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Late List –Planning Committee 07/06/23 

 

Officers please note: Only Late items from STATUTORY CONSULTEES 
are reproduced in full.   
Others are summarised. 
 
Statutory consultees are listed below: 
 
Highway Authority 
The Health & Safety Exec 
Highways Agency 
Local Flood Authority 
Railway 
Environment Agency 
Historic England 
Garden History Society 
Natural England 
Sport England 
Manchester Airport Group (MAG is the highway authority for the 
airport road network + the also section of Bury Lodge Lane running 
south from the northside entrance to the airport.  On these roads, it 
therefore has the same status as Essex CC and National Highways do 
for the roads that they administer.)   
 

 

This document contains late items received up to and including the end of business on the Friday before Planning Committee.  The late list  
 is circulated and place on the website by 5.00pm on the Monday prior to Planning Committee.  This is a public document and it is published 
with the agenda papers on the UDC website.  
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Item Number Application reference 
number 

Comment 

6 UTT/23/0966/PINS Further Consultation Comments Received: 
Highway Authority  
No objections, subject to conditions 
 
Highways England  
No Objections 

 
UDC Environmental Health  
Noise concerns raised, additional information required. 
Contamination assessment required 
Construction Management Plan required 
Conditions for air quality mitigation. 
 
Parish Council- Objection 
The site is located within the Greenbelt, 
There are no special circumstances for this development, 
Increase in traffic and highway impact, 
Unsustainable location, 
Insufficient walking/ cycling routes into the village  
No provision for open space within the site,  
The biodiversity net gain condition should relate to Uttlesford, 
The Council 5 year housing supply may conflict with the levelling up plans, 
Unaware of any consultation exercise or public consultation, 
No community benefits. 
 
If minded to approve the application then conditions should be imposed to: 
Improve the foot path along the B1383 
Improve foot path along Stoney Common top west Road 
Management company to be established and appropriate street lighting 
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7 UTT/23/0950/PINS Highways: No objections subject to mitigation and conditions. 
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A draft legal agreement has been submitted by the applicant to secure  
The Owner shall pay to the Council the Flitch Way Contribution prior to first Occupation of the Development. 
The Owner shall submit the Travel Plan to the Council prior to the first Occupation of the Development. 
The Owner shall pay to the Council the Travel Plan Monitoring Fee prior to the first Occupation of the Development. 
 

  Environmental Health comments updated 
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  Cllr Reeves: Strongly opposes the application .(Full details will be sent to PINS) 

Summary; 
This site is not needed for employment. 
It is not required for the upcoming Local Plan need. 
Omission of material fact. Priority Habitat – Deciduous Woodland: 
Felling Licence conditions haven’t been complied with 
Felling Licence is not valid. 
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The baseline for the required Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG) calculations should be based on the situation before 
August 2019. 
The wood and the trees, and the diverse ecology that it used to contain, were much loved by the local community 
It must be clarified. (See NPPF 179 to 182). This matter of the Priority Habitat – Deciduous Woodland is a significant  
weighted disbenefit to the application 
Despite ECC Highways’ report (for UTT/22/0434/FUL – I haven’t seen their report for this  
later application), excessive huge HGV vehicles for this domestic rural area, with  
consequent safety and economic disbenefits (road blockages etc); 
- The narrow road and low bridge downhill towards Great Hallingbury (in the event of  
breakdowns etc. 
- A terrifying proposal for 24hr 365 days-a-year operation in the linear village  
environment; 
- The ecological surveys were not carried out before the site was cynically stripped bare; 
- Overwhelming local opposition; 
- …… and in the CPZ (Countryside Protection Zone). 
In summary, this application should be rejected since the harms out-way the benefits in the planning  
balance. Particularly the small employment benefit, and no evaluation of the status: ‘Priority  
Habitat – Deciduous Woodland’.  
Should you approve, then you must please include the condition of restricting the hours of  
operation to 7am to 7pm, except Saturdays 7am till 1300 and none on Sundays. (Not a problem at  
Northside). Please treat our residents as humans with a life. 
 
 

  Cllr Wilson: (Full details will be sent to PINS) 
As a ward councillor for All Saints Ward, Bishop's Stortford (East Herts District Council) 
and a Bishop's Stortford Town Councillor for Parsonage Ward in that town, I am concerned with 
the level of traffic congestion in the town. As each major development has been accepted on the 
basis that it will not have a severe detrimental effect on the levels of traffic in the town, the 
cumulative effect of present and future congestion has become severe but this has not been 
acknowledged despite the provision of S32 of the NPPF. 
The transport report accompanying this application details levels of traffic at Stansted Airport but 
not at Bishop's Stortford. This application, if approved, will inevitably add to congestion in the town 
and this should be considered in light of the already congested urban area. 
This development is also proposed in the CPZ in Uttlesford which is a well-established and welltested policy going 
back decades with the aim of preserving the countryside around the airport. An 
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HGV-heavy logistics sight will do nothing to preserve this important area. In addition, this 
development is within sight of listed buildings and this will not be a fitting development to be in 
such an area 

   
  5 more representations have been received (Full details will be sent to PINS) 

Summary of comments: 
Concerns raised: noise, air and light pollution 
Increased traffic and heavy goods trucks 
Congestion 
Inadequate infrastructure 
Road safety 
Unsuitable for commercial development in residential area of green fields and wildlife 
It will not create any extra jobs for the area as their current workforce will just be relocated about 
1 mile from their current location. 
It will encourage the lorries to use Church Rd. which is both unsuitable and illegal. 
This is a green field site which was designated as a buffer from airport expansion. 
They no longer have to move from their current site as it has ceased to be regarded as within 
the airport. Other sites would be available both in East Herts. and at junction 7a at Harlow 
Diesel and oil pollutants are likely to be washed into the stream 
There are very few safe pedestrian facilities in the area , accidents are more likely to occur if 
they start using Church Rd. 
Living in Great Hallingbury, we are already inundated with vehicles using our village as 
a cut through to the M11. 
Countryside Protection Zone 
Development will make it hazardous for other users 
Impact on wildlife 
This development will provide nothing positive for the area and will degrade its nature and the quality of life and 
mental health of its residents. It is relocating from another local industrial site, bringing the existing employees and 
their cars and their commutes with them on a 24/7 basis. 
Development will result in accidents 

   
  Birchanger Parish Council 
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8 UTT/23/0902/PINS Sections 13.10.4 & 13.10.5 of the officer report to be removed and replaced by the following: 

 
The ECC Place Services Ecology Team have raised an objection as part of the corresponding full application 
(UTT/22/3126/FUL), due to the lack of information provided regarding proposed upgrades along the restricted 
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Byway to the north of the site (48/25). The Ecology Team would provide written advice of their findings and 
conclusions directly to PINS. 

 
The following correspondence to be included: 
 
ECC Place Services Conservation: 
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The following correspondence to be included from corresponding full application UTT/22/3126/FUL: 
 
Design Officer Comments. 
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ECC SuDS Officer Comments. 
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Place Services Ecology Officer Comments: 
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ECC Highways Officer Comments:  
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Comments of objection raised by Takeley Parish Council as follows: 
 

Dear Sirs 
 
Takeley Parish Council strongly objects to the application S62A/2023/0016 Warish Hall Farm, Smiths Green Lane, 
Takeley due to its unsustainable location, unacceptable harm to the setting of heritage assets and inappropriate 
development within the Countryside Protection Zone.   
 
This application site is one parcel of the wider application Land at Warish Hall Farm which was dismissed at appeal in 
August 2022.  The Parish Council were a Rule 6 party at the appeal at significant cost to the parish and individual 
residents who raised funds for this purpose.  The proposal is of great interest to the community therefore, we request 
that a hearing date is set to give the residents an opportunity to attend and give their views in person. 
 
The Parish Council is currently working with Essex County Council Place Services on the public consultation of a 
draft Conservation Area Appraisal for Smiths Green, which includes Smiths Green Lane and part of Jacks Lane, 
adjacent to the application site. The proposal would have a negative impact on the setting of the sensitive, historic 
area of Takeley.    
 
We appreciate that the District Council’s housing supply is just under the 5yhls, however the population in Takeley 
has increased significantly in recent years.  We consider that the harm from this proposal would significantly outweigh 
the benefits. 
 
Objections to conflicts with local and national policies are as follows: 
 

1) The development conflicts with UDC Policies S7 - The Countryside, ENV5 – Protection of Agricultural Land, 
S8 – Countryside Protection Zone and NPPF paragraph 174, which states that, ‘Planning policies and 
decisions should contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment by… (b) recognising the 
intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside, and the wider benefits from natural capital and ecosystem 
services – including the economic and other benefits of the best and most versatile agricultural land, and of 
trees and woodland;’  
This development has a suburban character and does nothing to recognise the intrinsic character and beauty 
of the countryside.  In the Land at Warish Hall appeal, the inspector said of Policy S7 – The Countryside, that 
it is ‘broadly consistent with NPPF paragraphs 130 and 174b’. ‘Consequently, having concluded that there 
would be significant landscape character and visual impact harm arising from the proposal without special 
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reasons being demonstrated as to why the development in the form proposed needs to be there, I give 
moderate weight to this conflict with the last strand of Policy S7, given it is not fully consistent with the NPPF’. 

 
2) The conflict with Policy S8 was also given S8 ‘moderate weight’ in the appeal decision. 

The inspector ‘identified that the proposal would be harmful to the character and appearance of the area in 
terms of its adverse effect on landscape character and visual impact, would reduce the open character of the 
CPZ’. 
In our view, the development conflicts with both parts of Policy S8,  
‘a) New buildings or uses would promote coalescence between the airport and existing development in the 
surrounding countryside; 
b) It would adversely affect the open characteristics of the zone.’ 
Land at Warish Hall Appeal Decision paragraph 104 All development within the CPZ erodes the gap which 
maintains the longstanding concept of ‘an airport in the countryside’. This development would merge a rural 
settlement in Smiths Green and Jacks Lane with the suburban settlement of Priors Green, affecting the open 
characteristic of the buffer zone surrounding the airport. 
 

3) We note that the application has also been submitted to UDC for consideration and there is insufficient 
information on the harm to the natural environment and wildlife, with a potential breach of Policy GEN7 – 
Nature Conservation, which states, ‘Development that would have a harmful effect on wildlife or geological 
features will not be permitted unless the need for the development outweighs the importance of the feature to 
nature conservation.’ The Parish Council is concerned that wildlife harms will not be fully mitigated and works 
to the adjacent drainage ditch along Jacks Lane would necessitate significant tree and hedge felling, as 
advised by the landowner on our recent enquiries regarding surface flooding along the byway. There are also 
concerns over light pollution from the development and its impact on wildlife. 

 
4) There would be harm to the setting of an ancient monument, at Warish Hall, and to the setting of Grade 2 

listed Hollow Elm. The development conflicts with Policies ENV2 and ENV4, in that ‘Development affecting a 
listed building should be in keeping with its scale, character and surroundings… development proposals that 
adversely affect the setting… of a listed building will not be permitted.’ Furthermore, the site is adjacent to the 
emerging Smiths Green Conservation Area and would impact significantly on its setting, removing the 
agrarian character and removing the important gap between a suburban development at Priors Green and the 
historic rural hamlet of Smiths Green would harm the setting of Smiths Green. 

 
5) The site is unsustainable; the proposal conflicts with GEN1 – Access, and the NPPF paragraph 112 on 

sustainable transport because residents would be reliant on the use of the private car. Walking and cycling 
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opportunities to access to amenities at Priors Green would be limited to an unlit bridleway. Pavements could 
not be introduced on the byway or on Smiths Green Lane (also known as Warish Hall Road), which is a high-
grade Protected Lane. Within the site, there is a standalone footpath but there are no pavements on either 
side of the road through the development.  We note Essex Highways comments to the planning application 
under consideration by Uttlesford District Council and we agree with their recommendation for refusal. 
 

6) Increased traffic and the widening the farm entrance to form the access the development could impact the 
special verge which has Village Green status. Increased traffic on the single-track Smiths Green Lane would 
cause constant and irreparable damage to the protected lane, in conflict with ENV9 – Historic Landscapes. 
The policy states that, ‘proposals likely to harm significant local historic landscapes… and protected lanes… 
will not be permitted unless the need for the development outweighs the historic significance of the site.’  
 

7) Takeley has grown significantly since the 2011 Census and currently has 2,000 homes mostly located along 
the Dunmow Road, Parsonage Road and at Priors Green. Projections from approved development and 
housing sites approved since May 20226 will result in a growth of 86% in a 16-year period. Infrastructure is 
already strained therefore careful consideration should be given to appropriate and sustainable locations for 
future housing development in Takeley. Although there is a shortfall in the district’s housing supply, this 
position has improved, with the most recently reported data at 4.89 years Housing Land Supply. 
 

Further information on the Smiths Green Conservation Area appraisal and boundary will be shared with PINS ahead 
of the consultation deadline.  The Parish Council respectfully requests that our objections are considered and 
permission is refused.   

 
9 UTT/22/2900/OP None 
10 UTT/22/3094/FUL None 
11 UTT/22/1578/OP Further consultation responses received: 

 
ECC- Planning and Development 
A developer contribution of £41,961.00 for early years and child care 
School transport contributions of £26,881.20 
Library contribution of £2,489.60 
 
ECC Archaeology 
No objections or further recommendations 
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12 UTT/22/1706/FUL None 
13 UTT/23/0526/FUL Changes to Conditions: 

 
• Condition 2 should be to the 28 October 2024 (3 years from the allowed appeal Inspectors Decision) 
 
• Condition 4 should include all the approved drawings (216498 DWG 001 Rev A, 216498 DWG 102, 9382-D-AIA, 

219345 PL 00 100, and IT1431/SK/04/Rev D), not just the amended one. (To be in line with the allowed appeal 
Inspectors Decision).  

 
• Condition 6 is a repeat of Condition 7 requires to be deleted. (To be in line with the Inspectors Decision 

wording). 
 
• Condition 20– Deletion of ‘No development approved by this planning permission shall take place until a lighting 

design scheme for biodiversity shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. (To 
be in line with the Inspectors Decision wording). 

 
14 UTT/23/0638/FUL Nothing to report. 
15 UTT/22/3020/FUL Nothing to report. 
16 UTT/22/0863/FUL Additional condition included: 

 
   Any music associated with the events venue (Unit 2) shall not shall not played outside. 

REASON: In order to safeguard the amenities of local residents in accordance with Uttlesford Local Plan Policies 
GEN2 and GEN4. 
 
 
 
Further consultation response received: 
 
Highway Authority 
Initial objection removed, recommended conditions include; 
Provision of visibility splays, 
Landscaping compliance conditions, 
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Closing of the previously used access, 
Keeping the public right of way unobstructed 
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17 UTT/23/0036/FUL None 
 

Note – The purpose of this list is to draw Members attention to any late changes to the officer report or late letters/comments/representations.  
Representations are not reproduced in full they are summarised 

Late items from STATUTORY CONSULTEES are reproduced in full.   

 


