary to
support /justify the representation and suggested modification as there will not normally be a
subsequent opportunity to make further submissions based on the original representation made at
publication. After this stage, further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based
on the matters and issues they identify for examination.
5.2 Where there are groups who share a common view on how they wish to see a plan modified, it
would be very helpful for that group to send a single representation which represents the view,
rather than for a large number of individuals to send separate representations which repeat the
same points. In such cases the group should indicate how many people it is representing and how
the representation has been authorised.
Consultation Period
Please note in order for your representations to be accepted they must be received no later than
5pm on Monday 13 August 2018. Responses received after this time will not be accepted.
Representations must be submitted in the following ways:
Directly via the Council’s online consultation portal: http://uttlesfordconsult.limehouse.co.uk/portal/
Via a representation form which can be downloaded from the website and returned via email to
planningpolicy@uttlesford.gov.uk
Or by returning a representation form by post to:
Planning Policy
Uttlesford District Council
Council Offices
London Road
Saffron Walden
Essex
CB11 4ER
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UTTLESFORD DISTRICT COUNCIL – PLANNING POLICY
In accordance with the General Data Protection Regulation please complete:
Section 1 if you are making comments (a representation) on the Local Plan
Section 2 if you want to receive Planning Policy updates (even if you already receive them)
Section 3 to provide your details

1. USE OF PRIVATE DATA WHEN MAKING COMMENTS
If you do not provide consent, we cannot process your comments and you may not be able to
participate in the Local Plan examination.

Yes Please tick this box to provide your consent to allow Uttlesford District Council to process your
data, in accordance with the General Data Protection Regulation and Data Protection Act, so
your comments on the Local Plan can be processed.

*Your name and comments will be made public, but any address, telephone and email address will
remain confidential.

2. RECEIVING UPDATES
Even if you already receive updates, you must provide consent to continue receiving them.
Please tick this box to provide your consent to allow Uttlesford District Council to process your
Yes data, in accordance with the General Data Protection Regulation and Data Protection Act, so
Uttlesford District Council can contact you using the details you provide to send you updates
on the Local Plan and other Planning Policy matters.

Please tick this box to provide your consent to allow Uttlesford District Council to process your data,
in accordance with the General Data Protection Regulation and Data Protection Act, so Uttlesford
District Council can contact you using the details you provide to send you updates on the Local Plan
and other Planning Policy matters.

3. YOUR DETAILS
Please confirm below your name and email or postal address. If you consent to receive updates, you
will receive them via email or post depending on whether you supply email or postal address. You
are not obliged to provide your details; however we will be unable to process any comments you
make or send you updates if you want them.
Contact Name
Email

Greg King, Clerk to Stebbing Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group
clerk@stebbingparishcouncil.org.uk
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Or Postal
Address

We will keep a record of your consent for 7 years, after which we will contact you to see if you still
wish to receive this information. If you no longer wish to receive the above service, you may opt out
at any time by contacting dpo@uttlesford.gov.uk For more information on how we collect, use and
protect personal information generally, please visit https://www.uttlesford.gov.uk/privacy-notice

PRIVACY NOTICE
The Council will use the information you submit, or have submitted, in all correspondence to the
Council to enable the council’s planning policy section to consider any information, representation
or evidence submitted to assist with formulating planning policy.
Further information about Data Protection rights in line with the provisions of the General Data
Protection Regulations and Data Protection Act 2018, for example how to contact the Data
Protection Officer, how long information is held or how we process your personal information can
be found at: https://www.uttlesford.gov.uk/privacy-notice Printed copies of the Council’s Privacy
Notices can be provided on request.
The Council will:
 Use the information you provide for the purpose of performing of its statutory duties.
 Make any disclosures required by law and may also share this information, both across
council departments and with other local authorities and government organisations.
 Check information you have provided, or information about you that someone else has
provided, with other information it holds.
The Council will not give information about you to anyone else, or use information about you for
other purposes, unless the law allows this.
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Part A – Your Contact Details
1. Personal Details*

2. Agent’s Details (if applicable)

*if an agent is appointed, please complete only the Title, Name and Organisation boxes below but complete the full details of the agent in
2.

Title

Mr
First Name

Greg
Last Name

Job Title (where
relevant)

Organisation (where
relevant)

King

Clerk to Stebbing Neighbourhood
Plan Steering Group

Stebbing Neighbourhood
Plan Steering Group

Address Line 1

The Old Stables

Line 2

High Street

Line 3

Stebbing
Line 4

Post Code

CM6 3SG
Telephone Number

01371 855805
E-mail Address

clerk@stebbingparishcouncil.org.uk
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Part B – Please use a separate sheet for each representation
3. To which part of the Local Plan does this representation relate?

Paragraph

Policy

Various

Policies
Map
SP2:
(Spatial
49
Strategy);
and
SP8:
(West of
Braintree
Garden
Community)

Sustainability
Appraisal

Yes,
as
below

LEGAL COMPLIANCE
Please see guidance notes for an explanation of legally compliant.
4. Do you consider the Local Plan is (please tick as appropriate):
4.(1) Legally compliant

Go to 4(1)

No Go to 4(1)

No

4 (1): Please give details of why you consider the Local Plan is legally or is not legally compliant.

The North Essex Inspector (Mr Roger Clews) has concluded that the Sustainability Appraisal
prepared by the three Local Authorities for their Joint Strategic Plan which underpins the West
of Braintree Garden Community allocation, is legally flawed, as it has failed to undertake a
proper testing of reasonable alternatives development options. Nor is it based upon sound
evidence.
Given, that the Sustainability Appraisal for the Uttlesford Draft Local Plan has been produced by
the same author as that produced for the North Essex Authorities, and is underpinned by the
work undertaken in respect of the Joint Strategic Plan, it follows that it is highly unlikely that the
West of Braintree Garden Community element of the UDC Draft Plan is legally compliant.
In so far as it is non-compliant in this respect, the draft Local Plan must fall to be considered not
legally compliant.
The Uttlesford Draft Local Plan can only be made sound by the deletion of Policy SP 8 and the
removal of all references within it to the West of Braintree Garden Community.
(Continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)
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Legal Compliance Modifications
Do you seek to make modification(s) to make the Local Plan legally compliant? (please tick as appropriate):
Yes Go to 4(1.1)

Yes

No Go to 4.2

Proposed Legal Compliance Modifications
You will need to say why this modification(s) will make the Local Plan legally compliant. It will be
helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be
as precise as possible.
Please note your representations should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting
information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested change, as there will
not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations based on the original
representation at publication stage.
After this stage, further submissions will be ONLY at the request of the Inspector, based on the
matters and issues they identify for examination.
4(1.1) Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally
compliant.

The Sustainability Appraisal Report is required to be amended so as to provide for the deletion
of the proposals for the West of Braintree Garden Community (hereafter “WoBGC”) and
consequential changes made to the Local Plan deleting references to WoBGC in their entirety.
(Continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)

Independent Examination (Legal Compliance)
If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the
oral part of the examination?
Yes Go to 4(1.2)

Yes

No Go to 4.2

Reasons for attending oral part of the examination (Legal Compliance)
Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.
4(1.2) If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider
this necessary.

While the Stebbing Neighbourhood Plan is evolving, it has become apparent that the Residents
of the Parish of Stebbing (on a very comprehensive return to a detailed Questionnaire) are of
the very strong opinion (exceeding 90%) that the WoBGC development concept would seriously
8
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harm and prejudice irreparably the landscape and heritage qualities of the Parish. Their views
are also supported by the independent professional advice referred to below,

UDC have not shown a readiness to consider that professional advice, nor engage with the
Stebbing Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group sufficiently to recognise its weight and
materiality as evidence. Consistent therefore, with the principles set out in the Localism Act for
neighbourhood planning which require due consultation, the residents’ views and opinions in
support of that evidence are reasonably sought to be put orally at the examination, by way of
amplificationof the matters set out herebelow.
(Continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)

4.2 TESTS FOR SOUNDNESS
To determine whether the plan is “sound” or not, a Planning Inspector uses four tests. Please see
guidance notes for an explanation of each test.
Yes

No

Q4.2a) Is the plan positively prepared?

Yes

No

No

Q4.2b) Is the plan justified?

Yes

No

No

Q4.2c) Is the plan effective?

Yes

No

No

Q4.2d) Is the plan consistent with national
policy?

Yes

No

No

Soundness

Please see guidance notes for an explanation of soundness.
Do you consider the Local Plan is sound?
Yes Go to 4(2.1)

No Go to 4(2.1)

No

4(2.1) Please state why you consider the Local Plan to be sound or unsound. Please be as precise as
possible.

For the reasons set out hereafter, the Local Plan is considered unsound:
A. SP2 (The Spatial Strategy)
Objection is made to the Spatial Strategy in Policy SP2 and particularly to item 1, which seeks to
direct a large proportion of the District’s growth to new Garden Communities at Easton Park,
9
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North Uttlesford and West of Braintree. The decision to identify these three locations, and
especially the West of Braintree site, is contrary to the Local Plan’s evidence base and therefore
fails the test of being “justified” (i.e. the most appropriate strategy when considered against the
reasonable alternatives, based on proportionate evidence), as set out by paragraph 182 of the
NPPF.
It is evident that the Reg 19 Local Plan is based on flawed evidence and therefore does not
represent the most appropriate strategy.
Therefore we object to the Local Plan’s Spatial Strategy on the basis that:
(i) it is flawed;
(ii) it conflicts with its own evidence base; and,
(iii) it is not the most appropriate strategy when considered against the reasonable
alternatives.
In order to address these shortcomings, all references to the West of Braintree extension into
Uttlesford District should be deleted from the Plan.
Additionally, for reasons given above and the evidence referred to in response to Policy SP8,
the SA requires revision to re-assess the scores given to each option. This will demonstrate that
WoBGS should not be selected as a preferred option, as was also found to be the case by the
Inspector examining the North Essex Strategic Section 1 Plan, and whose findings are relied
upon being equally applicable to the UDC Plan.
B. SP8 (West of Braintree Garden Community)
Policy SP8 proposes a new cross-border Garden Community at West of Braintree, which will be
partly in Uttlesford District but mostly within Braintree District. This is expected to
accommodate 3,500 new dwellings in Uttlesford District, of which 970 new dwellings could be
delivered during the plan period (i.e. by 2033). To support these new homes, the Policy also
seeks a range of local employment opportunities, reconfiguration of and improvements to
junctions on the A120 to allow access in all directions.
We object for the reasons set out below to the allocation of a new cross-border Garden
Community at West of Braintree.
Our biggest concern and objection to the overall WoBGC proposal is that it will be sandwiched
in the open countryside between two historic settlements of Stebbing and Great Saling and their
Conservation Areas. The proposed Garden Settlement would have very serious adverse impact
on the special features of the open area, including:
(i) the Registered Parks and Gardens;
(ii) Ancient Woodland;
(iii) Scheduled Monuments;
(iv) many listed buildings and other heritage assets;
(v) the best and most versatile agricultural land; and
(vi) high quality landscape.
10
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The Evidence Base, including the Sustainability Appraisal, does not justify the proposal and
there are better and more sustainable options.

The Plan fails the required tests which are to be:
i.
ii.
iii.

“justified” (i.e. it is not the most appropriate strategy when considered against the
reasonable alternatives, based on proportionate evidence);
“effective” (i.e. it is not deliverable over the plan period); nor
“consistent with national policy” (i.e. it does not enable the delivery of sustainable
development), as set out by paragraph 182 of the NPPF.

There are a number of significant failings and weaknesses with the WoBGC allocation within the
Uttlesford District, including:
1.

Unsustainable Location:
The WoBGC growth location is poorly located in relation to facilities and services in
higher order centres and has very poor access to existing public transport, which
makes it inherently unsustainable in strategic planning terms. The nearest railway
station, in Braintree, is over 3.5 miles to the east of the growth location and only
provides a branch line service to Witham, Chelmsford and beyond to London. Even
if a new bus service is proposed between the growth location and Braintree station,
total journey times to London are likely to be approximately two hours, making
public transport an unattractive proposition for most commuters and making it very
difficult to achieve a meaningful modal shift to public transport.
Of course new development on the scale of a Garden Community could support new
services, facilities and infrastructure. However, with only a fraction of the new
homes at the WoBGC growth location identified for delivery in Uttlesford District
during the plan period, there will clearly be insufficient critical mass to support the
delivery of the majority of new services and facilities before 2033.

2.

Natural Environment Harm:
Major development at WoBGC is likely to cause natural environment harm to
existing ancient and other woodland (including at Boxted Wood), the best and most
versatile Grade 2 agricultural land, lakes, brooks and the wider landscape in this
part of the countryside.
The growth location is also likely to impact adversely on the historic settlements of
Stebbing and Great Saling, including the setting of their designated Conservation
Areas.
The proposals will also result in the loss a significant area of the best and most
versatile Grade 2 agricultural land. This is a particularly important consideration
given the uncertainties relating to the future of arable agriculture for food
production caused by Brexit and also the ability and importance in future to be able
11
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to use such agricultural land for the growing of renewable energy sources, such as
biofuels.
The Landscape Partnership, acting on behalf of Stebbing Parish Council, as part of

the evidence base for the emerging Stebbing Neighbourhood Plan, examined a
number of these constraints in their Landscape Sensitivity and Capacity Appraisal
in March 2017. (reference is made to the Appraisal, included as Annex 1 hereto and
incorporated herein by e-link).
Section 6 and Figure 8 of The Landscape Partnership’s report found that the
WoBGC growth location (within Uttlesford) falls entirely within land that has either a
“low” or a “medium to low” landscape capacity, i.e. where any development would
have a significant adverse effect on the historic integrity of Stebbing and its future
development, the setting of listed buildings and attractive views and vistas that are
available from several points within the Parish.
Planning and Heritage Consultants, Grover Lewis Associates, were also
commissioned by Stebbing Parish Council to undertake a Heritage Assessment as
part of the evidence base for the emerging Stebbing Neighbourhood Plan, and
concluded in their report that the greatest degree of harmful impact on the historic
environment would result from the development of the Andrewsfield and Boxted
Wood proposals within WoBGC. It is to be recalled that together they form the
extension into Uttlesford District/Stebbing Parish as part of WoBGC (reference is
made to the Assessment, included as Annex 2 hereto and incorporated herein by elink).
Grover Lewis state in paragraph 4.125 of their Assessment the importance and
significance of Stebbing Green:
‘The historic character of Stebbing Green has survived remarkably well and
unspoiled giving the listed buildings considerable group value. Their settings are
characterised by the openness of the surroundings, which includes the former
common land and the surrounding open farmland, which……can be glimpsed
through spaces between buildings. This distinctive setting makes a strong
contribution to the significance of the listed buildings. The special historic character
of Stebbing Green with its distinctive openness is worthy of designation as a
conservation area.’
The above harmful impacts of the wider WoBGS proposals on the settlements of
Stebbing and Great Saling were also included in the findings and conclusions of
consultants AECOM (acting for the North Essex Authorities) in their Report dated
May 2017 ‘North Essex Garden Communities – West of Braintree – Concept
Framework’. (reference is made to the Report, included as Annex 3 hereto and
incorporated herein by e-link).
Whilst this report only considers land in Braintree District, its findings and
recommendations are wholly relevant to the UDC proposals to extend the new
settlement at WoBGC into Stebbing Parish. The AECOM report assesses three
spatial options and also takes into account the issues and concerns raised through
stakeholder engagement. The preferred spatial structure concludes that the most
12
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appropriate size for the new community is 9,300 homes and this is based on a
number of stated key factors including:









Landscape capacity
The need to preserve historic assets, including villages and gardens and
their setting
The desire to maintain an element of rural openness and agriculture
The need to protect designated habitats and links between them
An assumption that existing plan policy could be varied and the mineral
extraction site developed
A population large enough to support a new secondary school, community
services, excellent public transport and meaningful levels of employment to
reduce the need for out-commuting
Neighbourhood blocks with distinct centres at their core that are on a very
walkable scale
The need to manage traffic impacts.

Amongst the key drivers for the design of the preferred concept option are the
impacts on Stebbing Green and Great Saling and the landscape character around
these areas. The preferred spatial structure is to concentrate the development area
to the south of the area of search and immediately north of the B1256. This option,
apart from access to the A120 junction is entirely within Braintree District and
retains wide open countryside buffers between the development area and Stebbing
Green (including the Ancient Woodland of Boxted Wood) and Great Saling.
Consequently, it stands to reason from AECOM’s assessment and the evidence
obtained by them, that to consider extending the WoBGC proposals into Stebbing
Parish would be wholly inappropriate, would represent bad planning and would be
totally unjustified.
All the above evidence serves to highlight that the extension of the WoBGC new
settlement into Uttlesford is not a suitable location and should be deleted.
3.

Historic Environment Harm
In addition to the matters referred to by Grover Lewis as to harm undertaken to
designated historic assets above ground, WoBGC will cause potential destruction to
underground historic assets represented at Roman period archaeological locations.
The areas surrounding these have not been properly assessed by UDC nor
allowance made for them in the Policy. A Heritage Impact Assessment has not been
properly undertaken by UDC in accordance with the Historic Environment Good
Practice Advice published by Historic England nor archaeological field evaluation
required to be undertaken in accordance with the standards and guidance of the
Chartered Institute of Archaeologists.
In the absence thereof, the objection of Historic England made in the Regulation 18
Consultation at Comment ID DP4639 dated 4th September 2017, that further work
needs to be undertaken to justify the proposed site allocation remains, in our
13
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submission, valid.
We submit that WoBGC will cause “wholly exceptional” harm to or the loss of
assets of the highest significance and great weight should be given to avoidance of
the assets’ destruction. The Policies set out at paragraphs 193-195 of NPPF (2018)
will not have been complied with if the WoBGC proposal remains in the draft Plan.
Accordingly, it should be removed.
4.

Strategic Highway Access:
It is noted that Policy SP8 requires the “reconfiguration of and improvements to junctions
on the A120, allowing access in all directions” in order to serve WoBGC. However, Policy
SP10 in the Braintree Local Plan (2017) makes no mention of such works and instead
simply refers to the A120 and the B1256 for strategic highway access purposes.
This highlights a significant weakness in the cross-boundary proposals, namely that
existing strategic highway access is restricted by a partial junction with the A120, which
only facilitates trips to and from the east (i.e. Braintree or Colchester). Anyone travelling
to or from the west (i.e. including Great Dunmow, Stansted Airport, Bishop’s Stortford,
Cambridge and London) will need to use the A120 Junction at Dunmow South and travel
along the single carriageway on the B1256 for in excess of 5 miles to access/enter
WoBGS.
The fact that the Braintree Local Plan is silent on any major reconfiguration and
improvements works to allow access in all directions on the A120, throws considerable
doubt on the likelihood of these works being designed, funded, built and opened within a
reasonable length of time and to serve the planned new Garden Community. There is no
evidence to demonstrate the extent of highway works that are required, how they will
befunded and delivered, and whether Highways England, ECC and BDC are fully
committed to and supportive of the plans.
Furthermore the approved minerals extraction at Broadfield Farm act as a major constraint
to the delivery of an all directions grade separated junction on the A120 to serve the new
settlement.
All of these factors seriously bring into question the deliverability and suitability of the
entire West of Braintree growth location.

5.

Prior Mineral Extraction:
The southern part of the West of Braintree growth location, within Braintree District, is an
allocated minerals site (at Broadfield Farm) where extraction and land restoration will need
to take place prior to any major development at WoBGC. National and ECC minerals
policy requires that important and viable mineral reserves should be protected and worked
before such sites are released for development. This will affect the delivery of the WoBGC
proposal because it will act as a major constraint to the delivery of a new grade separated
14
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direct four-way junction onto the A120. Furthermore, it is uncertain whether similar prior
mineral extraction and land restoration will be required on the Uttlesford District side of
the growth location and what implications this could have on the wider phasing of the new
Garden Community and on housing delivery during the Uttlesford District plan period.
6. Prejudice to Emerging Stebbing Neighbourhood Plan
The Reg 19 Local Plan prejudices the production of the emerging Stebbing
Neighbourhood Plan and fails to take into account the evidence base for it (made known
to UDC and published on their web site), the outcome of the Neighbourhood Plan survey
and the community engagement following. The evidence base to the emerging
Neighbourhood Plan has identified the constraints and opportunities to future
development within the Parish.
These are shown on the attached Constraints and Opportunities Plan (reference is made
to the Plan, included as Annex 4 hereto). A Green Wedge/Green Buffer is proposed to
maintain the open setting of Stebbing Green and Boxted Wood and to prevent
coalescence. The WoBGC extension would prejudice this proposal.
7.

Loss of Andrewsfield Airfield
The proposals will result in the loss of a long-established, important and valuable
resource and facility for commercial and leisure flying as well as providing pilot training
and meeting emergency service needs. It is only one of three Aerodromes licensed by The
Civil Aviation Authority in Essex, under Licence no. P789 issued in 1993, which is
described as remaining in force until varied, suspended or revoked. Take-off and landing
is permitted at night.
Paragraph 104f of NPPF recognises the importance of maintaining a national network of
general aviation airfields such as Andrewsfield, as does the Government’s Aviation Policy
Framework and General Aviation Strategy. The WoBGC proposal, leading to loss of the
Airfield, would run contrary to such policies.
Apart from providing General Aviation facilities, its local community functions have been
recognised as the Club House, Millibar Café, ancillary buildings and car park have been
listed as an Asset of Community Value. The decision was made in respect of land within
Uttlesford District on Thursday 12 July and in respect of land within Braintree District on
31 July 2018
The airfield also houses a meteorological station which is part of the UK Met Office
weather station network. Further, the Airfield is of historic significance being the first
USAAF “A Type” base constructed in England for bomber use in 1942 and as such is of
historic importance, and is named indeed after the US Army General.

8.

Development Capacity
The Plan proposes that part of WoBGC falling within Uttlesford District has the potential
to deliver 3,500 homes. This is a gross over-estimation. The maximum extent of the area
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indicated on the WoBGC Inset Map (49) is 150 ha.
Given the areas of Ancient Woodland and the Local Wildlife Site at Boxted Wood and the
very substantial areas of archaeological interest and history, evidenced by Historic
Environment Records, as well as the need to provide appropriate tree planting and
strategic open buffers - particularly to protect and prevent coalescence with Stebbing
Green – the maximum net development area is no more than approximately 60 ha.
At a density of 30 dwellings per hectare, and allowing for non-residential uses such as
employment, neighbourhood and community facilities, schools and the other uses set out
in Policy SP8, it is doubtful whether the development could reasonably provide as many
as 1,500 dwellings and certainly not 3,500 dwellings as set out in para 3.102 and Policy
SP8.
Reference is made to the Stebbing Parish Plan – assessment of development capacity,
included as Annex 5 hereto, to demonstrate this assertion.
C. Summary
In summary, it is submitted that the WoBGC growth location and Policy SP8 in the Uttlesford
Reg.19 Plan is based on flawed evidence and an erroneous and unsupportable interpretation of
the Sustainability Appraisal.
It therefore fails the required tests, namely of being:
“justified” (i.e. the plan should be the most appropriate strategy when considered against the
reasonable alternatives, based on proportionate evidence);
“effective” (i.e. the plan should deliverable over its period); and
“consistent with national policy” (i.e. the plan should enable the delivery of sustainable
development), as required by NPPF.
Consequently, Policy SP8 is seeking to justify the unjustifiable and deliver the undeliverable. If
this is continued into the final Submission Plan, then the Plan should and will fail as being
unsound.
(Continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)

Soundness Modifications
Do you seek to make modification(s) to make the Local Plan Sound? (please tick as appropriate):
Yes Go to 4(2.2)

Yes

No
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Proposed Soundness Modifications
You will need to say why this modification(s) will make the Local Plan sound. It will be helpful if you
are able to put forward suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as
possible.
Please note your representations should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested change, as
there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations based on the
original representation at publication stage.
After this stage, further submissions will be ONLY at the request of the Inspector, based on the
matters and issues they identify for examination.
4(2.2) Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan sound.

A. SP2 (The Spatial Strategy)
Proposed Modifications
Policy SP8 should be deleted, together with all references to the WOBGC contained in the Plan.
Its proposed extension into Uttlesford District is wholly dependent upon the Braintree
proposals, which have been found to be unsound by the North Essex Inspector. The WOBGC,
(along with the other two Garden Communities considered there) has been found by the North
Essex Inspector not to be adequately justified and not shown to have a reasonable prospect of
being viably developed.
Therefore, they are unsound. It follows that the UDC proposed extension of WOBGC into its
District is also not justified, is not capable of delivery and the Plan is therefore unsound if the
proposed extension of WOBGC were to remain in the Plan.
B. SP8 (West of Braintree Garden Community)
Policy SP8 should be deleted together with all references to the West of Braintree Garden
Community in the Plan as the Uttlesford District proposed extension is wholly dependent upon
the Braintree proposals, which have been found to be unsound by the North Essex Inspector.
The WoBGC, along with the other two Garden Communities, has been found by the North Essex
Inspector to be not adequately justified and not shown to have a reasonable prospect of being
viably developed. Therefore, they are unsound.
It follows that the UDC proposed extension to WoBGC is also not justified, is not capable of
delivery and the Plan is therefore unsound if it remains in the Plan.
Continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)

Independent Examination (Soundness)
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If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the
oral part of the examination?
Yes Go to 4(2.3)

Yes

No Go to 4(3)

Yes

Reasons for attending oral part of the examination (Soundness)
Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.
4(2.3) If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider
this necessary.

For the same reasons as set out in 4 (1.2) above and 4 (3.1 below).
(Continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)

4.3 DUTY TO CO-OPERATE
Do you consider the Local Plan Complies with the Duty to Co-operate?
Yes Go to 4(3)

No

No

Duty to Co-operate Compliance
Please be as precise as possible.

4(3) Please give details why you consider the Local Plan complies or fails to comply with the duty to
co-operate. Please be as precise as possible.

Whilst there has been collaboration and liaison between UDC and Braintree District Council in
order to consider and then propose the extension of WoBGC into Uttlesford District, the
proposals leading from this are entirely dependent upon the Braintree Local Plan proposals.
However, these have been found to be unsound by the Inspector examining the North Essex
Strategic 1 Plan. The UDC Policy therefore in this regard fails in limine and the Duty to
Cooperate as deployed has become ineffective and flawed.
UDC have further failed sufficiently to cooperate with the Stebbing Neighbourhood Plan
Steering Group as to the landscape and heritage policies surrounding the WoBGC proposals
and their impact on the evolving Neighbourhood Plan.
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(Continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)

Independent Examination (Duty to Co-operate)
Do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination on Duty to
Cooperate?
Yes Go to 4 (3.1)

Yes

No

No

Reasons for attending oral part of the examination (Duty to Co-operate)
Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.
4(3.1) If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider
this necessary.

The Stebbing Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group considers that its input, supported by
Independent professional advice, which was provided to UDC at PPWG meetings and in
communication with officers has not adequately been taken into account and requires to be
redressed by participation at the oral part of the examination.
(Continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)

5. SUSTAINABILITY APPRAISAL
Please be as precise as possible.
Please use this box to provide any comments on the Sustainability Appraisal.

The Sustainability Appraisal is clearly flawed for reasons set out in the letter dated 8th June
2018 from the Inspector examining the North Essex Strategic Section 1 Plans.
The Inspector's findings and identification of the shortcomings of the SA, referred to in
paragraphs 93-129 of his letter, which are hereby adopted, are particularly relevant and similarly
apply to the UDC Plan given that the WoBGC is proposed to be extended into Uttlesford District.
In particular, the Inspector found "that the SA fails to justify the choices made and that it has
not been demonstrated that the chosen spatial strategy is the most appropriate one when
considered against the reasonable alternatives, as the tests of soundness require."
As the Regulation 19 SA has been undertaken by the same organisation as that used in support
of the North Essex Section 1 Plan, and relies wholly upon the WoBGC to be extended into
Uttlesford District, it is inherently flawed and rendered unsound for the very same reasons and
shortcomings identified by the Inspector.
For these reasons therefore, the current Reg 19 Plan is unsound and the chosen spatial strategy
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cannot in the circumstances be demonstrated to be the most appropriate one when considered
against reasonable alternatives.
Continue on a separate sheet/expand box if necessary)

ANNEXURES (incorporated into the above Representations, as indicated):

Annex 1:

The Landscape Partnership’s Landscape Sensitivity and Capacity Appraisal of
Stebbing Parish, March 2017;
https://www.uttlesford.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=6859&p=0
https://www.uttlesford.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=6854&p=0
https://www.uttlesford.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=6855&p=0
https://www.uttlesford.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=6856&p=0
https://www.uttlesford.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=6857&p=0

Annex 2:

Grover Lewis’ Heritage Assessment of Stebbing Parish, August 2017;
https://www.uttlesford.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=7950&p=0

Annex 3:

AECOM’s North Essex Garden Communities – West of Braintree Concept
Framework, May 2017
https://www.braintree.gov.uk/download/downloads/id/6370/garden_communities
_-_west_of_braintree_concept_framework_may_2017.pdf

Annex 4:

Stebbing Parish Constraints and Opportunities Plan (hard copy supplied also).

Annex 4 Stebbing Parish Constraints and Opportunities Plan.pdf

Annex 5:

Stebbing Parish Plan assessment of development capacity at WoBGC in
Uttlesford District (hard copy supplied also).

Annex 5 Stebbing Parish assessment of development Capacity at WoBGC.pdf
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Date

13th August
2018

Submission of this form:
After completing this form please email it to: planningpolicy@uttlesford.gov.uk
Or post to
Uttlesford District Council
Planning Policy
London Road
Saffron Walden, Essex
CB11 4ER
Representation must be received no later than 5pm on Monday 13 August 2018 responses received
after this time will not be accepted.
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